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ABSTRACT
Since 197 an estimated 1.1 million migrants have entered the UK, with a signifjcant

proportion filling vacancies in lo& G I Gdza 200dzLJ dA2ya R2AYyH WRIy3
RANIEQ 62N] & adzOK 2 With imraris firdddNdmpldyraent ih&dghJ2 NI NB
highly fragmentedand localisechetworks of employment agencies (the UK has one of the

largest butmost fragmented agency sectors in Europe). This paper considersnignation
policy narrativeshave shifted and he the location oflabour market regulatiorhas changeg
in light ofthe above In the firstpart of the paperwe discuss tweshifts 1) the manageq
economic migration policy of the Home Office (whichlagitimated lowstatus labour,
migration into the UK fsm around 2000); and 2) the geographical specificity of this policy
(which legitimated lowstatus migrants from within the EUYhese shifts were part of a
politicakeconomic consensusvolving an acceptance dfie need for lowstatus temporary,
migrant wakers in the UKto: ensure competitiveness; increase labour market flexibility;
control inflation; and underpin economic growth. The consensus effectively legitimated & new
range of premigration policy narratives, which in turn impacted upon the regulatuf
migration. In the second part of the paper we examihe regulatoryimpact and argue that
there has been asymbolic if not yet substantivéa?NB 6 I f I y uigési thdt thé S
32 FSNY YSy i Qa-occypatibkdNRith supfiNgiie regulation (irected towards
controlling i KS WA f f $ihs feduced & Nie yiée@ for mogeneric demangide
control (RANBOGSR (26 NRaof gererally BuB mof excBisivelf téhmb@ah Q
migrant workers) hasncreased In the third part of the papr, two regulatorsof agency,
employmentin the UK are profiled to examine this rebalancittge Gangmasters Licensing
Authority (GLA) and the Employment Agencies Standards Inspectorate {HASIpaper
concludes by examiningshether or not theregulatory rebalancing is aprogressive agt
might first appearand raises important questions over the extent to which the UK remains a
Wi AHIOKQ Ay GSNXYa 2F 62NJ LX I OS NBIdA FGA2Y

'The GLA i-be paardmemt al public bodydé (ndpb), with Defra its spon
moved to the HSE in 2009, f ol | owidpbgnddrtheauspitka ohihe DAMP. TReEASIe w6, whi c h
is based within the DTI (nhow BERR).
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A. Introduction

Since 1997 an estimated 1.1 million migrants have entered W& with a significant

proportion filling vacancies in lo& G I Gdza 200dzLJ dA2ya R2Ay3 WRIy3
RANIEQ ¢2N]l ® adzOK 2F (GKAA 62N] A& GSYLRNINEBT
highly fragmented and localisecetworks of employment agemies. Box 1 reviews the key
characteristics of the agency sector in the UK.

The paper considers how the UK government has developed regulatory tools to protect

flexible migrantworkersfrom unscrupulous employment agencies (also termed gangmasters,

labour market intermediaries, and labour providerd) is divided into three substantive

sections. First, we chart the shift in migration policy thaer recent yearfas relegitimised

low-status labour migration to the UKve characterise this shift as¥2 @S FTNRBY Wi S NN i
O2y GiNRPfQ FYR WISNR AYYAINIGA2YyQ (2 WwWSO2y2YAO (
chart therelated change in the location of government regulation as itkset protects the

rights of the increasing number of legal letatustemporary migrantworkers in the UKwe
characterisethisast  WNB ol f I yOAYy3IQ 2 7F -3iB Bdbe Henangsile. T N2 Y (1 K
Third,and in light of this rebalancingye examine lhe operation of the two agency regulators

in the UK: the Gangmasters Licensing Authority and the Employment Agencies Standards
Inspectorate (EASIThe paperconcludes by questioning theextent to which theregulatory

trends identifiedare genuinely progresivein the sense of undermining the lorsganding

Wi A2HIOKQ F LILINRF OK G2 ¢2NJ LX I OS NBIdA FGA2y Ay

BOX 1: THE UK AGENSECTOR

e ..isthelargest agency sectdn Europe (EFILWC, 2006: 6)

e ..is worth an estimated25 billion(Demos, 2007: 2&7)

e ..involves at least3,000 companie$REC, 2006: 5).

e ..hasincreased fousfold in size since 1994 (Demos, 2007:229

e ..deals withl.2 million temporary workersper week(down from a peak of 1.5 million in
200304) and 700,000 penanent workers (REC, 2007)

e ..is largely based on temporary work placements: which accoun878t of business
(REC, 2006: 4).
e ..is thelargest temporary agencgector in the EU: accounting for around ettérd of all

temporary agency employment (Dem@§07: 10)

e ..has one of the modragmentedtemporary agency sectors in the EU with a signifigant
proportion of small, local operators (see Figure 1) forming the bottord of a twaetier
sector (Coet al., 2007)

e _.is increasinglynigrant-dominated: in the UK food industry, for examplene is now
a ¢nared likely to encounter a gangmaster in the UK employing Eastern and Central
European workers, than a gangmaster employing indigenous workers (Getdsds
2007: 90). Table and Figure 2 indicate the ettt of this migrant worker presencgithin
the UK gangmaster industry: with Polish, Portuguese and Lithuanians the three| main
nationalities

e ..has been subject historically f@mht-touch regulation when compared to other EU
member statesEFILWC, 20082> HT O | YR &aAda gAGKAY 2)yS 9dzNPI
(DEMOS, 2007: 10)
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Figure 1:The structure of agency sectors in the EU, 2005
Source: Adecco Institut
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Figure 2:The nationality of Gangmastsupplied labour



Table 1:The nationality of Gangmastsupplied labour

Nationality of Gang Workers Al Ol
Gangmasters

Only British workers employed 9%

Only migrant workers employed 23%

Only Polish workers employed 8%

Some Polish workers employed 82%

Some Lithuaniaworkers employed 45%

Some Portuguese workers employed 27%

B. Thenew (old) politicateconomic onsensus

From the mid1970s until the late 1990s UK migration policy narratives centred on the need

for Yerritorial controld y R WI S NE : rhaviifést B Me riéstrigtigr@ placed upon lew

status labourmigrants during this timeThere were some limited exceptiomsfor instance

the seasonal agricultural schemes that allowed foreign workers into the UK at times of peak
demand ¢ but these were exeptions.¢ KS &aGFGSR LRftAOE FAY 4l & aa
AaSPSNBfe (GKS ydzyoSNA O2YAy3a G2 tAGBS LISN¥IYySyif
Office, 1994).

CNRY (KS tF0S mMppnad GKS LRftAOe yI NMNFIHWMIIBSR KA T
mid NJ { 7 payt Of dhis,!it was recognised that the UK needed migramfill job vacancies

at the bottomend of the labour marketA key Home Office report noted in 2001 that
GXGKSNBE A& Of SI NI all skikyedels inkhe Tahobr Rharies Y b BRa, 0 8 NJ

2001: 50).This was followed in 2006 by a similar recognition when Huene Office, in a

survey of employers, noted how they nowt LJX I OS O2y & A RS NJ-skifed NBt ALYy
YA I NI y i aef al, 2@& yiOReports by the Governmertdtéaries Departmen{GAD,

2004) and HM Treasury (2002) in the intervening years demonstrate the pervasiveness of this

narrative shift.

There wasalsoa growing awareness that industry had acted faster than governroerihis

and that certain lowstatus sectors were becomingtructurally dependenton migrant

SYLX 28YSyid S@Sy AT (rKIHRManageMNe SikkiewedSandbit- WA £ £ S|
national food processing compamgmemberedK 2 ¢ Y & ! G (inittie $ate 69R0%)8

seemed that there were no real alternatives, and there were no real optionsefautable

O2YLJ yASaé ,&dstern Bnylahdhid&SNJOOY The plea by the CBI théatd dza A Yy S & &
YSSRA& YIYlFI3ISR YAINIGA2YEé 6/ . LI hanbaipupinBFE SO0 &
UK from the late 1990s for lostatus workers.

This caused a major dilemma: the UK Home Office was facing the growing phenomenon of
WAEESAFEQ YAINI Y t6PAR Y HNEE § ¢ Riitieladne SHEBIUEES B R
businesswas growing increasingly dependent upon migrants to perform jobs that were too

LI22NI & LI AR I yRk 2'NJRi( 2RS YW /RNy & MormfhdykBEaNeSdza. NA O
There was, very simply, a clash between the logic of business andrtieunning policy

narrative of governmentWhat eventually emerged, as a result of this clashas a dual

migraton @2 f A O& Yy I NNJ ik ASy R TuSudizd/ismbdiicR i And business

came to the conclusion thathanaged migratiofx; at all skill levelg was the best solution to

I RRNBaa SO2y2YAO LINBaadz2NBa yR G2 G416 01fS GKS 3



The governmenbusiness consensus underpinnirtge narrative shift had a distinct

geographical shapé¢o it. It emergedat the same time as a loagnning process of EU
enlargementwas coming to fruition. In May 2004 ten new states joined the EU, with two

more becomingmembers in January 2007. The growth of the EU from 15 to 27 countries
effectively signalled a huge expamsiin the boundaries of legal labour migration. The UK,

given the politicaleconomic context summarised above, welcomed this expansion and the
YAINF G2NBE LRRaaAoAtAGASE |1aa20AFGSR 6AGK A0
transitional restrictions2 y GKS Wl yQ O2dzyiNARSa ot2fl yRZ 9adl
Republig, Slovakia, Hungary, Slovenia) was an exceptional one: only Ireland and Sweden did
likewise:

The UK labour market, after May' 2004, was opened up to millions of foreign workedso

could fill the now wideljknownabout vacancies in lowtatus sectors of the economy

(hospitality, agriculture, construction, cleaning, care2 N 0 @ ¢ 2y & . f I ANDRaA RSOA:
movement of workes not only opened the door to European migrant Wers (of all skill

levelg, it also led to possibly the largede-facto regularisation process the UK has ever

seen’ Thousands ogastern European workers movedt of the informal economy overnight

to become Y&galas a result of EU enlargemerttetween 30% and 60% of A8 migrants

recorded as entering the UK after May 2004 are believed to have already been working in the

country prior to EU enlargement (Bij&k al., 2004; Home Office, 2004Thus, government

finally caught up with industry andiR2 Ay 3 a2 gl a +Fo6ftS (2 aK2g Al ¢
migration and also in control of the economy. These two factors are possibly the most

important issues used by voters to el the competence of governmerand, with an

election looming in 200%ne can see why the migration policy narrative shifted in the way it

did and at the time it did

The situation described above is not new. In the 1950s, 60s and early 70s there was a similar
consensus between government and business that underpirare@éraz ¥ W FuropenQ
migration from Turkey, Yugoslavia and Greece to Germany; from the Maghreb, Spain, Italy
and Portugal to France; and from the Caribbean, Indiancaminent and Ireland to the UK.

What is new is the workpce contexti K I (i  in@grRris én@g

There is once crucial dimension of difference here that we want to identify. In thevpaist

era, lowstatus laboumigrants came to the UK and there was an expectation that they would

eventually return homeln most cases this did not happérhis same temporary expectation

has been transferred onto recent arrivals from eastern Eurdpethermore, hese arrivals

also have an additional temporary dimensionthose employed in lovstatus occupations

generallyfind work through agencies and thisovk is temporary and/ or highly precarious.

There are, then, two temporary dimensions to contemporary labour migration to the UK

where in the past there was ondn fact, the reason migrants are so attractive to employers

at the bottomend of the UK laboul' | NJ SG Aa LINBOAaSte 6SOI1dasS (K

% The Home office estimated prior to May 2004 that between 5;08000 eastern European migrant workers would arrive in

the UK per annum.

% The most notable feature of thekUin this respect is that it has not, unlike many other EU member states, sought to formally

regularise sl f £t SR WAt £ S3FfQ YAINIYyda 6&4SSY D!'hT wnncO SEOSLII Ay @SN
estimated to be over 500,000 irregularigrants (and one would assume workers: how else would these people feed and clothe

themselves?) in the UK. Although the calculations used to arrive at this estimate have been questioned (cf. Dorlingn@p07; Ja

2004; Woodbridge, 2005), rone would dewy that there are large numbers of workers in the UK living outside formal state

institutions.



With postwar labour migrants the expectation was that they would only stayoag bs the
economy was buoyanwith contracts Y¢mporaryto serve the interests of busines3ohn
Berger and Jean Moleapture thisin their classic text of the tim&#! { S@SYy G K al y QY
OWhat distinguishes this migration from others in the past is that it is temporary. Only a
minority of workers are pemitted to settle permanently in the country to which they
have come. Their work contracts are usually for one year, or, at the most, two. The
migrant worker comes to sell his labour power where there is a labour shortage...It is
not men who immigrate butmachinemenders, sweepers, diggers, cement mixers,
cleaners, drillers, etc...Governments and mubitional corporations plan their policies
on a global scale, and the advantages for capitalism of worker migration being
GSYLRZNINE I NBE OanddMahRPORE: 5818 0. SNASNJ
Over three decades on, S NH S NJ | yoion af h&UWNISY L2 NI NBEQ YAINI yi 62
looksrelativelypermanent
OWe use 200 agency staff to tap during busy periods with 26 languages spoken on
site. Now the traditional model dlctory employment involved workers on a Monday
to Friday 8am to 4pmor 9am to 5pm contragtwith the prospect of weekend over
time.¢ KAa ¢l ayQi STFAOASY(H 3IABSYy 6KSy Ay (GKS ¢S
never meet the demand on Sundayhich meant a bacKog into the new weekTo
survive, ve neecedto be flexible in the way we woekl and turng 2 NJ & i offks
quicky as the sun comes outn our industry (salad produce) theeather drives
demand..Demand is not jush seasonal or day ofeekthing, though it is also shaped
by the price ofO2 Y LIS G A (i 2 M 2 LIMRIRXO (ila  CeddvthiligS¢an O f Odzt | |
change considerabdfHR Manager, UK Salad Prody&saptember 2007
Essentially, K &G A G YSFIya G2 o6S I Wshified bBJeWilimeBoRes:Y A I NI y i
from yearsin the 197040 days and weekisn the 2000s

Inmany casesthig S ¢ WGAYS 1 2ySQ T2 N haSbéddNdraidias & A I NI v i
sign of fexibility and personal freedonhut for low-status workers in particutathere are

important social policy issues attachechid is where labour market regulatiaromes to the

fore: especially as hundreds of thousands of these workers are now feljaving EU
enlargement

In the more rigid and stable posivar erg the costs of the ebb and flow of industrial
production were met by business, but today these costs are met by the individual worker
through under and unemployment. Employment agencies have been centrdhailitating

this cost transfer and when workers amot needed they are simply not paidlhe
IJ2PSNYYEYRQ@2 t dzy lidleMEs bec@n® bre Nfdgpping up the negative
externalities that result fronthe efficiency savingsf more flexible labour market strategies

C. Regulatory ebalancing

Whilst the politicaleconomic consensusunderpinning therecent 8 KA ¥4 FTNRBY Wi SNR
WY y I 3SR Qwa¥ eviidtt duing thepostwar era2 T WY I 4 &, théjaddbd A 2y Q
dimension of labour market flexibility what we would termthe Yy S ¢ WG A ¥i$he 1 2y S Q
temporary migrant worker¢ has important implications in terms ofUK labour market

regulation. What has effectively happened is thas policy narratives have shifted from
WGESNNRAG2NRLFE O2yGNREQ FYR WISNR AYYAINIGAZ2YQ
and as large numbers of lew (i I 1 dza WAt £ S3I f Q ¢ 2 NJ-BNBG &3 98t $BISty
workers following EU enlargemte the UK government has had to acknowledge the need for

a social dimensions taccompanythe economic migratiowonsensusd forgedwith business



Broadly speaking, concern around vulnerable employment has increased egdhtion

affecting migrant workerK | & dzy RS NH 2 y S over redeNtS/éats Goveyn@any 3 Q
rhetoricwas once almost exclusively centred mmoblems of migratiorandinvolved a narrow

pre-occupation with suppbi A RS NB 3 dzZ | GA2Y 6 RANBIOEIR I0 2 6 ' YNREENT L
worker). As lowstatus migrant labour has been legitimateldpwever, the need for more

generic demandi A RS O2y iNRf ORANBOGSR G261 NRa WAff St
exclusively migrant workers) has become appardhe key issughe UK government now

facesis how to manage the costs and benefits of increasing flexibility (i.e. the growth in

temporary employment and lowstatus labour migrationand whether or not demandide

labour market regulation has a role to play in this

Throughout the 1980s and 1990s there was a trend towardsedgilation. This trend was

particularly pronounced in the UK and was associated with a commensurate decline in union

power.9 Sy G2RIFI&X GKS 'Y A& K2YS (G2 24%2002F (KS a
10) and levels of unionisation in the most vulnerable sectors of the economat dristoric

lows (EFILWC, 2006: 30; Wills, 200Bgcently, however, the UK governmenbecause of

increasing agency activity and rising levels of-&tatus labour migratiorg hasbeen aware of

the need to ensure the basic protection of flexible workexsne have called this the aitt of

I WBE dz | G A 2RH@e I ABaft®ise® ¢hlongrunning tension between labour

market flexibility and government regulation in the UK.

(et

TKS OdzNNByid RSolFdSa 'y 9! §S@St 20SN) GKS W
LINAYOALX S 2F WTt SEAOdzNA (& Q &K 2taegBativh isAtl2 6 (1 K2 NJ
national leves S KI @S ftaz2 aSSy GKS ¢!/ SaidlotArakK | W/
and the UKI2 @SNy YSyid SadlrofAak | WxdzZ ySNIo6ES 22NJ
captures the basic regulatory dilemma in this respect, arahs very simply how the balance

between labour market flexibility and regulation/ security has shifted over recent decades.

The issue now is how much regulation to allow before flexibility is compromised and, more
importantly, how much resource, power ardgislative clout governments should give to
workplaceregulatorF 2 f f 2 6 Ay 3 REPDHzARE REI M RdAKBY

We now turn our attention to twoagencyregulatorsin the UK the Gangmasters Licensing
Authority (GLA) and the Employment Agencies Stedglanspectorate (EASIJhe former
gained full legal powers in late 2006 and governs a limited number of industries (agricultural,
horticultural, food packing/ processing, and shellfish gathering/ processing industfies).
latter, in contrast,has a mub longer history and is charged with regulating agencies across
the whole UK economy.
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Figure 3The changing balance between labour market flexibility and regulation in the UK

D. The Gangmasters Licensing Author{tgLA)

1. A brief history of the! Y @® | y 3 YdysteinS NI

Before examining the contemporary impact of the GLA, it is important to review the
gangmaster system that it has been set up to gov&angmastersepresent aspecific type
of employment agency. For centuries they have supplied workers on a temporasytbdke

UK food sector. In many ways gangmasters have been one of the few constants in a rapidly

changingsector.

Food in the UK has always been produced on a seasonal basis and the main variable cost in

this productionprocess has always been labour.rthar, gangmastershave beenthe vital
intermediaryhere: enabling farmers and food packers/ processors to respond both to the ebb

and flow of seasonal production, and within this seasonal ebb and flow, to the daily and

weekly vicissitudes of consumer denth Gangmasters allow food suppliers to increase
efficiency, reducing the costs of production by allowing themetoploy workers Hs and
when neede@This explains why they hal®ena constant even if thepoliticaleconomy of

the UK food industry has eimged beyond all recognition.

The implementation of thé I N&A Odzf i dzNJ f
Commission Reporf{see Brass, 2004) demonstrates the historic role of gangmasters in

DI y34§

1 OG 27

My CT

supplying workers on a temporary basisUW agiculture. The need for such legislatiaiso
demonstrates the longtanding link between gangraeters and worker exploitationntieed
the Union movement in the UK actually has its origiregnculture

Gangmastes were and stillare, extremelyconcentratedgeographically: skewed towardse
east of England and specifically the thitew-lying and very fertildenland counties adjacent
to the Wash estuary (Lincolnshire, Cambridgeshire and Norféligure 4 shows the

contemporary distribution ofthe 1100+ UK gangmasters with a Gangmasters Licensing

Authority (GLA) licenceThe fenland cluster (cluster 7) is the most significant in both an

historical and contemporary sense; there are also other clusters related to the geography of

the modern UK sugrmarket supplychain (positioned along major arterial routes and/ or

Iy R



close to large consumer centres). These clusters explain why in some areas of the UK
gangmasters, and the flexible (largely migrant) workers associated with them, are very visible,
whilgt in other areas people have little knowledge of the gangmaster system of temporary
labour supply.

Until the 1950s emporary workers were supplied by local villages at harvest time with
women and children doingnost ofthe additionalwork required hencethe need for thel867
Gangs Acto protect children and women working in agricultureabour was also sourced
from further afield: mainly in the form of itinerartish workeramany of whom were part of
traditional Traveller communities.

From the 1950s amards, and especially during the 1980s and 1990s when supermarkets
were establishingheir dominance over the UK food industgemand for traditional farm
based seasonal labour declinethis was due to a fall in the real price of food, linkedajmd
mechanisation,intensification,and the emergence of new and extremdfrge processing
and packaging plant® meet the demands of an increasinglyphisticated consumenarket
Figures 5 and @hart the declinein agricultural employment since the early 8that has
resulted from these very tough operating conditions where only the larger, stronger and/ or
specialist higher valuadded operators survive

Alongside the decline in total agricultural employment shown in figures 5 and 6, the 1990s

also saw theemergence of local labour shortagesith many gangmasters forced to look to

new sources tofill the vacancies that aroseThe declining industrial s of Northern

England were one such source:
G2 KSy (KS YAYAy3 AyRdzaiNB O2ffl LJASR 6S dzaSR
vans daily to work in the fields in Boston. That was where the work was. And the most
striking thing | have seen, obviously dswounger then, but because people were used
to mining, they would drop down on their knees to do the job, because it was more
O2YF2NIliloftS F2NJ GKS o02Reéd L ¢gla | @2dzy3 3IANI
(Growerg owner)

Migrant workers were lie other main sourceThe Portuguese were early pioneers here.

Portugal joined the EU in 198@nd until the May 2004 enlargementvas the poorest

Member State. Portuguese communities are now well establishelerunlikeliest areas of

the UKc¢ places like Boston, Grantham and Sohafeee Figures 7 and) & because ofthe

vacancy chainin the UKfood industry. Rogaly (2006 attributes this paradox of declining

G2GFft SYLX 28YSyid FTYyR AYyONBlFaAy3d flo02dzNJ aK2 NI
NB 3 A Y Bad producers look to cut costs to survive.

Other than the Portuguesegangmasterd f 8 2 & dzLJLJX ASR WA f £ S3IIFEfQ YAIN
1990s and early 2000s. There was little government intervention at the time, businesses

needed workers, and a highliexible, informal, gang system existed to meet this need. The
GrarofS WHIALI 2F (G(KS AOSOSNHQ O6FyR | thased SyR 27
system of migrant labour system was the tragic death of 23 Chinese cockle pickers on the
treacheious sands of Morecambe Bay in February 2004. This event, more than any other,
markeda realisation that employers need more substantial legal channels through which to

recruit lowstatus migrant workers and initiated a symbolie-balancing of regulation

towards the demansbide (i.e. the employer/ workplace)it is also important to réterate

here that threemonths after Morecambe Bay EU enlargement took place. This effectively

W2 LISYSR GKS R22NR 606SOldzasS 27F (KSrictiorstda RSOA aA
legal lowstatus migration from Eastern Europe. Figure 9 shows A@amigrants like the



Portuguesehave headed for rural areasf the UK to fill job vacancies at the bottom of the

food supply systerfl.

Figure 4The Geography of UK Gangmasters

Central Scottish Belt

North West

Birmingham

Cornwall S

Yorkshire/
Nottinghamshire

Lincolnshire /
Cambridgeshire

London

Definin :

Name of Cluster Charac?eristics Explanation

1. LondonSouth East Urban Large urban area. Centre for busines
headquarters in the UK.

2. BirminghamHereford/ RuralUrban Large urban area with adjacentgll-

Worcester connected agricultural hinterland.

3. Mersey Valley/ Fylde Coast| RuratUrban Large urban area with adjacent, well
connected agricultural hinterland.

4. Cornwall Rural Remote rural economy.

5. am WYbh2NIKQ Transport Axial M1 link, running adjacent to larg
urban areas and close to significant
agricultural economy.

6. Central Scottish Belt RuralUrban Large urban area with adjacent, well
connected agricultural hinterland.

7. The Wash (Lincs/ Cambs/ | Rural | SYGNBE 2F (GKS ! Y(

Norfolk) economy.

*The map is based on A8 WRS (W orker Registration Scheme) numbers. Migrants from the 8 countries of eastern and

central Europe that joined the EU in May 2004 (the 6 A8 6

countri es) mus Office managed VERS. o n

Figure 9 shows where in the UK these registrations are concentrated relative to the existing UK population.
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Figure 5:Agricultural Employment 1983006

Source: Agricultural Census / Agricultural Survey (2006)

Figure 6:Casual Agricultural Employment 198806



Figure 7PortugueseDWRadministeredNational Insuranceegistrations(2006 per 100
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Figure 9 Home Office administere@/RS egistrations(May 2004¢ December 2006 as % of
total population
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