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Executive Summary  
 
Return migration is an important feature of intra-EU labour mobility the full impact of which on the 
individuals and sending countries remains understudied. Many young East-West migrants perform jobs 
below their qualifications, but the effect of mismatch on their post-return prospects has not been widely 
analysed. This report analyses return migration of young people (15–34 years) in two CEE countries – 
Estonia and Slovakia. The countries share a similar history of outmigration, but differ in other important 
respects, such as the social policies or the impact of the crisis. The thematic focus of the report is 
particularly on the selection of migrants and returnees and the integration trajectories of the returnees 
in the home labour markets. A comparative analysis of Estonia and Slovakia allows us to compare 
some of the characteristics of the integration process and to shed light on the role of macroeconomic 
and institutional factors, including welfare policies, on the success of returns.  

The report consists of two empirical sections, the case study of Estonian returnees and the case study 
of Slovak returnees, which are then brought together to offer more general conclusions. Both studies 
employ a mixed-method approach to analysing return migration and use data from numerous sources, 
including Labour Force Survey data, online CV data, administrative data, and interviews with 
stakeholders and returnees, census data (Estonia) and web survey data (Slovakia).  

In Slovakia, on average each tenth person working abroad returned. The main host countries of 
returnees across different sources of data are the UK, Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, Austria and 
Germany. Across different sources of data, about 40% of returnees come from the Czech Republic and 
the United Kingdom. These countries also continue to be the main receiving countries for recent 
migrants. In Estonia the main destination countries for temporary labour mobility in 2012 was Finland 
with 38.3% of migrants, followed by the UK (13.3%), Austria (6.5%), Norway (6.5%), Sweden (5.1%), 
and Russia (4.9%). 

Returnees are found to be quite different from both those staying in the home country and the migrants 
not returning. The findings suggest that young Estonian returnees are generally younger and positively 
selected in terms of education, compared to non-migrants of the relevant age category. Despite a better 
educational profile, returnees mostly hold low-level occupations while abroad, leading to higher 
reported over-education among medium and highly educated returnees, relative to stayers. The results 
are generally similar for Slovakia – returnees are younger relative to stayers, less likely to be married 
and more often of Hungarian ethnicity. There are higher chances of return for some countries like the 
UK and other countries (outside Europe, USA, and Canada). Return is more likely for non-employed 
migrants and is affected by the home country labour market situation. 

We find that foreign work experience generally brings positive benefits to individuals and is viewed 
rather positively also by employers in Estonia and Slovakia. Estonian returnees reap benefits in terms 
of higher wages, but no evidence was found of a positive effect of migration and return on the upward 
occupational mobility of the returnees. In Slovakia, individuals with post-accession foreign work 
experience are more attractive in the labour market than those without such a record. Return migrants 
in Slovakia initially face a higher risk of short-term unemployment, but they exit unemployment registries 
at a higher rate than stayers. Estonian returnees that register with the labour office, however, exit the 
registry at slower rate than the unemployed in general. Unemployment of Slovak returnees might be 
‘voluntary’ in the sense of taking time to find a job that matches their skills and preferences (for example 
in terms of the expected wage). Generally, positive results in terms of re-integration are facilitated in 
both countries by the fact that returnees are positively selected in terms of education.  

Regarding the mismatch in the foreign labour market, we find that for young Slovak migrants this 
increases the probability of returning, but a mismatch abroad is not a significant factor explaining the 
success of re-integration. Many returnees upgrade their position relative to the one held abroad, which 
suggests that on the aggregate level, foreign work experience does not lead to permanent down-skilling. 
For Estonian returnees, low-level positions held in the last quarter abroad, implying a strong education-
occupation mismatch, might be one of the factors pushing young and well-educated Estonians to re-
enter the domestic labour market.  
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While employers in both countries perceive returnees mostly positively, it matters what type of 
experience the returnees gained with larger benefits for having worked in a matching field or having 
developed skills needed in the labour market. In both countries, migrants as well as employers attribute 
a set of skills conducive to success in the job search and good performance at work to foreign work 
experience. In addition to language, social skills, a positive approach, a problem-solving attitude and 
greater cultural sensitivity and tolerance are also assets.  

Returnees expect higher salary, which is viewed ambiguously by employers. This might in particular 
make matching more difficult in the less skilled and less paid segments of the labour market. Returnees 
are more ready to apply for positions advertised abroad than stayers, suggesting possibilities for re-
emigration and circular patterns of mobility. Through higher wage expectations, returnees might exert 
pressure on wage growth in home economies. In Slovakia, those migrants who decided to work abroad 
due to low salaries in Slovakia had higher chances of facing difficulties in re-integration into the labour 
market after returning. 

Regarding the role of institutions in the re-integration process, especially high-skilled young returnees 
bypass institutions and tend to rely on personal networks and family and internet serves as the key job 
search tool. Welfare policies are not a driver of return or re-integration in Slovakia and Estonia, but 
access to services is considered and evaluated in the migration decision and upon return, especially 
with respect to family-related issues (i.e. maternity benefits, health care). Unemployment benefits 
provide a framework for possibly better job-skill matching for returnees. Evidence in the Slovak case 
study implies that return is typically not driven by worsened labour market conditions abroad, but a 
combination of individual-level factors and opportunities in the home country. From this perspective, 
the recent financial crisis had more of a contextual rather than deterministic effect on return decisions 
of Slovak migrants.  

Given that young return migrants constitute a specific subgroup of the returnee population, they should 
be attracted to the host country economy due to significant potential based on high education attainment 
accompanied by foreign labour market experience, mobility and employment flexibility. Facilitating the 
acceleration of the labour market integration of young returnees will enable them to fully realize their 
potential, and so provide benefits for the home country economy. There is scope for public institutions 
to provide better assistance on return and to facilitate integration. Of particular importance, inequalities 
exist among returnees and not all returnees are on an equal footing in terms of their abilities. While 
many returnees circumvent formal institutions, there are still many who approach them and can be 
reached by effective policy. In particular, returnees disadvantaged by gender, age or ethnicity might be 
in more need during the re-integration process. Furthermore, the type of experience that migrants gain 
abroad is important in terms of whether it is relevant to the field and whether it results in a demonstrable 
set of hard and soft skills. From this perspective, tools that facilitate matching migrants to jobs, such as 
EURES, employment agencies or well-designed job portals can be very useful. Matching should be 
encouraged by decreasing information asymmetries in intra-EU mobility. 

 

Key words:  

Return migration, Estonia, Slovakia, youth, welfare, labour market, integration 
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1. Introduction 
 
Eastern EU enlargement in 2004 resulted in massive East-West migration flows of especially young 
and highly educated people from Central and Eastern European (CEE) countries (Kahanec and 
Zimmermann, 2010; Kureková, 2011). Previous analyses mostly focused on labour market outcomes 
for CEE (youth) migrants in the receiving countries (Anderson et al., 2006; Clark and Drinkwater, 2008; 
Doyle et al., 2006; Dustmann et al., 2010; Pollard et al., 2008), while much less is known about their 
contribution to home countries or about their employment outcomes after returning; that is, the welfare 
implications of return migration. The ultimate effects of post-accession migration on the sending 
countries will depend on whether the migrants return to their home countries, and whether they will 
have acquired or lost human but also financial and social capital during their migration experience. 
Given that many migrants work abroad in jobs not corresponding to their education level and that not 
all studies have found a positive effect from foreign work experience (Masso et al., 2014; Smoliner et 
al., 2012; Voitchovsky, 2014), the question about the balance between the brain drain and brain gain 
remains topical. A particular issue to investigate is whether some countries were more successful in 
integrating young migrants than other countries, and why. 

This report summarizes findings from several related background papers conducted in the framework 
of the STYLE Task 6.1 research that focused on the analysis of the labour market performance of young 
returnees in Estonia (the Baltic States) and Slovakia. The selection of young people into migration, 
performance abroad, decision to return and performance after return may have specific patterns shaped 
by the initial determinants of migration and motivations to migrate, macro-economic performance in the 
host and home countries as well as various policies, including the welfare policy. The comparative 
design of the study allows us to test the relative importance of some of these factors. We address 
several interrelated questions to study return migration on micro and macro-levels in order to identify 
individual as well as institutional factors affecting return migration and post-return integration 
trajectories. The research questions are as follows:  

RQ1: Who are the returnees? 

RQ2: What are the post-return labour market trajectories for youth migrants? 

RQ3: How have employers valued foreign work experience?  

RQ4: What role did welfare policies play in affecting youth migrant integration into domestic labour 
markets?  

RQ5: Which country was more successful in integrating youth migrants, and why?   

Data about return migration are hard to attain and this is even more problematic in smaller countries 
where even in representative datasets sample size becomes a problem. In both country case studies 
we therefore work with various sources of data. First, we rely on representative data, in particular on 
national Labour Force Surveys (EE-LFS and SK-LFS), and in Estonia census data is also used.  
Second, we collect our own data through a web survey in Slovakia and in both countries analyse online 
CVs. Third, we diversify our methodological toolkit to enrich our statistical analysis with a deeper 
knowledge of mechanisms and motivations, which are gained from interviews with recruitment agencies 
and returnees. We therefore go beyond typical approaches in existing studies that rely mostly on a 
single source of data or a single country. This approach is taken to triangulate and to complement the 
patchy availability of the data about return migrants. It also helps us to deal with the limitations of each 
data source (see Section 4 for more). However, a direct comparison of the two countries beyond 
descriptive statistics has not been possible due to the differences in the available data. Even LFS data 
entail different types of variables or different levels of detail; for example, wage data is missing in the 
SK-LFS while the country of return/work is not provided in the EE-LFS. 

The contribution of our work is three-fold. First, return migration in the context of intra-EU mobility is 
particularly interesting, as migration policy does not figure as an intervening variable. Return is not 
related to legal conditions defined by restrictive migration policies, and hence, the role of economic 
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conditions, institutional factors and individual-level factors can be investigated without the intervening 
role of the migration policy framework. There is therefore also a theoretical interest in understanding 
the relative importance of micro and macro-level factors shaping return decisions and integration 
trajectories of returnees outside the context of migration policy restrictiveness. Second, while age is an 
important variable in determining selectivity of migration, few studies concentrate on understanding 
return migration with a special focus on youth. We take this perspective, defining youth as aged 
between 15–34 years. Our third contribution is methodological. We adopt a mixed-method approach 
and use quantitative as well as qualitative methods with the aim of triangulating the findings. 

The report is structured as follows. Section 2 justifies the country selection and describes key 
characteristics of the countries in terms of migration, labour market performance and institutional 
characteristics. Section 3 summarizes the literature on return migration motives and findings about 
return migration in Central and Eastern Europe. Section 4 outlines the methodology and data used in 
the analyses conducted in each case study. Section 5 presents the findings, Section 6 compares the 
findings and Section 7 concludes. 
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2. Country selection  
While several comparative studies have recently analysed the return migration of CEE migrants 
(Barcevičius et al., 2012; Lang et al., 2012), Estonia and Slovakia are rarely selected as case studies 
in more focused investigations. A recent study by Zaiceva and Zimmermann (2012) documents 
relatively strong return tendencies for work among migrants from these two countries. We chose these 
cases due to their similarity in post-accession emigration rates and variation in the severity of the 2008–
2009 economic crisis and in their institutional models.  

First, the countries experienced relatively similar outmigration rates following EU accession in 2004 and 
before the economic crisis (Kureková, 2011). Immediately following EU accession, between May 2004 
and December 2007, about 2 per cent of Estonian active labour force and 4.2 per cent of Slovak active 
labour force sought employment in the UK, Ireland and Sweden, which alone liberalized their labour 
markets (Kureková, 2011). There are, however, also differences in the key countries of destination and 
in the profiles of labour migrants, which is influenced by geographical and historical factors (i.e. Slovak 
historical and migration ties to the Czech Republic and Estonian historical and migration links to 
Finland).  

Second, Slovakia and Estonia were affected differently by the recent economic crisis, also referred to 
as the ‘Great Recession’ (Table A1). The crisis affected Estonia harshly – the Estonian youth 
unemployment rate skyrocketed from about 10% in 2007 to 34% in 2010, matching the size of the 
Slovak youth unemployment rate. Slovak youth unemployment stood at 19% in 2008 at the outset of 
the crisis and grew to 34% by 2012. Estonia experienced a significant fall in GDP in 2008 and 2009 of 
-14.1% after which economic growth resumed, contributing to a decline in the general unemployment 
rate from 16.7% in 2010 to 8.6% in 2013. While Slovakia experienced only a mild GDP decline in 2009 
(-4.9%), its success in fighting unemployment has been limited. From this perspective, the integration 
of return migrants to the Estonian labour market should be smoother compared to that for the Slovak 
returnees. However, there might be many factors mediating the outcomes for returnees, related to, for 
example, social support available to returnees or general labour market flexibility, which might affect 
the willingness and ability of firms to hire new workforce, the ease of hiring and firing and of labour 
market transitions following return (Paas et al., 2003).  

Third, Estonia together with the other Baltic countries belongs to the most liberal CEE economies, 
characterized by very low levels of social spending (Bohle and Greskovits, 2012; Buchen, 2005; 
Feldmann, 2013). Slovakia together with the remaining Visegrad states has been characterized as an 
‘embedded neo-liberal economy’ with a more generous welfare system (Bohle and Greskovits, 2012). 
Comparatively speaking, during the 2000s, social protection expenditure in Slovakia was significantly 
higher – 16.6% of GDP versus 12.8% in Estonia in 2004 (for all data below see Table A1). However, 
the levels converged at the peak of the crisis in 2009 with 18.8% versus 18.2% social protection 
spending per GDP in Estonia and Slovakia respectively. Spending on active labour market policies was 
among growing expenditures, which however never reached the level of ALMP spending in Slovakia. 
This signals that Estonia invested significantly in assisting its citizens to weather the misfortunes of the 
economic crisis. Social protection levels declined since then, but by 2011 had not fallen to the pre-crisis 
levels. This increased investment in welfare might have assisted return migrants but also discouraged 
further outmigration from Estonia (Kureková, 2013). This was not the case in Latvia and Lithuania which 
experienced increased rather than decreased outmigration rates during the economic crisis 
(Barcevičius et al., 2012). The liberal Estonian economy has also been characterized by a relatively 
flexible labour market (Eamets and Masso, 2005; Masso and Eamets, 2006). The regulation of regular 
contracts has been less strict in Estonia than in Slovakia, especially after the introduction of the new 
Employment Contracts Act in Estonia in 2009 (Masso et al., 2013), but the reverse has been the case 
for the regulation of temporary contracts, which has been more liberal in Slovakia. Which country was 
more successful in integrating returnees is hence a valid empirical question. Intuitively, we expect that 
returnees to Estonia on average perform better due to the higher flexibility of its labour market and 
better labour market conditions, i.e. lower unemployment. 
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3. Key facts about return migration in 

Estonia and Slovakia 
 

In this section we present facts about the scale of migration and return migration, including the key 
destination countries. We also present descriptive statistics based on national Labour Force Surveys 
that we construct in a comparative way. For details about various sources of data, please see Section 4. 
Tables and Figures with notation E (for Estonia) and S (for Slovakia) are presented in the Annex to the 
report, while selected tables about descriptive statistics are integrated into the text. 

3.1 Estonia 

The number of return migrants has greatly increased over time (Table 1). According to EE-LFS data, 
return migrants are substantially different from both current migrants and stayers (Table 5). Being on 
average younger than stayers, returnees are more frequently male, compared to the relevant age group 
of stayers. Among young returnees, the share of married is 39%, being higher relative to stayers (31%), 
but lower relative to their peers still working abroad (49%). In terms of education, young returnees are 
more educated (the share of those with lower education is 32%, compared to 41% among stayers of 
the corresponding age group) and predominantly hold secondary education (54%). Other data sources 
used in the analysis revealed a higher share of returnees holding a university degree. In particular, CV 
Keskus data reported 28% of returnees have higher education and only 38%, secondary, while among 
non-migrants the respective shares are 21% and 39%. 

The EE-LFS estimates of labour market status revealed that about 72% of returnees were employed 
while abroad; however, after return, the share of employed dropped to 52%, along with an increase in 
the share of unemployed from 12% a year ago to 26% in the current year among returnees. However, 
despite better educational attainments of returnees, they are still more likely to be unemployed, 
compared to stayers, and those employed generally had a much worse occupational profile in their last 
quarter abroad. Consequently, young returnees with high education more frequently report themselves 
to be over-educated in the last quarter abroad (16% relative to 10% among stayers) (Table 5). 

Concerning the main destination countries, according to the CV-Keskus data, Finland was and remains 
the most important destination country for temporary labour mobility among young people (15–35) from 
Estonia (Table 2) taking 16.8% in 2004 and 38.3% in 2012; in 2012 this was followed by the UK (13.3%), 
Austria (6.5%), Norway (6.5%), Sweden (5.1%) and Russia (4.9%). The reasons for that include that 
the Estonian community in Finland has increased over time (creating an Estonian diaspora facilitating 
migration to Finland), the short geographic distance and the tight cultural connections. For young people 
Finland is still somewhat a less important country of destination compared to older adults (age group 
35+); for example, in 2012 respectively 38% and 54% of young and older migrants stayed there (this 
was noted already by Hazans and Philips, 2010). 
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Table 1. Summary of the observations in Estonia 

  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
Total  
2005-2013 

Stayer 17,763 15,526 15,634 16,660 18,556 18,346 152,456 

Returnee 275 413 491 608 778 785 3,570 

Migrant 332 307 365 390 507 492 3,002 

Total 18,370 16,246 16,490 17,658 19,841 19,623 159,028 

Share of returnees 1.50 2.54 2.98 3.44 3.92 4.00 2.24 

Share of migrants 1.81 1.89 2.21 2.21 2.56 2.51 1.89 

Source: Estonian Labour Force Survey, own calculations.  
 

Table 2. Main destination countries for people aged 15–35 and 36+ for selected years in the 
Baltic States 
 

Age group 2004 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 

Age 15–35 FI 17% FI 36% FI 38% FI 35% FI 37% FI 38% 

US 13% GB 13% GB 11% GB 13% GB 13% GB 13% 

RU 11% IE 8% NO 7% NO 6% AU 7% AU, NO 7% 

GB 9% NO 7% RU 6% 
AU, 
RU 

6% NO 6% SE 5% 

IE 8% RU 7% IE 5% IE 4% RU 6% RU 5% 

Age 36+ FI 27% FI 47% FI 50% FI 48% FI 52% FI 54% 

RU 13% NO 9% NO 9% NO 9% NO 8% GB 7% 

US 10% 
RU, 
GB 

7% GB 7% GB 7% GB 7% NO 7% 

GB 6% SE 5% RU 6% RU 7% RU 7% RU, SE 6% 

IE 5% IE 5% SE 5% SE 5% SE 5% DE 4% 

Notes: the percentages represent the amount of individuals working in the respective country as a 
percentage of all individuals working abroad. Observations with more than 10 individuals are reported. 
ISO 2-letter abbreviations for countries are used. Calculations have been based on data from the CV 
Keskus/CV Market. 

 

3.2 Slovakia  

According to SK-LFS data, between 2008 and 2013, on average every tenth person who worked abroad 
returned, but the rate of return varies significantly over the analysed years with close to 20% in 2009 
and 2012 but only around 7% in all other years (Table 3, LFS). However, much return migration 
responds to seasonal demand in labour abroad (Figure S1 (Annex), administrative data).  

According to administrative data about registered unemployed, we find declining absolute numbers of 
returnees and a changing structure of returnees with respect to their age, with a declining share of 
young returnees and more equal distribution across age cohorts as well as the countries of previous 
employment (Table S2). As in previous sources, we again see that a non-negligible number of people 
who are highly educated and employed in high-skilled occupations have also returned.  
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Table 3: Summary of observations for Slovakia: migrants, returnees and stayers 
 

  2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 Total 

Stayer 14,618 14,402 13,563 14,172 13,550 22,976 93,281 

Returnee 69 83 30 30 68 49 329 

Migrant 695 484 437 440 357 798 3,211 

Total 15,382 14,969 14,030 14,642 13,975 23,823 96,821 

Share of returnees 0.5 0.6 0.2 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.3 

Share of migrants 4.5 3.2 3.1 3.0 2.6 3.4 3.3 

Returnees on migrants 9.9 17.1 6.9 6.8 19.0 6.1 10.2 

Source: Slovak Labour Force Survey, own calculations.  
 

With respect to selectivity we see that returnees significantly differ from stayers and migrants in the 
main demographic and labour market position characteristics. Returnees are younger, more frequently 
overeducated in the jobs they perform (abroad) and more skilled than both migrants and stayers (Table 
6). While according to SK-LFS data, most young returnees have secondary education (90%), our data 
sources show a bias towards high educated. Specifically, online CV data and web-survey data reveal 
a large share of tertiary educated returnees (37% and 73% respectively) (Table S1, various data 
sources). We see that about two-thirds of returnees are unemployed in the last quarter of the survey, 
but they are also much less likely to be inactive compared to stayers in the relevant age categories. 
This gap in the position in the labour market between returnees and stayers is much lower when we 
measure it a year before the interview. On the contrary, employment levels of returnees are significantly 
higher in all age groups than for stayers when measured for the past (one year prior to the interview) 
(Table 6). 

We find relatively consistent evidence about the main host countries of returnees across different 
sources of data: UK, Czech Republic, Hungary, Italy, Austria and Germany figure among the top return 
countries (Table 4, various data sources). Across different sources, about 40% of returnees come from 
the Czech Republic and the United Kingdom. According to the SK-LFS, these countries also continue 
to be the main receiving countries.  
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Table 4: Top ten host countries for return migrants in Slovakia 
 

Ra
nk 

Onli
ne 

CVs 
N 

Perc
ent 

LFS - 
migr
ants 

N 
Perc
ent 

LFS - 
retur
nees 

N 
Perc
ent 

Web 
survey 

N 
Perc
ent 

1 UK 11 322 18.8 CZ 564 33.6 CZ 59 28.9 UK 67 30.9 

2 CZ 10 210 16.9 UK 220 13.1 UK 43 21.1 DE 22 10.1 

3 IT 4 042 6.7 AT 184 11 HU 19 9.3 CZ 20 9.2 

4 
Othe
r  

4 021 6.7 HU 118 7 AT 18 8.8 US, CA 17 7.8 

5 BE 3 874 6.4 DE 110 6.6 IT 14 6.9 AT 16 7.4 

6 GR 3 222 5.3 IT 61 3.6 DE 11 5.4 
other 
EU 

13 6.0 

7 US 3 139 5.2 IE 54 3.2 Other 8 3.9 FR 11 5.1 

8 DE 2 873 4.8 NL 51 3 NL 6 2.9 IE 10 4.6 

9 IE 2 595 4.3 Other 39 2.3 

EU -
unsp
ecifie
d 

6 2.9 
Europe
an, non 
EU 

9 4.2 

10 AT 2 169 3.6 CH 18 1.1 CH 5 2.5 BE 8 3.7 

Source: Online CVs – Profesia.sk, Slovak Labour Force Survey, SGI/STYLE web survey, own 
calculations.  
Note: Other: Profesia = unidentified countries, LFS = non EU. 
 

 

 

 

 



14 Masso, Kureková, Tverdostup and Žilinčíková 

 
 
 

 

Table 5: Estonia: Descriptive statistics based on EE-LFS 
 

 Return Migrants Stayers Migrant 

 
15-35 
years 

Youth1
5-24 

Youth 25-
35  

>35 
years 

15-35 
years 

Youth1
5-24 

Youth 
25-35 

>35 
years 

15-35 
years 

Youth1
5-24 

Youth 
25-35 

>35 
years 

Socio-Demographic Characteristics           

Average age, years 41    45    39    

Gender (male=1) 71.8 68.8 78.2 61.2 50.5 52.5 53.5 44.5 87.2 79.9 89.9 85.7 

Nationality (Estonian=1) 80 82.3 78.4 66.4 78.2 81.4 73.7 73 79.1 85.8 76.1 77.8 

Citizenship (Estonian=1)  92.3 95.4 90.3 79.7 91.5 94 87.9 84.3 94 97.2 92.6 88.2 

Marital status (married=1) 39 16.7 56.7 77.5 30.8 10.3 63.7 75.4 48.9 20.1 59.8 81.1 

Education             

Higher 13.9 5.2 21.5 18.9 14.2 5.2 28.5 21.9 11.1 4.7 13.5 8.2 

Secondary 53.9 60.5 50.4 59.1 44.7 44.6 49.5 50.5 57.8 66.8 54.4 68.3 

Lower 32.2 34.3 28.2 22 41.1 50.3 22 27.6 31.1 28.4 32.2 23.5 

Employment             

Employed 51.9 38.2 60.4 59.5 49.1 23.1 76.2 58.1 100 100 100 100 

Unemployed  25.8 26.9 25.2 15.6 8.8 8.6 9 5 - - - - 

Inactive 22.3 35 14.4 24.9 42.1 68.3 14.9 36.9 - - - - 

Employment a year ago             

Employed 72 58.2 79.3 77 61.8 35.7 78.5 60.1 79.9 62.2 85.3 78.5 

Unemployed 12 11.6 11.2 6.8 3.3 3.4 3.3 3.3 6.9 13.5 4.9 7.2 

Inactive 16 30.2 8.5 16.2 34.9 60.9 18.3 36.6 13.2 24.3 9.8 14.3 

ISCO (last quarter abroad for 
returnees)             

high 7.7 6.2 8.8 11.3 37.9 22.5 42.8 39.2 8.7 5 10.1 13.1 

medium  7.2 9.9 5.1 8.1 23.1 32.4 20.1 20.2 9.8 16 7.5 7.3 

low 85.1 83.9 86.1 80.5 38 44.8 35.8 40.2 81.2 79 82.4 79.5 

Over education (last quarter 
abroad for returnees)             

among medium educated 11.1 12.9 9.6 7.8 8.2 11.2 7 11 11.2 13.5 10.1 8.9 
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 Return Migrants Stayers Migrant 

 
15-35 
years 

Youth1
5-24 

Youth 25-
35  

>35 
years 

15-35 
years 

Youth1
5-24 

Youth 
25-35 

>35 
years 

15-35 
years 

Youth1
5-24 

Youth 
25-35 

>35 
years 

among high educated 16.1 36.4 13.2 3.7 10.2 13.8 9.8 10.6 32.6 60 29 18.9 

Self-employed (last quarter 
abroad for returnees) 2.8 4.5 1.5 2.9 6.2 2.6 7.4 9 1.5 0.9 1.7 3.7 

Number of obs. 1042 280 701 1563 29770 15189 14581 106009 794 219 575 1424 
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Table 6: Slovakia: Descriptive statistics based on SK-LFS  

 

 Return Migrants Stayers Migrants 

 
15-34 
years 

Youth15
-24  

Youth 
25-34 

>35 
years 

15-34 
years 

Youth15
-24  

Youth 
25-34 

>35  
years  

15-34 
years 

Youth15
-24  

Youth 
25-34 

>35 
years 

Socio-Demographic Characteristics          

Average age, years            

Gender (male=1) 63.7 50.6 72.4 73.6 51.1 50.9 51.2 46.9 67.6 62.7 69.7 70.5 
Nationality 
(Slovak=1) 85.3 85.2 85.4 83.2 90.2 90.4 89.9 89.1 88.2 90.7 87.1 87.9 
Citizenship 
(Slovak=1)  99.5 100 99.2 99.2 99.9 100 99.7 99.8 99.7 100 99.6 99.7 
Marital status 
(married=1) 13.7 0 22.8 70.4 22.1 2.9 42 75.7 21 3.6 28.4 74.3 

Education             

Higher 7.4 3.7 9.8 2.4 15 5.8 24.6 13.7 10.9 4.3 13.8 5 

Secondary 89.7 91.4 88.6 91.2 57.9 46.9 69.4 75.3 86.1 90 84.4 91.1 

Lower  2.9 4.9 1.6 6.4 27 47.4 6 11.1 3 5.7 1.8 3.9 

Employment            

Employed 33.3 28.4 36.6 32.8 42.8 17.5 68.9 62.3 98 99.1 97.5 98.7 

Unemployed  59.3 60.5 58.5 53.6 12 10.6 13.4 9.8 0.1 0 0.2 0 

Inactive 7.4 11.1 4.9 13.6 45.3 71.9 17.7 27.9 1.9 0.9 2.3 1.3 

Employment a year ago            

Employed 70.6 61.7 76.4 85.6 39.2 13.6 65.8 63.3 84.9 73.2 89.8 94.2 

Student 10.8 23.5 2.4 0.0 40.1 74.2 4.8 0.0 4.8 12.7 1.5 0.0 

Unemployed 17.2 14.8 18.7 10.4 11.4 9.1 13.8 10.5 8.8 13.9 6.6 4.7 

Inactive 1.5 0 2.4 4.0 9.2 3.1 15.6 26.2 1.6 0.2 2.1 1.2 

Number of obs. 204 81 123 125 34582 17595 16987 58698 1473 440 1033 1738 

             

Labour market characteristics*          

Occupation/ISCO (last quarter abroad), N=56789         

high 11 6.2 14.2 8.8 36.6 22.6 40.4 36.2 15 9.1 17.6 7.9 

mid 62.2 66.7 59.2 72 56.1 66.2 53.4 54.3 66 67.1 65.6 79.5 

low 26.9 27.2 26.7 19.2 7.3 11.1 6.2 9.5 19 23.7 16.9 12.7 



D 6.1 – Return migration patterns of young return migrants after the crises in CEE countries 17 
 

 

 Return Migrants Stayers Migrants 

 
15-34 
years 

Youth15
-24  

Youth 
25-34 

>35 
years 

15-34 
years 

Youth15
-24  

Youth 
25-34 

>35  
years  

15-34 
years 

Youth15
-24  

Youth 
25-34 

>35 
years 

Over education (last quarter abroad)          
among medium 
educated 25.9 24.7 26.7 14.4 5.7 8.1 5 7 16.8 20.3 15.2 11.1 
among high 
educated 3 1.2 4.2 0.8 3.3 1.8 3.8 1.8 4.2 2.1 5.1 1.7 

Self-employed 6.0 2.5 8.3 13.6 12.7 8.6 13.8 15.3 19.2 14.8 21.0 35.7 

Number of obs. 201 81 120 125 15248 3261 11987 38031 1451 438 1,013 1733 

 

Note: * - measured in the last quarter abroad
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4. Methodology 

4.1 Definition of return migrants 

Researchers use different definitions of return migrants. The OECD report defines returnees as persons 
returning to their country of citizenship after having been international migrants (whether short-term or 
long-term) in another country who are intending to stay in their own country for at least a year (Dumont 
and Spielvogel, 2008)1. According to EUROFOUND, returnees are individuals who lived abroad for at 
least one year, but returned voluntarily to their home country and intend to stay in their home country 
one year or more (Barcevičius et al., 2012). RETURN project defines return migration as the “return of 
emigrants to their home country after at least six months abroad” (Lang et al., 2012). As seen, some 
definitions focus on delimiting the length of stay in the home country after return, others focus on 
explicitly stating the necessary length of the work abroad. We use different definitions of returnees 
based on the given data source, and its limitations and possibilities (Table 7 and Table 8).  

4.2 Analytical approach  

This research builds on two major components. The first builds on a micro-level investigation of 
returnees using individual-level data (LFS, online CV data, census, interviews). The second focuses on 
a macro-level analysis of institutional and macroeconomic factors affecting micro-level integration 
patterns. We integrate macroeconomic factors into the statistical analysis of micro-data and focus on 
institutional and policy aspects in the comparative analysis of the two countries. We rely on a mixed-
methods approach and analyse available datasets as well as perform our own data collection or data 
processing through a web survey (only in Slovakia), semi-structured interviews and processing of online 
CV data. Table 7 and Table 8 summarize the types of data, aims of the analysis, methods used and 
limitations. Details of these analyses and empirical results are available in the background reports 
underlying this research. In the next section we only present the key findings organized around the 
research questions. 
 
  

                                                
 
1 This definition is problematic for Estonia which has large Russian population without Estonian citizenship.  
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Table 7 Summary of analyses: Estonia  
 

Data source Definition of 
returnees 

Aim Method Limitations 

Labour Force 
Survey 

Worked abroad 
for at least one 
quarter over last 
two years 

Returnees’ selection  

 Estimation of the 
wage premium to 
return 

Wage premium 
decomposition  

 

Logit regression,  

Multinomial 
logistic regression 

OLS wage 
regression 

Oaxaca-Blinder 
returnee-stayer 
wage gap 
decomposition 

Relatively small 
sample of returnees 

The host country of 
migration is not known 

Census Returned from 
the foreign 
country within the 
last five years 

Wage premium 
dynamics over time 
after return  

OLS wage 
regression 

Motive of the foreign 
stay unidentified (not of 
purely employment 
nature) 

Online CVs  Foreign work 
experience 
identified in CV 
based on the last 
5 jobs, time since 
return not 
considered 

Vertical occupational 
mobility after return  

Desired wage level 

 

Linear probability 
model 

Probit model. 

Bivariate probit 
model, taking into 
account selection 
to return 
migration 

OLS with and 
without 
accounting for 
selection 

Sample is not 
representative 

Used variables do not 
always correspond to 
statistical taxonomies 
(e.g. concerning 
occupation) 

Some information was 
filled by respondents 
freely (e.g. concerning 
employer, occupation) 
and had to be manually 
coded  

Administrative 
data 

Registered 
unemployed 
whose last job 
was abroad 

Unemployment 
benefit take-up by 
returnees 

Comparative 
analysis of 
aggregate data 

Only aggregate data is 
available  

Interviews with 
employees (most  
with returnees 
and commuters) 

Has worked 
abroad  

To find extra evidence 
on the interest to work 
abroad, reasons for 
returning, usefulness 
of foreign work 
experience, career 
trajectories 

Semi-structured 
interviews 

It is difficult to interpret 
some responses; 
limited information on 
the career path; limited 
information on the 
importance of welfare 
and labour market 
institutions 

Interviews with 
stakeholders 
(EURES, job 
agencies, 
employers) 

Has worked 
abroad 

Perception of foreign 
work experience and 
attitudes toward 
returnees on the 
labour market 

Semi-structured 
interviews 

Job agencies opinion 
reflects the experience 
with the top candidates 
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Table 8 Summary of analyses: Slovakia 
 

Data source Definition of 
returnees 

Aim Method Limitations 

SK LFS Abroad at least 
one quarter prior 
to last quarter 
(households are 
observed for five 
quarters) 

Selectivity of return 

Labour market 
status of returnees 

Logit 
regression,  

Multinomial 
logistic 
regression 

No data about wages  

Relatively small sample of 
returnees 

Only short-term migrants 
who are members of 
household resident in 
Slovakia are captured – 
underestimates full 
households abroad and 
longer-term migrants 

Online CV data Foreign work 
experience 
identified in CV, 
time since return 
not considered 

Proxying demand 
for individuals with 
foreign work 
experience  

OLS 
regression 

Sample is not 
representative  

Used variables do not 
always correspond to 
statistical taxonomies 
(e.g. concerning 
occupation, position)  

Administrative 
data 

Registered 
unemployed 
whose last job 
was abroad  

Integration aspects: 
Unemployment 
benefit take-up by 
returnees 

Comparative 
analysis of 
aggregate 
data 

Only aggregate data 
available  

Data are sensitive to 
extraction  method   

Online 
questionnaire 

Abroad at least 3 
months, home at 
least one year 

Role of institutions 
and integration 
patterns  

Web survey 
administered 
online 

Sample is not 
representative  

Interviews with 
stakeholders 
(recruitment 
agencies and 
Labour Office staff) 

Persons who 
worked abroad 
and were seeking 
employment in 
home country  

Perceptions of 
returnees from 
labour demand 
perspective  

Semi-
structured 
interviews 

Recruitment agencies 
covered mainly blue collar 
segment 

Interviews with 
returnees  

Worked abroad at 
least 3 months, 
home at least one 
year 

To map complexity 
of return process 
and re-integration 
into labour market 
and society  

Semi-
structured 
interviews 

Difficulties in accessing 
non-university educated 
returnees 
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5. Literature review 

5.1 Macro and micro-level determinants of return migration 

On a theoretical level, it has been established that economic actors self-select into migration and that 
migrants differ from stayers in terms of observable as well as unobservable characteristics (e.g. age, 
family status, labour market status, ability, values, risk aversion, etc.). The type of selection and how it 
compares to stayers or to citizens of the host country depends on the home and host country 
characteristics. Similar factors affect the selectivity of returnees. This is most widely analysed with 
respect to selection according to skill and ability anchored in the theoretical framework of the Roy model 
(Roy, 1951). The model predicts that in the case where migration flows are negatively selected on the 
basis of skills, return migrants are the best from this negative selection, while where original migrants 
were positively selected, return migrants are “the worst of the best” (Borjas and Bratsberg, 1996). 
Literature is generally silent about age as a factor of selectivity of return.  

Many studies contend that return migrants are largely selected from the economically less successful: 
return migration then corrects for the failure of the initial migration and being unemployed in the host 
country significantly increased the probability of returning to the homeland (for references see Pungas 
et al. 2012, p. 11). In the context of intra-EU mobility, this might be different as migrants with sufficient 
employment record become eligible for social insurance and other types of welfare benefits in the host 
country (Kureková, 2013). Moreover, according to EU legislation, unemployment benefits can be 
transferred to the country of origin. However, if access to welfare is employment-based, it continues to 
exclude the least successful ones. 

The Roy model of selection into return migration generally overlooks the fact that migrants are often 
mismatched in the host countries and often work in jobs below their qualifications, which has been a 
particularly negative feature of post-accession East-West labour mobility. There is some evidence 
supporting this view.  Over-education of migrants has been identified as a key determinant of the return 
of Estonian migrants working in Finland (Pungas et al., 2012). Similarly, Currie (2007) found that Polish 
returnees commonly frame their decision to return to Poland within the context of the frustration from 
limited labour market progress in the UK. Voitchovsky (2014) argues that the severity of the 
occupational downgrading of CEE migrants and the related wage penalty stands out relative to other 
migrant groups in Ireland (and UK), including third country nationals. This extends to all education levels 
and is the strongest for workers with higher-secondary and tertiary education (Drinkwater et al., 2009; 
Turner, 2010). At the same time, CEE migrants in the West have been characterized by very high 
employment levels (Kahanec and Kureková, 2013; Kahanec and Zimmermann, 2010), which even in 
the period of the crisis exceeded employment levels of nationals in some host countries (for example 
Ireland, see Kahanec and Mýtna Kureková (2014)). 

Scholars theorize different reasons for return migration: it may represent initial residential location plan 
over the life cycle, where for some migrants utility is maximized by incorporating return, or it may result 
from mistakes in the initial migration decision (failed migration) (Rooth and Saarela, 2007). A third driver 
is framed by changing external conditions, such as the Great Recession of 2008-2009 that significantly 
affected several host countries. Along these lines, Dumont and Spielvogel (2008) define the principle 
mechanisms at work with respect to return migration as: failure to integrate into the host country and 
changes in the economic situation in the home country (macroeconomic environment), individual 
preferences for the home country, the achievement of a savings objective, and improved employment 
opportunities at home following experience earned abroad (p.178). The authors argue that the context 
in the home country and in the host country is a major determinant of the decision to return. At the same 
time, immigrants who face difficulties in the host country labour market can postpone the decision to 
return if they can access the social security system. Other studies contend that return decisions appear 
to be influenced mainly by the home countries and by factors beyond migration policies per se (return 
incentives are viewed as especially ineffective) (Radu and Martin, 2010) and by private and social 
motives (Barcevičius et al., 2012; Lang et al., 2012). Cassarino (2004) develops a typology of return 
migrants that goes beyond the success-failure dichotomy and characterizes return migrants by the 
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degree of preparedness. He contends that for highly prepared return migrants, the role of public 
programmes might serve as a positive signal, but is unlikely to affect the success of integration. For 
poorly prepared return migrants, however, public programmes related to return might be crucial for a 
successful re-integration into the labour market. Along these lines, Barcevičius et al. (2012) argue that 
returnee preparedness is of central importance in their re-integration. 

In addition to individual-level factors, institutional and macroeconomic aspects also play a role. To date, 
the impact of welfare policies on patterns of return has not been fully understood and systematic work 
is missing. Anacka and Fihel (2012) argue that the return of mainly rural origin migrants back to Poland 
during the 2008–2009 economic crisis is related to the preferential status and access to social security 
system for farmers and their families in Poland. Specific individual circumstances might encourage 
migrants to reconsider benefits offered by respective countries. In the case of serious illness, access 
to healthcare might be more extensive in the home country. Migrant women planning maternity and 
parental leave might also be drawn to return by more generous schemes in home countries (Barcevičius 
et al., 2012: 18). Kahanec and Mýtna Kureková (2014) found that the degree to which return migrants 
enter unemployment registers differs quite significantly based on the country of previous employment, 
but they were unable to investigate the reasons behind this outcome. White (2014), analysing the return 
migration of Polish youth migrants from the UK and Ireland following the crisis, documents instances of 
a failed return and ‘double migration’ back to the host country. She questions the expectations that 
anticipated massive returns to Poland when the crisis hit Western labour markets, and argues that 
migrants prefer to stay in the host country because significant wage differentials persist between 
countries. Moreover, the ability to draw unemployment benefits allows them to live through the period 
of unemployment abroad. She documents severe difficulties of returnees in integrating into the labour 
market, as the choice of return locality was often driven by where they owned property, which meant 
return to disadvantaged regions.  

 

5.2 Return migrants in the CEE context 

To date, relatively little is known about selectivity of return, the occupational trajectories of return 
migrants and their labour market outcomes in the context of East-West mobility, but also more generally 
(Galgóczi, Leschke, and Watt 2012). Most of the existing research remains country specific (Ambrosini 
et al., 2011; Hazans, 2008; Pungas et al., 2012). The individual and collective success of the return 
process may vary depending on the individual characteristics of the migrant and his/her household, 
networks, community as well as country-level features, the return motive, migration experience, 
duration and timing of the return, degree of the transferability of skills, amount of savings and the 
strength and character of ties that the returnee maintained at home while abroad (Kveder, 2013). This 
variety of factors is reflected in the mixed empirical findings on the characteristics and especially labour 
market trajectories and performance following a return across different CEE countries and over time 
(Hazans, 2008; Iara, 2006; Pungas et al., 2012; Radu and Martin, 2010; Zaiceva and Zimmermann, 
2014). 

While several comparative studies have recently analysed the return migration of CEE migrants 
(Barcevičius et al., 2012; Lang et al., 2012), Estonia and Slovakia in particular are rarely selected as 
case studies in more focused investigations due to their small size and issues with the availability of 
data. Knowledge about return migration in these countries is patchy, but some studies are available. 
Masso et al. (2014) investigate the occupational mobility of temporary Estonian migrants using unique 
data from an Estonian online job search portal. They do not find a positive effect of temporary mobility 
on occupational upgrading after return and explain this in terms of occupational downgrading while 
working abroad.2 Estonians working abroad to a higher degree take-up blue collar jobs implying a lack 

                                                
 
2 Another study finds that as much as 70% of migrants from the Baltic countries were overqualified for their job 
(Hazans and Philips, 2010). 
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of skill accumulation abroad or an inability to make these skills relevant in the home country labour 
market. 

Kahanec and Mýtna Kureková (2014) map administrative data to study outflow patterns of returnees 
from the unemployment registry within a broader study, which focused on the determinants of 
outmigration in Slovakia. They find that the degree to which return migrants enter unemployment 
registers (or relative “rate of return to unemployment” of migrants) differs based on the country of 
previous employment, but that return migrants on average exit the unemployment registry at a faster 
rate than non-migrants registered with the labour office. Williams and Baláž (2008) employ qualitative 
methodology to study learning and knowledge transfer among Slovak doctors with international 
professional experience. They find that the doctors have an overwhelmingly positive assessment of 
how their professional experience influenced their post-return work. Williams and Baláž (2005) study 
three groups of Slovak migrants returning from the UK – professionals and managers, students and au-
pairs – who have been working in very different positions with respect to skill demand. Although the 
positive benefits following return were found to be the lowest for the au-pairs, who had been employed 
in the low-skilled segment, half of returnees felt that they had improved their status or their income after 
return, even in cases of short term mobility. 

 

5.3 Synthesis 

Based on the above review of theoretical literature and empirical findings about intra-EU labour mobility, 
we can summarize the factors and motivations for returning as follows:  

 Migration project failed, meaning that migrants overestimated the expected returns from 

migration or underestimated the costs due to imperfect information 

 The economic situation at home improved leading to convergence in wages  

 Economic and labour market conditions in the host country significantly worsened encouraging 

return 

 Human capital accumulated abroad is transferable and achieves higher returns at home than 

abroad 

 Return was part of the original strategy and migration was envisaged as short-term due to 

reasons such as family ties, family planning or professional reasons  

 Down-skilling in host countries has been an important determinant of return, and has negatively 

affected re-integration into the home country labour market  

Considering these diverse motivations for return is important, as post-return integration patterns, ease 
of returning, its timing, and decisions with respect to job search strategy, place of residence in the home 
country, and so on, are not likely to be independent from the conditions and motivation for the return 
which might be strongly affected by actual experiences gained abroad (macroeconomic and labour 
market situation, severity of crisis, earning levels, occupation and position level, sector of employment, 
social ties developed, level of integration abroad, etc.). At the same time, mechanisms and motivations 
for a return are not to be seen as exclusive but rather as interconnected and a combination of factors 
is likely to play a role in influencing the migrant’s decision to stay abroad or to return. Important empirical 
facts to highlight, which have not been widely discussed nor tested in the international context is the 
fact that CEE migrants in the West are characterized as down-skilling, low earning relative to native 
and other migrant groups, and an apparent lack of occupational upgrading on a larger scale. This is 
likely to affect the duration of the stay abroad, the timing of the return but perhaps even to a larger 
extent labour market outcomes for the returnees. 
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6. Empirical analysis 
 
In this section we summarize the empirical findings of different analyses presented in the methodology 
section. In the summaries that follow, we present results organized around the key themes of the 
research, not according to the type of analysis/data source. We highlight important differences in the 
data where it is substantively relevant. We focus on presenting findings specifically for youth (15–34), 
although most analyses were conducted also for the population in general. We comment on important 
differences where this is pertinent to the focus of this study. 

The evidence on young Estonian returnees is based on the following background papers and datasets. 
Tverdostup and Masso (2015) analysed the selection to return migration and its effect on wages using 
data from the Estonian Labour Force Survey (EE-LFS) and Estonian Population and Housing Census 
2011 (EPHC). Emmo (2015) analysed the desired wages of return migrants of the Baltic States 
(Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania) using data from the online job-search portal CV-Keskus from 2013. The 
analysis of the registry data from the Estonian Unemployment Insurance Board complemented the 
above statistical analysis by looking at the entry and exit of return migrants in registered unemployment. 
The interviews with young return migrants were performed in order to shed additional light on the 
reasons for their migration patterns and the labour market effects of the migration experience. 
Interviews with EURES, job agency and employer representatives were also used to illustrate the 
attitudes and the possible effects of migration (see Table 5). The Slovak case study summarizes 
findings presented in detail in a background report about Slovakia (Kureková and Žilinčíková, 2016). 
The types of analysis conducted are explained in Table 6 and relevant tables for this case study are 
presented in the Annex for Slovakia.  

 

6.1 Estonia – case study  

Selectivity analysis 

The analysis of the selectivity of returnees based on EE-LFS and Estonian Housing and Population 
Census (EHPC) data proved that the young (age group 18–34) are significantly different from both 
stayers and permanent migrants in the corresponding age group (see Table E1 for descriptive statistics 
and Table E2 for the logit model for selection to return migration). Young returnees in LFS data were 
found to be mostly men (72% vs. 61% among the older returnees). The logit model for the returnee-
stayer selection showed that the probability for males to be returnee is 1.5% higher among young 
people and just 0.7% in the total sample. In terms of education, the share of individuals with higher 
education was higher especially in the EHPC data (44% among young returnees and 21% among 
young stayers); in EE-LFS data, having higher education increased the likelihood of being returnee 
relative to stayer by 0.8 percentage points. Young returnees were also found to be slightly more 
frequently employed in the service sector (e.g. marginal effects approx. 1% for different services 
sectors). However, the selection of returnees from current migrants in LFS data shows different patterns 
with respect to various socio-economic characteristics, in particular, the effect of gender differs: 
marginal effect for males being -5% – returnees are more frequently women. In the total sample 
returnees were better educated (e.g. the marginal effect for higher education being 8.2%), but among 
young returnees the effect was insignificant and young returnees were mostly employed in the business 
services sector compared to permanent young migrants (marginal effect being 13.9%). The analysis 
using the data from the online job search portal CV-Keskus also revealed that return migrants are a 
rather positively selected group in terms of education among the migrants in the destination countries. 
The latter is a significant result for labour market policy, suggesting that those who are more competitive 
in the home labour market have a higher probability of return, whereas those who are less competitive 
may not want to return as they may have better labour market outcomes in terms of, for example, 
wages, in their destination countries. 
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The above statistical analysis has been complemented by the analysis of the registry data from the 
Estonian Unemployment Insurance Fund (Töötukassa). The return migrants in this case were defined 
as those whose last job was located abroad. The data shows that especially in the age groups 18–24 
and 25–34 there are many more returnees (6.9% for both at the end of 2013) and among the registered 
unemployed older adults the share of returnees is smaller (just 4%) (Table E9). Among the registered 
unemployed returnees the most common countries are Finland (36%), Russia (13.2%), the UK (7.8%) 
and Norway (7.5%). Concerning gender, the share of males in the three age groups 18–24, 25–34 and 
35+ respectively is 47.2%, 51.5% and 56.8%. Concerning their last occupation, among the registered 
unemployed with last job abroad 42.4 are white-collars (51.2% among all registered unemployed). By 
education, 18.2% have primary education, 45.6% have secondary education, and 36.2% have tertiary 
education (among all registered unemployed respectively 19.3, 48.7 and 32.0%).  
 
The above evidence from the statistical analysis has been complemented by interviews with young 
returnees and with EURES, job agencies and representatives of employers (further details are provided 
in Table E8). Evidence from the interviews showed that young people are interested in working abroad 
but it seems it is just one option for them among several, not a dream or a goal for them. In terms of 
destination countries, Finland is not as popular as it used to be and Finns are also not looking for foreign 
workers as actively. Command of the Finnish language is not as common for young Estonians as it was 
before and this could be a barrier. Estonian EURES has mediated many young people to Disneyland 
in Paris. But the younger generation is also eager to find opportunities by themselves. Working Holiday 
visas are quite popular for visiting countries outside the EU. Having relatives or acquaintances abroad 
facilitates the decision to go abroad and directs which country to visit. Sometimes working abroad is 
hard to distinguish. One job agency mentioned that the work experience is often missing in young 
people’s CVs as they go abroad via subcontracting from Estonian companies. The reasons for returning 
include objective causes such as a temporary contract terminates (mentioned by EURES and 
recruitment agency), or a visa terminates, but there are also subjective drivers. Young people make 
decisions more spontaneously and might be affected by personal issues (like family situation, e.g., 
children are going to school), integration problems, unacceptable living conditions (e.g. construction 
workers in Finland), the work not meeting expectations in some respect (e.g. being too simple). 
 

Does migration affect post-return labour market status?  

For all age groups, the share of unemployed is about 3 times higher among the returnees than the 
stayers (Table 3); at the same time the share of inactive individuals is much lower, among the age 
group 15–35 respectively 22.3% and 42.1%%, in the age group 35+ respectively 24.9% and 36.9%. 
Therefore, the unemployment rate in the 15–24 age group is 1.5 times higher among returnees, but in 
the 35+ age group it is 2.6 times higher among returnees. When comparing the numbers of registered 
unemployed from the unemployment registry with the numbers of migrants from the Labour Force 
Survey (similarly to Kahanec and Mýtna Kureková (2014)), entry to registered unemployment is much 
more common among females compared to male returnees (24.4% vs. 2.9%, in total sample 5%), and 
among younger compared to older returnees (in the three age groups respectively 7.3%, 6.4% and 
4.0%). Among all registered unemployed, the unemployment rate was somewhat lower (4.2%), while 
the difference between males and females was smaller (3.6% versus 4.8%) and also higher in the 16–
24 age group (7.0%). In the interviews, young returnees also outlined some difficulties in finding jobs – 
sometimes only quite simple jobs are available. Young people mentioned that having worked abroad 
may facilitate labour market performance thanks to the development of personality, ability to 
concentrate on the most important matters and good language skills (mentioned by EURES). 

The analysis of the wage premium to return performed using EE-LFS data and Mincerian wage equation 
(see Table E3) revealed a downward tendency over age, with the highest wage return found in the 
youngest subgroup (15–24 years, 15.4%), while among the older youth (25–35) it was 12.6% and in 
older adults (35+) it was just 3.9% and marginally statistically insignificant. If we combine this result with 
the educational profiles of the returnees in different age cohorts, reported on the basis of EE-LFS data, 
it is possible that the wage benefit in the youngest age group is later partly offset by losses in 
educational attainment relative to the returnees’ peers, who did not choose foreign employment.  
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Analysis of the desired wages using data from the online job search portal CV-Keskus (see Table E4) 
indicated that young return migrants desired an 8.1% higher wage in Estonia and 15.4% in Latvia; 
among older people the difference is even larger: 13.3% for Estonia and 19.5% for Lithuania (Emmo, 
2015). After taking into account selection in wage reporting (especially in Estonia, only a minority of job-
seekers report their desired wages) and return migration, the estimated wage premium became 
significantly higher for Estonia (27.5% for young people) and Lithuania (4.2% for young people and 
16.4% for adults), but lower in Latvia (7.4%). The above suggests that older return migrants may be 
more confident in their wage negotiations. Older return migrants are also more willing to go abroad 
again, which may explain their higher wage desire when compared to younger return migrants. The 
result for Latvia, without taking selection into account, does not differ significantly from Hazans (2008b) 
study, which found an earnings premium of 14–16% in terms of actual wages for Latvian returnees3. 
Kauhanen and Kangasniemi (2013) found the earnings premium (again in terms of actual wages) from 
OLS for Estonian returnees from Finland to be around 15%, which is higher compared to the results 
found in the study by Emmo (2015) without taking into account selection, but lower when taking 
selection into account4. 
 
The study of the wage premium from return migration was not limited to the estimation of its size, but 
we also attempted to investigate its main determinants. The results of an Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition 
(Table E5) revealed that foreign labour market experience favours returnees unevenly across age 
groups. In terms of the overall wage differential, in the young group the fraction of the unexplained gap 
remains high (11% versus -2% among the 35+ group), reflecting the considerable effect of factors not 
captured by our models, including the work experience and competencies gained while abroad. 
Therefore, the higher fraction of the unexplained wage gap may be evidence of the greater effect of 
unobserved foreign labour market experience among youth aged 15–35, while for the older cohort of 
returnees, the unexplained share, and therefore, the role of the experience gained abroad as one of 
the factors captured by the unexplained fraction of the wage premium, is lower. The results on the 
divided youth category showed that in the subgroup of men aged 25–35 years, returnees are 
disfavoured compared to stayers, being evidence of the positive effect of temporary migration on 
reducing the wage disparity of young men and women in the Estonian labour market. There are only a 
few variables that explain the wage gap between the returnees and stayers. The gap in gender and 
industry of employment favours young returnees (explains 7.5 and 1.3 points of the wage difference), 
which is quite natural, considering that return migrants are predominantly men (71.8% relative to 50.5% 
among stayers based on EE-LFS data). According to the results for Estonia, male return migrants, when 
compared to female return migrants, exhibit a higher wage desire (e.g. 27% vs. 17% per cent for age 
15–35 in the model without selection), this may indicate that men are more confident in their wage 
requests than women. It is also evident that return migrants who are willing to go abroad again desire 
higher wages. 
 
In addition to wages, CV Keskus data was also used to study the effect of return migration on vertical 
occupational mobility by comparing the individuals’ 1-digit ISCO occupations held before and after the 
migration, following a framework rather similar to the one used in Masso et al. (2014). The analysis for 
vertical occupational mobility was based on the ranking of occupations according to earnings and 
human capital. Similar to the study by Masso et al. (2014), after controlling for selection in return 
migration, no positive effect of foreign work experience on upward occupational mobility was discovered 
either among young people (15–35) or older adults (36+ age group) (see Table E7). 
 
What are the trajectories of post-return integration?  

The dynamics of wages after return were analysed using the EHPC dataset merged with data on 
individual social security payments from Estonian Tax Office data. While in LFS data, migration was 

                                                
 
3 In the study a representative survey of 10,000 economically active residents of Latvia was used. 
4 The study used data from a survey conducted in 2013 among a representative random sample of return migrants 
from Finland aged 18–64 and a representative random sample of a comparison group of Estonians who had not 
lived abroad; in total 559 responses were received. 
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purely for employment reasons (narrow definition), here a broader definition is used encompassing 
migration also due to other reasons than working abroad. When using the broader definition of return 
migrants (based on the EHPC approach) instead of the narrow definition (referred to in EE-LFS data), 
the age effect on the wage premium differs (Table E6). Among the young returnees, the wage effect is 
statistically insignificant for the first three years after returning; in the fourth year of re-migration, the 
young returnee earns on average a 9.4% higher wage than a non-migrant of the same age group; 
furthermore, after five years the wage surplus is already 11.7%. The wage dynamics pattern for older 
returnees differs considerably and declines over time: a 15.7% wage premium immediately after return 
shrinks after one year (13.1%) and after three years constitutes less than half of the initial wage surplus 
(6.4%). Therefore, when the returnee sample also includes those respondents staying abroad due to 
reasons other than employment, the immediate return to these foreign stays will be lower for young 
people, relative to the older cohort. 
 
Concerning how returnees compared to other individuals exit registered unemployment, Lauringson 
(2012) showed that individuals with a previous job abroad exited registered unemployment less easily 
than the benchmark category – those whose last job was in the Estonian private sector. This could be 
so because people with foreign work experience are able to afford a longer period of job search thanks 
to savings and are more demanding in terms of wages (as shown above). Individuals with a previous 
job abroad exited unemployment relatively more easily during the crisis period than the period before. 
  

Do employers value foreign work experience? 

The evidence on the valuation of foreign work experience is based on the interviews with young 
returnees and with EURES, job agencies and employer representatives (further details are provided in 
Table E8). Due to tougher competition in the international environment, being chosen may carry a 
positive signal for employers. On the other hand, having worked abroad may signal higher expectations 
for salary, benefits and working conditions, and the risk of going abroad again. Having worked in the 
leading company in the field may also send a positive signal. Concerning jobs abroad, the respondents 
mentioned the following aspects: supportive colleagues (compared to Estonia), support also from the 
side of the organization and good organizational culture. The young people generally indicated that 
they are willing to go abroad again if that is possible. Concerning the earlier evidence from interviews 
with employers (undertaken in 2013), they perceived returnees mostly positively due to the broader 
mind of returners, higher tolerance, better language and social skills and that was especially 
emphasized when talking about young people. However, the employers also mentioned that the 
returnee advantage depends on aspects like the position held abroad and that applied for in the home 
country and whether the human capital acquired abroad fits and helps to achieve better results or there 
is a mismatch or a lack of (county-specific) human capital. Similarly, in the survey conducted by the 
Salary Information Agency, more than half of the respondents (54%, i.e. 307) found that working abroad 
is an advantage and a little bit more than one third (36%) said that it depends on the job. These results 
show that foreign work experience is something that candidates can count on when they are applying 
for a (new) job. 
 

Role of institutions 

The interviews with the returnees indicated that welfare benefits, for instance pension systems, are not 
considered when going to work abroad, or as said by one young interviewee: “Unfortunately I haven't 

looked that far into the future yet”. The interviewed individuals also indicated that they did not use those 
services while abroad. Some respondents mentioned specific issues, like sports compensations paid 
to employees abroad. Some respondents mentioned that they considered applying for host country 
citizenship in order to get access to the host country pension. The same can be said in respect to the 
welfare system of the sending country, in this case Estonia – integrating back into Estonian life seems 
to depend more on the returnees’ personal activity than on the welfare system. Young people also 
indicated that in their view the current welfare systems are not sustainable, so that they would rather 
need to secure their future on their own. Integrating back into Estonian life depends more on 
connections and relationships than on the welfare system. It might be supported by the fact that while 
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the rate of unemployment is much higher among the returnees compared to stayers (Table 5), the rate 
of registered unemployed is actually lower (according to our calculations respectively 5.1 and 3.9%, 
see Table E9). However, the welfare system is significant if the returnee has children. 
 

6.2 Slovakia – case study 

Selectivity analysis 

The results of the selectivity analysis comparing returnees to migrants and returnees to stayers (Table 
S3, LFS) show that relative to stayers, returnees are positively selected on age and more often have 
Hungarian ethnicity.5 They are less likely to be married relative to stayers and more likely to be divorced 
or widowed relative to migrants. We find a significant effect of some host countries, in particular the UK 
and ‘other’ countries on higher odds of return. Relatively speaking, returnees in general settle more in 
the Bratislavsky region, but the locational effect is less pronounced for young returnees. This suggests 
that return has been uneven with respect to the host countries as well as regions in Slovakia attracting 
returnees in general. 

Controlling for demographic variables, on the individual level we consistently find a significant effect of 
labour market status on the return decision – being unemployed, inactive or being a student a year ago, 
significantly impacts the odds of being a returnee relative to migrants as well as relative to stayers.6 
Moreover, among the medium educated (ISCED 3-4), working on the post for which they are 
overqualified significantly increases the odds of being a returnee for the young (but not for returnees in 
general). At the macro level, we find evidence that the economic situation in the home country impacts 
the return decision, in particular through the labour market (the effect of the unemployment rate and the 
availability of vacancies). However, relative to the general unemployed population, returnees are more 
successful in re-integrating into the labour market (Table S2, administrative data). Various evidence 
consistently suggests that returning is typically not inspired by worsened labour market conditions 
abroad, but personal factors and opportunities in the home country. From this perspective, the Great 
Recession had a more contextual rather than deterministic effect on the return decision of Slovak 
migrants.  

Does migration affect post-return labour market status?  

Migration experience is a significant predictor of labour market status in the immediate months following 
the return (Table S4 and S5, LFS). Being a returnee increases the odds of being unemployed by 7 
times for youth, but also decreases the odds of being inactive. Being a migrant decreases the odds of 
being unemployed by more than 300 times and of inactivity by more than 30 times in the general 
population, and by an even larger extent among the youth. Regarding the type of employment (private, 
public or self-employed) (Table S6, LFS), there is no effect of being a returnee on the type of 
employment among the youth while having worked abroad decreases the odds of public sector 
employment for returnees in general. Migrants on the other hand are significantly more likely to be self-
employed and less likely to be employed in the public sector when abroad, which is not the peculiarity 
of Slovak emigrants but generally holds in the case of most EU countries (Masso, 2015). 

What are the trajectories of post-return integration?  

Immediately on returning, many returnees enter unemployment registries, but their exit from the registry 
has been more successful than among the general unemployed population (Table S2, administrative 
data). We identify two prototypes of returnees (interviews; Table S7, SGI/STYLE web survey). The first 
group of returnees are young successful migrants who have stayed abroad for relatively longer periods 

                                                
 
5 There is a sizeable Hungarian minority living in the southern regions of Slovakia bordering Hungary. 
6 In the LFS analyses we work with information about labour market status a year ago. This is necessary as we 
identify returnees based on the question about the ‘current place’ of employment, and hence by definition they 
are in the last quarter employed, which disables us to analyze variation in labour market performance in the last 
quarter/’currently’.   
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of time and built up careers abroad. After returning they successfully re-integrate, often already having 
job offer prior to returning. This type of migrant bypasses institutions and re-integrates independently. 
The second group of returnees are individuals who migrate for work on a seasonal basis and register 
with the labour office in the intermittent periods due to the benefits this accrues (possibility to attend 
courses, health care contributions paid by state, etc.). Most migrants, however, re-integrate within 6 
months, which is the approximate period needed for adjustment. Returnees are also more demanding 
with respect to minimum salary expectations (Table S9, online CVs). This hinders their willingness to 
accept a first post-return job offer and prolongs periods of non-employment while on the other hand, 
this creates conditions for better matching of skills and preferences to available jobs. 

Investigating factors that contribute to a successful return (defined as finding a job within 6 months) 
using data from an SGI/STYLE web survey of returnees, we find that goal-oriented migration, family 
embedding and dissatisfaction with the salary level at home as the reason for migration shape 
integration prospects after return (Table S8). More specifically, those migrants who decided to work 
abroad due to low salaries in Slovakia had higher odds of facing difficulties in re-integrating into the 
labour market after returning. On the other hand, migrants who returned for personal reasons or after 
having fulfilled goals defined at the outset of migration had significantly higher chances of re-integrating 
successfully. This implies that factors of selection into migration rather than how they fare abroad affect 
patterns of re-integration after returning. Interestingly, while a mismatch abroad affects the decision to 
return, it is not a significant factor explaining the success of re-integration. We also find that factors 
proposed by the theory as influencing re-integration prospects, such as being a failed migrant, returning 
to the region of origin (often disadvantaged) or receipt of social support (indicating higher exposure to 
risk) did not prove to matter for the success of the return in the Slovak context. 

Do employers value foreign work experience?  

Based on the analysis of online CVs (Table S9), we find that work experience from abroad increases 
the attractiveness of job candidates (i.e. the number of views), especially if they have returned within 
the last 10 years, in other words, gained migration experience in the post-accession period. The 
attractiveness premium, however, varies depending on the host country of a migrant, which is likely to 
be associated with the type of employment that different host countries offer or the degree of climbing 
up the occupational ladder abroad, and which we cannot control for in the data. The attractiveness of 
job candidates is lower if they apply for a position to which they are mismatched (over educated). We 
find that returnees are more demanding with respect to salary expectations, which might make matching 
more difficult in the less skilled and less paid segment of the labour market. Returnees are more willing 
to apply for positions abroad than stayers, suggesting possibilities for re-emigration and circular 
patterns of mobility. 

Overall, evidence shows that foreign work experience is unambiguously highly valued by returnees. In 
the case of employers, it is seen as positive, but with certain reservations. We find that work experience 
abroad is viewed by two-thirds of returnees as a contributing factor in finding a job. While a half of the 
respondents held positions for which they were overqualified when abroad, more than half of the 
respondents upgraded their position relative to the one held abroad (Table S7, SGI/STYLE web survey). 
This suggests that on the aggregate level there has been no down-skilling. Migrants/returnees develop 
various skills, in addition to language skills, also expert knowledge, communication skills, personal 
characteristics as well as cultural sensitivity (Table S7, SGI/STYLE web survey). However, for the 
experience to be more highly valued by firms, relevant work experience or one leading to a proven 
development of skills are essential. A positive attitude towards solving problems and determination tend 
to distinguish returnees from other job seekers (interviews). 

Role of institutions 

Returnees mostly rely on personal networks and family in the job search process and use the internet 
as the key tool (Table S7, SGI/STYLE web survey; interviews). While two fifths of returnees captured 
by the SGI/STYLE web survey contacted the labour office since returning, practically no one found a 
job through the labour office. About half of the returnees have not received any social or financial 
support from the state. The most common types of benefits or financial contributions among the 
recipients were unemployment benefits, family benefits and maternity benefits. However, having 
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received state support has no effect on the success or failure of the return (Table S8, online CVs). 
Combined, this suggests that institutional factors are not intervening causally in the re-integration 
process and that migrants rather count on their own strategies. High skilled returnees bypass 
institutions and tend to rely on personal networks and family and the internet serves as the key job 
search tool.  
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7. Comparative synthesis 
 
This section synthesises the case study findings and compares them. The goal is to identify similarities 
and differences between the two countries and to derive inferences about country-level factors affecting 
return migration and the labour market outcomes of returnees, with a particular focus on welfare policies 
and state institutions.  

 

RQ1: What have the labour market trajectories of youth migrants been after return and how have 
employers valued the work experience that young people gained abroad?  

While we have adopted slightly different angles in the analyses in the two countries due to data 
specificities, we find that foreign work experience is an asset for young returnees in both countries. 
Estonian returnees reap benefits in terms of higher wages, but no evidence was found about a positive 
effect of migration and return on the upward occupational mobility of returnees. Returnees also exit 
unemployment registries with a lower probability than stayers. In Slovakia, individuals with post-
accession foreign work experience are more attractive in the labour market than those without such a 
record. Return migrants in Slovakia initially face a higher risk of short-term unemployment, but they exit 
unemployment registries at a higher rate than stayers. Unemployment of Slovak returnees might be 
‘voluntary’ in the sense of taking their time to find a job that matches their skills and preferences (for 
example in terms of expected wage). While employers in both countries mostly perceive returnees 
positively, what type of experience the returnees gained with larger benefits for having worked in the 
field or having developed skills that are needed in the labour market is of particular importance. In both 
countries, migrants as well as employers attribute to foreign work experience a set of skills conducive 
to success in job searches and good performance at work. In addition to language, also social skills, 
positive approach, problem-solving attitude and greater cultural sensitivity and tolerance are an asset. 
On the negative side, we find that in both countries, returnees demonstrate higher wage expectations. 
This is perceived negatively by employers. In Slovakia, those migrants who decided to work abroad 
due to low salaries in Slovakia had higher odds of facing difficulties re-integrating into the labour market 
after return. 

 

RQ2: What role did welfare policies play in affecting youth migrant integration into domestic 
labour markets?  

Anecdotal evidence suggests that among welfare policies, pension rights especially affect Estonian 
migration patterns (e.g. people try to accumulate enough work tenure abroad to be entitled for the host 
country’s pension). This however was not revealed by the interviews with the young migrants. It seems 
that pensions and other social guarantees are not a major issue for Estonian returnees or young people 
in general. Instead, it was indicated that when returning the conditions for being able to return with the 
family are important. Problems were outlined with getting health insurance for a child in cases of working 
in the host country temporarily. Welfare policies and social guarantees were mentioned when 
considering applying for host country citizenship, as the latter may provide benefits resulting from a 
long-term stay in the host country. 

Intra-EU migrants have the right to transfer their unemployment benefits to the home country in the 
return process. In Slovakia, it appears that the opportunity to transfer unemployment benefits has 
provided returnees with some leisure in taking-up jobs better matched to their skills rather than 
accepting the first job offer. On the other hand, it might increase motivations to remain unemployed for 
the first few months due to the benefits that can be accrued from registering as unemployed (e.g. in 
Slovakia the state pays mandatory health insurance for the registered unemployed). Highly educated 
returnees in particular bypass formal institutions and are less likely to rely on the labour office in their 
job search, and rather use the internet as a source of information about the labour market. Following 
unemployment benefits, the most common types of financial contribution received from the state are 
family benefits and maternity benefits. Combined, this suggests that institutional factors are not crucial 
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in the re-integration process and that migrants rather count on self-relying strategies for labour market 
re-integration. Relative dissatisfaction with the performance of institutions might be one of the factors 
for a low reliance on formal institutions, but the young and well educated return migrants in particular 
are typically more able to orient themselves in the job search process and to re-embed in the home 
society independently. This is evidenced by the fact that such returnees quite frequently have a job 
prior to their return. 

In Slovakia, investigating factors that contribute to successful return (defined as finding a job within 6 
months), we find that migrants who returned for personal reasons or after having fulfilled goals defined 
at the outset of the migration had significantly higher chances of re-integrating successfully. 
Interestingly, while a mismatch abroad might affect the decision to return, it is not a significant factor in 
explaining the success of the re-integration. We also find that some factors proposed by the theory as 
influencing re-integration prospects, such as being a failed migrant, returning to the region of origin 
(often disadvantaged) or receiving social support (indicating higher exposure to risk) did not prove to 
matter for the success of the return. Various evidence in the Slovak case implies that return is typically 
not driven by worsened labour market conditions abroad, but a combination of individual-level factors 
and opportunities in the home country. From this perspective, the Great Recession had more a 
contextual rather than deterministic effect on return decisions of Slovak migrants. 

 

RQ3: Which country was more successful in the integration of youth migrants, and why?   
 
A direct comparison of the two countries has not been possible due to differences in the available data. 
Intuitively, we could expect that returnees to Estonia on average perform better due the greater flexibility 
of its labour market and better labour market conditions – lower unemployment rate (see Table A1). 
Overall we can conclude that the returnees in both labour markets reap primarily positive benefits 
following return in terms of a wage premium or greater attractiveness in the labour market. Any 
unemployment they encounter is to a large extent voluntary. The findings seem to suggest marginally 
higher levels of self-declared usefulness from the migration experience among the Slovak returnees. 
Paradoxically, this could be due to the fact that Slovakia, in spite of a high general unemployment and 
youth unemployment rate, repeatedly experiences issues with sufficient supply of adequately skilled 
labour. Individuals with migration experience, especially highly educated youth who are mobile and 
flexible, demonstrate a set of useful skills that they have developed in the process of migration and 
return. Positive results in terms of re-integration in both countries are also facilitated by the fact that 
returnees are positively selected in terms of education. Positive selection might be driven by the fact 
that those who are more competitive in the home labour market have a higher probability of return, 
whereas those who are less competitive may have better labour market outcomes in terms of wages, 
for example, in the host countries, and therefore, choose to stay abroad. Positive benefits of return 
migration in Central and Eastern Europe might therefore partly be attributed to the fact that higher 
education leads to large wage premiums in these labour markets (Anspal et al., 2011; Chase, 1998; 
Hazans, 2003).  
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8. Conclusions and policy implications 
Conclusions from the Estonian and Slovakian case studies contribute to previous empirical findings 
regarding the post-return labour market performance of return migrants, and reveal the main 
characteristics of the labour market integration of young returnees in two small economies in Central 
and Eastern Europe. We have investigated various data sources in order to evaluate patterns and 
trajectories of return and to shed light on the role of welfare policies as well as macroeconomic factors 
on the return decision and re-integration success. We find that foreign work experience generally brings 
positive benefits to individuals and is viewed positively by employers. However, returnees are also more 
demanding with respect to minimum salary expectations, which might make matching more difficult in 
the less skilled and less paid segments of the labour market. Returnees are more ready to apply for 
positions advertised abroad than stayers, suggesting possibilities for re-emigration and circular patterns 
of mobility. Through higher wage expectations returnees might exert pressure on wage growth in the 
home economies. Young returnees tend to rely on home country welfare systems only marginally and 
typically re-integrate into the labour market without state assistance. The role of welfare increases for 
returnees who have families. 

Our policy recommendations can be summarized as follows. First, given that young return migrants 
constitute a specific subgroup of the returnee population, they should be attracted to the host country 
economy due to significant potential based on high education attainment accompanied by foreign 
market experience, mobility and employment flexibility. In the Slovak context return migration in general 
is concentrated in better performing regions. While this increases chances of successful re-integration, 
the direct positive impact of returnees on the development of deprived regions is likely to be limited. 
Return flows could be steered to improve the human capital base outside Bratislava and western 
Slovakia.  

Second, foreign work experience and returns might contribute to decreasing the gender pay gap in the 
home labour market as evidenced by the Estonian case. The benefit of return migration for the Estonian 
labour market materializes through decreasing the gender wage disparity particularly among youth. It 
might be worth further investigating the question of temporary intra-EU mobility as a vehicle for 
decreasing gender inequalities and studying the conditions under which this effect takes place. 

Third, facilitating the acceleration of the labour market integration of young returnees will enable them 
to fully realize their competencies, and so provide benefits for the home country economy. There is 
scope for public institutions to provide better assistance upon return and to facilitate integration. For 
example, return migrants can become a target category in labour offices. Importantly, inequalities exist 
among returnees and not all returnees are on an equal footing in terms of their abilities. While many 
returnees circumvent formal institutions, there are still many who approach them and can be reached 
by effective policy that they most likely also need. In particular, returnees disadvantaged in terms of 
gender, age or ethnicity might be of more need in their re-integration process.  

Fourth, it matters what type of experience migrants gain abroad; in other words, whether it is relevant 
to the field and whether it results in a demonstrable set of hard and soft skills. From this perspective, 
tools facilitating the matching of migrants to jobs, such as EURES, employment agencies or well-
designed job portals can be very useful. Matching should be encouraged by decreasing information 
asymmetries in intra-EU mobility. 

 



34 Masso, Kureková, Tverdostup and Žilinčíková 

 
 

9. Bibliography  
 
Ambrosini JW, Mayr K, Peri G, et al. (2011) The Selection of Migrants and Returnees: Evidence from 

Romania and Implications. Working Paper, National Bureau of Economic Research. Available 
from: http://www.nber.org/papers/w16912 (accessed 16 October 2012). 

Anacka M and Fihel A (2012) Return migration to Poland in the post-accession period. In: Galgóczi B, 
Leschke J, and Watt A (eds), Eu Labour Migration in Troubled Times: Skills Mismatch, Return 
and Policy Responses, Ashgate Publishing, pp. 169–210. Available from: 
http://www.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=GHTvUAwR4M4C&oi=fnd&pg=PT11&dq=galgoc
zi,+leschke,+watt&ots=t0bAVWF5hy&sig=t4BUTsRXoNLJkN2S_lCgK0mv8sc (accessed 16 
October 2012). 

Anderson B, Ruhs M, Rogaly B, et al. (2006) Fair Enough?: Central and East European Migrants in 
Low-wage Employment in the UK. COMPAS: Oxford University. 

Anspal S, Järve J, Kallaste E, et al. (2011) The cost of school failure in Estonia. Technical Report, 
CENTAR. Available from: http://www.centar.ee/blog/wp-content/uploads/ 2012/03/Technical-
report2.pdf (accessed 7 January 2016). 

Barcevičius E, Iglicka K, Repečkaitė D, et al. (2012) Labour mobility within the EU: The impact of return 
migration. EUROFOUND. Available from: 
http://www.eurofound.europa.eu/publications/htmlfiles/ef1243.htm (accessed 27 June 2014). 

Bohle D and Greskovits B (2012) Capitalist Diversity on Europe’s Periphery. Cornell University Press. 
Available from: 
http://books.google.com/books?hl=sk&lr=&id=WNESVI4kbHQC&oi=fnd&pg=PR9&dq=bohle+a
nd+greskovits+2012&ots=o9K1hHJ23a&sig=qRzvmkIXy-j79VUHW7YrJetj52g (accessed 21 
March 2013). 

Borjas GJ and Bratsberg B (1996) Who leaves? The outmigration of the foreign-born. Review of 
Economics and Statistics 78: 165–176. 

Buchen C (2005) East European antipodes: varieties of capitalism in Estonia and Slovenia. In: Pre-
Publication Conference ‘Varieties of Capitalism in Post-Communist Countries’, Paisley 
University, Scotland, UK. 

Cassarino J-P (2004) Theorising return migration: The conceptual approach to return migrants revisited. 
International Journal on Multicultural Societies 6(2): 253–279. 

Chase RS (1998) Markets for communist human capital: returns to education and experience in the 
Czech Republic and Slovakia. Industrial & Labor Relations Review 51(3): 401–423. 

Clark K and Drinkwater S (2008) The labour-market performance of recent migrants. Oxford Review of 
Economic Policy 24(3): 496–517. 

Currie S (2007) De-Skilled and Devalued:  The Labour Market Experience of Polish Migrants in the UK 
Following EU Enlargement. International Journal of Comparative Labour Law and Industrial 
Relations 23(1): 83–116. 

Doyle N, Hughes G and Wadensjö E (2006) Freedom of movement for workers from central and eastern 
Europe. Swedish Institute for European Policy Studies (SIEPS). Available from: http://www.fh-
brandenburg.de/~brasche/EU/k4/k44/k444/Migrat_MOEL_Sweden.pdf (accessed 4 October 
2012). 



D 6.1 – Return migration patterns of young return migrants after the crises in CEE countries 35 
 

 
Drinkwater S, Eade J and Garapich M (2009) Poles apart? EU enlargement and the labour market 

outcomes of immigrants in the United Kingdom. International Migration 47(1): 161–190. 

Dumont J-C and Spielvogel G (2008) Return migration: A new perspective. SOPEMI, International 
Migration Outlook, Annual Report, OECD. 

Dustmann C, Frattini T and Halls C (2010) Assessing the Fiscal Costs and Benefits of A8 Migration to 
the UK*. Fiscal Studies 31(1): 1–41. 

Eamets R and Masso J (2005) The paradox of the Baltic States: labour market flexibility but protected 
workers? European Journal of Industrial Relations 11(1): 71–90. 

Emmo M-L (2015) The Effect of Foreign Work Experience on Young Return Migrants’ Desired Wages 
in the Baltic States. Master Thesis, University of Tartu. Available from: 
http://dspace.ut.ee/handle/10062/46801 (accessed 5 January 2016). 

Feldmann M (2013) Varieties of capitalism and the Estonian economy: Institutions, growth and crisis in 
a liberal market economy. Communist and Post-Communist Studies 46(4): 493–501. 

Galgóczi B, Leschke J and Watt A (2012) Eu Labour Migration in Troubled Times: Skills Mismatch, 
Return and Policy Responses. Ashgate Publishing. 

Hazans M (2003) Returns to education in the Baltic countries. GDNet Knowledge Base Working Paper 
No. 16801. Available from: http://depot.gdnet.org/newkb/fulltext/hazans.pdf (accessed 7 
January 2016). 

Hazans M (2008) Post-enlargement return migrants’ earnings premium: Evidence from Latvia. 
University of Latvia and BICEPS (Available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=1269728). 
Available from: http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1269728 (accessed 5 
January 2016). 

Hazans M and Philips K (2010) The post-enlargement migration experience in the Baltic labor markets. 
In: Kahanec M and Zimmermann KF (eds), EU labor markets after post-enlargement migration, 
Berlin - Heidelberg: Springer, pp. 255–304. Available from: 
http://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-642-02242-5_10 (accessed 21 May 2014). 

Iara A (2006) Skill Diffusion in Temporary Migration? Returns to Western European Working Experience 
in the EU Accession Countries. Returns to Western European Working Experience in the EU 
Accession Countries (March 2006). Centro Studi Luca d’Agliano Development Studies Working 
Paper (210). Available from: http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=918037 
(accessed 18 October 2012). 

Kahanec M and Kureková L (2013) European Union Expansion and Migration. 1st Edition. Ness I (ed.), 
The Encyclopedia of Global Human Migration, Wiley-Blackwell Publishing. 

Kahanec M and Mýtna Kureková L (2014) Did post-enlargement labor mobility help the EU to adjust 
during the Great Recession? The case of Slovakia. In: Kahanec M and Zimmermann KF (eds), 
EU Enlargement and the Labor Markets., Springer. 

Kahanec M and Zimmermann KF (2010) Migration in an enlarged EU: A challenging solution? Five 
Years of an Enlarged EU: 63–94. 

Kauhanen M and Kangasniemi M (2013) Returns to return migration: wage premium of Estonian return 
migrants from Finland. Labour Institute for Economic Research. Working Paper (No. 290). 



36 Masso, Kureková, Tverdostup and Žilinčíková 

 
 
Kureková L (2011) From Job Search to Skill Search: Political Economy of Labor Migration in Central 

and Eastern Europe. PhD. Dissertation, Central European University. 

Kureková L (2013) Welfare Systems as Emigration Factor: Evidence from the New Accession States. 
JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies 55(4): 721–739. 

Kureková LM and Žilinčíková Z (2016) Return migration patterns of youth after the crisis: the case of 
Slovakia. STYLE Background report for Slovakia, mimeo. 

Kveder CLM (2013) Temporary Migration: A Review of the literature. Documents De Travail 188, INED. 
Available from: http://ideas.repec.org/p/idg/wpaper/188.html (accessed 27 June 2014). 

Lang T, Hämmerling, Keil J, et al. (2012) Re-Turn Migrant Survey Report: The Migrants’ Potential and 
Expectations. Leibniz Institute for Regional Geography (IfL). Available from: 
http://www.iom.cz/files/323_Migrant-Survey-Report.PDF (accessed 23 June 2014). 

Lauringson A (2012) The Impact of the Generosity of Unemployment Benefits on Estonian Labour 
Market Outcomes in a Period of Crisis. Dissertationes Rerum Oeconomicarum Universitatis 
Tartuensis No. 44, Tartu: University of Tartu. 

Masso, J. (2015) Mapping Patterns of Self-Employment: Secondary Analysis Synthesis Report, STYLE 
Working Papers, STYLE-WP 7.2/2015. CROME, University of Brighton, Brighton. 
http://www.style-research.eu/publications/   

Masso J and Eamets R (2006) Macro-level labour market flexibility in the Baltic States. Labour market 
flexibility, flexicurity and employment: Lessons of the Baltic States, Nova Science Publishers: 
New York. Available from: 
http://www.researchgate.net/profile/Raul_Eamets/publication/236283570_Macro-
level_labour_market_flexibility_in_the_Baltic_states/links/0deec517900e44eea4000000.pdf 
(accessed 31 December 2015). 

Masso J, Järve J, Nurmela K, et al. (2013) Töölepingu seaduse uuring (in English: Study of the 
Employment Contract Act) Masso, M., Järve, J., Nurmela, K., Anspal, S., Räis, M. L., Uudeküll, 
K., Osila, L. Tallinn: PRAXIS, Centar, Turu-uuringute AS. 

Masso J, Eamets R and Mõtsmees P (2014) Temporary migrants and occupational mobility: evidence 
from the case of Estonia. International Journal of Manpower 35(6): 753–775. 

Paas T, Eamets R, Masso J, et al. (2003) Labour Market Flexibility and Migration in the Baltic States: 
Macro Evidences. University of Tartu - Faculty of Economics & Business Administration Working 
Paper Series (16): 4–101. 

Pollard N, Latorre M and Sriskandarajah D (2008) Floodgates or Turnstiles?: Post-EU Enlargement 
Migration Flows to (and from) the UK. Institute for Public Policy Research. 

Pungas E, Toomet O, Tammaru T, et al. (2012) Are Better Educated Migrants Returning? Evidence 
from Multi-Dimensional Education Data. Norface Research Programme on Migration, 
Department of Economics, University College London. Available from: 
http://www.mtk.ut.ee/orb.aw/class=file/action=preview/id=1067215/Education_return_migratio
n_2011-09-05.pdf (accessed 16 October 2012). 

Radu D and Martin R (2010) Return migration: the experience of Eastern Europe. International 
Migration. Available from: http://westminsterresearch.wmin.ac.uk/8230/ (accessed 17 October 
2012). 



D 6.1 – Return migration patterns of young return migrants after the crises in CEE countries 37 
 

 
Rooth D-O and Saarela J (2007) Selection in migration and return migration: Evidence from micro data. 

Economics letters 94(1): 90–95. 

Roy AD (1951) Some thoughts on the distribution of earnings. Oxford economic papers 3(2): 135–146. 

Smoliner S, Förschner M, Hochgerner J, et al. (2012) Comparative Report on Re-Migration Trends in 
Central Europe. Re-Turn, Centre for Social Innovation, Vienna: 81. 

Turner T (2010) The jobs immigrants do: issues of displacement and marginalisation in the Irish labour 
market. Work, Employment & Society 24(2): 318–336. 

Tverdostup M and Masso J (2015) The labour market performance of young return migrants after the 
crisis in CEE countries: the case of Estonia. University of Tartu-Faculty of Economics & 
Business Administration Working Paper Series (98). Available from: 
http://www.mtk.ut.ee/sites/default/files/mtk/RePEc/mtk/febpdf/febawb98.pdf (accessed 5 
January 2016). 

Voitchovsky S (2014) Occupational downgrading and wages of New Member States immigrants to 
Ireland. International Migration Review (48): 500–537. 

White A (2014) Polish Return and Double Return Migration. Europe-Asia Studies 66(1): 25–49. 

Williams AM and Baláž V (2005) What Human Capital, Which Migrants? Returned Skilled Migration to 
Slovakia From the UK. International Migration Review 39(2): 439–468. 

Williams AM and Baláž V (2008) International return mobility, learning and knowledge transfer: A case 
study of Slovak doctors. Social Science & Medicine 67(11): 1924–1933. 

Zaiceva A and Zimmermann KF (2012) Returning home at times of trouble? Return migration of EU 
enlargement migrants during the crisis. Discussion Paper Series, Forschungsinstitut zur Zukunft 
der Arbeit. Available from: http://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/69473 (accessed 22 May 
2014). 

Zaiceva A and Zimmermann KF (2014) Returning home at times of trouble? Return migration of EU 
enlargement migrants during the crisis. In: Kahanec M and Zimmermann KF (eds), Migration 
and the Great Recession: Adjustments in the Labour Market of an Enlarged European 
Community’, Springer Verlag. 

 
  



38 Masso, Kureková, Tverdostup and Žilinčíková 

 
 

Annex I - General 
 
 
Table A1: Key economic indicators: Estonia (EE) and Slovakia (SK) 
 

 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Unemployment rate 

EU25 8.8 8.5 8.8 9.1 9.2 9.1 8.2 7.2 7.1 9.1 9.7 9.7 10.5 10.9 

EE 14.6 13.0 11.2 10.3 10.1 8.0 5.9 4.6 5.5 13.5 16.7 12.3 10.0 8.6 

SK 18.9 19.5 18.8 17.7 18.4 16.4 13.5 11.2 9.6 12.1 14.5 13.7 14.0 14.2 

Youth unemployment rate (15-24 y.o.) 

EU25 17.3 16.9 17.4 18.4 18.8 18.7 17.3 15.5 15.7 20.1 21.0 21.2 22.8 23.2 

EE 23.9 22.2 17.9 20.9 23.9 15.1 12.1 10.1 12.0 27.4 32.9 22.4 20.9 18.7 

SK 37.3 39.6 38.1 33.8 33.4 30.4 27.0 20.6 19.3 27.6 33.9 33.7 34.0 33.7 

GDP growth 

EU27 3.9 2.0 1.3 1.5 2.6 2.2 3.4 3.2 0.4 -4.5 2.0 1.7 -0.4 0.1 

EE 9.7 6.3 6.6 7.8 6.3 8.9 10.1 7.5 -4.2 -14.1 2.6 9.6 3.9 0.8 

SK 1.4 3.5 4.6 4.8 5.1 6.7 8.3 10.5 5.8 -4.9 4.4 3.0 1.8 0.9 

Social protection benefits (% GDP) 

EU25 25.4 25.5 25.8 26.2 26.1 26.1 25.8 25.2 25.8 28.6 28.3 28.0 - - 

EE 13.6 12.8 12.5 12.4 12.8 12.4 12.0 12.0 14.8 18.8 17.8 15.9 - - 

SK 18.8 18.4 18.5 17.8 16.6 15.9 15.7 15.4 15.5 18.2 18.1 17.7 - - 

Strictness of employment protection - individual and collective dismissals: regular contracts 

EE - - - - - - - - 2.33 2.33 2.07 2.07 2.07 2.07 

SK - - - - - - - - 2.63 2.63 2.63 2.63 2.16 2.26 

Strictness of employment protection - temporary contracts 

EE - - - - - - - - 2.29 2.29 2.29 2.29 2.29 3.04 

SK - - - - - - - - 2.17 2.17 2.17 2.42 2.29 2.42 

Active labour market policies spending  (%GDP) 

EE - - - 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.03 0.13 0.13 0.14 0.18 0.13 

SK - - - - 0.07 0.17 0.14 0.11 0.15 0.15 0.23 0.22 0.19 0.17 

 
Source: Eurostat and OECD (Employment protection). Note: EE – Estonia, SK – Slovakia.  
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Annex II - Estonia 
Table E1. Descriptive statistics of the Estonian Labour Force Survey data and Estonian Population and Housing Census data 

 Estonian Labour Force Survey (2007-2012 panel) Estonian Population and Housing Census 2011 

 

Return Migrants Stayers Return Migrants Stayers 

15-35 
years 

Youth
15-24  

Youth 
25-35  

>35 
years 

15-35 
years 

Youth
15-24  

Youth 
25-35  

>35 
years 

15-35 
years 

Youth
15-24  

Youth 
25-35  

>35 
years 

15-35 
years 

Youth15-
24  

Youth 
25-35  

>35 years 

Socio-
Demographic 

Characteristics 

 

   

 

   

 

   

 

   

Average age, years 41 45 32 37 

Gender (male=1) 71.8 68.8 78.2 61.2 50.5 52.5 53.5 44.5 46.1 41.4 47.9 54.0 51.3 51.6 51.0 43.3 

Nationality 
(Estonian=1) 

80.0 82.3 78.4 66.4 78.2 81.4 73.7 73.0 58.8 57.8 59.2 41.5 75.0 77.3 73.0 84.5 

Citizenship 
(Estonian=1)  

92.3 95.4 90.3 79.7 91.5 94.0 87.9 84.3 64.4 66.7 67.6 49.7 91.0 93.2 89.2 93.3 

Marital status 
(married=1) 

39.0 16.7 56.7 77.5 30.8 10.3 63.7 75.4 28.8 9.8 35.9 49.5 16.6 3.1 28.2 48.7 

Foreign language 
proficiency  

93.6 97.3 93.3 87.5 91.3 93.3 89.9 85.2 93.7 93.9 93.7 79.9 85.6 88.4 83.1 76.0 

Education                                 

Higher 13.9 5.2 21.5 18.9 14.2 5.2 28.5 21.9 44.1 21.0 52.7 41.8 21.2 7.4 33.2 22.5 

Secondary 53.9 60.5 50.4 59.1 44.7 44.6 49.5 50.5 42.8 54.3 38.5 46.8 45.9 43.1 48.2 55.4 

Lower  32.2 34.3 28.2 22.0 41.1 50.3 22.0 27.6 13.2 24.8 8.9 11.4 32.9 49.5 18.6 22.1 

Employment             

Average wage, EUR  638.2 502.9 675.1 572.9 573.8 423.3 586.5 517.4 928.7 653.9 966.9 1082.4 781.6 546.9 841.8 777.9 

Employed 51.9 38.2 60.4 59.5 49.1 23.1 76.2 58.1 60.1 39.2 67.9 55.3 54.2 31.9 73.3 55.8 

Unemployed  25.8 26.9 25.2 15.6 8.8 8.6 9.0 5.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 7.8 8.8 8.7 8.8 5.1 

Inactive 22.3 35.0 14.4 24.9 42.1 68.3 14.9 36.9 29.9 50.8 22.0 37.0 37.0 59.4 17.9 39.1 

Occupation             

White-collar 33.7 25.7 41.0 38.3 41.3 30.2 49.0 44.5 51.9 32.2 59.3 43.4 37.4 20.0 52.4 37.3 

Blue-collar  66.4 74.3 59.0 61.7 58.7 69.8 51.0 55.6 48.1 67.8 40.7 56.6 62.6 80.0 47.6 62.7 

Self-employed  3.1 - 5.0 5.3 3.1 0.6 5.6 5.2 5.3 3.4 9.2 9.1 2.7 2.1 5.6 5.2 

N of observations 
484  186  298 941 29770 15189 14581 106009 9398 2554  6844  

to 
check 

324256 149771  174485 518632 
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Table E2. Logit model for selection to return from stayers and migrants  
 

Independent variables  
Returnee-stayer selection Returnee-migrant selection 

All sample  Youth 15-35 All sample  Youth 15-35 

Male 
0.007 0.015 -0.050 -0.182 

(7.25)*** (4.85)*** (-2.43)** (-5.37)*** 

Married 
-0.003 -0.001 -0.021 -0.069 

(-2.71)*** (-0.36) (-1.00) (-2.47)** 

Age 15-24 
0.006 - -0.098 - 

(2.97)*** - (-2.91)*** - 

Age 25-34 
0.006 - -0.183 - 

(4.65)*** - (-7.04)*** - 

Age 35-44 
0.006 - -0.153 - 

(5.27)*** - (-6.32)*** - 

Age 45-54 
0.004 - -0.172 - 

(3.22)*** - (-6.73)*** - 

Other non-Estonians  
0.001 -0.003 0.114 0.063 

(0.92) (-0.67) (4.11)*** (2.25)** 

Secondary education 
0.000 0.003 -0.062 -0.046 

(0.05) (0.94) (-3.36)*** (-1.51) 

Higher education 
-0.001 0.008 0.082 0.040 

(-0.47) (1.78)* (3.06)*** (0.88) 

Undereducated a)  
-0.001 -0.007 -0.112 -0.215 

(-0.59) (-0.99) (-2.06)** (-2.28)** 

Overeducated a) 
0.005 0.001 -0.094 -0.294 

(4.49)*** (0.28) (-3.36)*** (-5.18)*** 

Medium level occupation 
0.000 -0.006 0.092 0.119 

(0.04) (-1.73)* (3.82)*** (2.83)*** 

High level occupation 
-0.002 -0.006 0.172 0.227 

(-1.43) (-1.88)* (7.98)*** (5.89)*** 

Self-employed 
-0.002 0.001 0.149 0.211 

(-1.25) (0.11) (4.18)*** (2.94)*** 

Number of observations 72832  13920 2916 1017 

Pseudo R-squared 0.0624 0.0692 0.1605 0.1538 

Note: All regression models additionally control for current place of residence, widowed marital status, non-Estonian 
nationality with Estonian citizenship, industry of employment and year. Marginal effects are reported. Estimated 
based on EE-LFS panel data for years 2007–2013. ***, **, * Indicate results significant at 1%, 5% and 10% levels 
respectively. a) The two variables are calculated based on self-assessed occupation-qualification match of EE-LFS 
respondents. The return migrants are individuals who have worked abroad for at least one quarter over the last two 
years. Current migrants are the ones whose job in a given quarter is in abroad. Stayers are individuals currently 
working in Estonia who are not return migrants. 
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Table E3. Wage premium to return migration (OLS regression of log of monthly wage)    

Independent variables All sample 15-35 years 
Youth 15-

24  
Youth 25-

35 
35 years and 

more 

Returnee 
0.072 0.138 0.154 0.126 0.039 

(3.73)*** (4.65)*** (2.78)*** (3.63)*** (1.59) 

Migrant 
0.774 0.771 0.856 0.737 0.771 

(54.64)*** (35.24)*** (18.82)*** (29.53)*** (41.56)*** 

Gender (male=1) 
0.343 0.335 0.254 0.355 0.341 

(70.30)*** (35.52)*** (12.05)*** (34.12)*** (60.02)*** 

Constant 
4.260 2.844 0.096 3.407 4.001 

(130.50)*** (15.02)*** (0.05) (7.57)*** (48.08)*** 

Number of 
observations 

48569 
13046 

3342 9704 35523 

R-squared adjusted 0.439 0.421 0.358 0.413 0.452 

Notes: Dependent variable is logarithm of monthly wage. Regression model additionally controls for nationality, 
occupational and employment characteristics, education and time (years 2007–2012). Estimated based on EE-LFS 
panel data for years 2007–2013. ***, **, * Indicate results significant at 1%, 5% and 10% levels respectively. 

 
 
 
Table E4. Estimates for the logarithm of desired wages of male and female return migrants 
aged 15–35 and 36 and older from calculated OLS wage regressions in the Baltic States 

Notes: dependent variable is the logarithm of desired wage. ***/**/* statistically significant at 
1%/5%/10%, respectively, based on robust standard errors. Standard errors are in parentheses. 
Estimates for job categories are available from the author upon request. Refer to results for full model 
in appendix 5. Calculations have been based on data from the CV Keskus/CV Market. 
 

  

OLS without selection   

Variable 

Age 15–35 Age 36+ 

EE LV LT EE LV LT 

b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Return migrant  
(1-return migrant,  
0-non-migrant)  

Male 
0.097*** 
(0.014) 

0.036 
(0.046) 

0.019 
(0.024) 

0.116*** 
(0.021) 

0.095 
(0.074) 

0.057 
(0.040) 

Female 
0.064*** 
(0.012) 

0.135*** 
(0.045) 

0.020 
(0.019) 

0.115*** 
(0.022) 

0.012 
(0.083) 

0.127** 
(0.055) 

OLS with selection       

Return migrant  
(1-return migrant,  
0-non-migrant)  

Male 
0.271*** 
(0.015)  

-0.105** 
(0.049)  

0.028 
(0.023)  

0.458*** 
(0.028)  

0.072 
(0.074)  

0.000 
(0.040)  

 Female 
0.170*** 
(0.013)  

0.072 
(0.074)  

0.000 
(0.040)  

0.209*** 
(0.022)  

0.120 
(0.084)  

0.600*** 
(0.060)  
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Table E5. Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition of the wage gap between returnees and stayers in 
two age groups  
 

Returnees aged 15-35 years Returnees aged 35 years and more  

  Gaps in ln(wage) Gaps in ln(wage) 

Factors Explained 
Unexplaine

d  Total Explained Unexplained  Total 

Age -0.008 -0.0677 -0.0757 0.0284*** 0.2621* 0.2905 

Gender 0.0754*** -0.0779 -0.0025 0.0468*** 0.0008 0.0476 

Marital status -0.0016 -0.0545 -0.0561 -0.0009 -0.1974** -0.1983 

Nationality 0.0009 0.0215 0.0224 -0.0095*** 0.001 -0.0085 

Education -0.0005 -0.0836 -0.0841 -0.0060 0.0462 0.0402 

Occupation -0.0124 -0.0994** -0.1118 -0.0252*** -0.0244 -0.0496 

Industry 0.0128* -0.004 0.0088 0.0092* 0.1134*** 0.1226 

Company's location -0.0058* -0.0112 -0.0170 -0.0001 0.0254 0.0253 

Constant 0 0.4888** 0.4888 0 -0.251 -0.251 

Total  0.06 0.11 0.17 0.04 -0.02 0.02 

Note: Decomposition was performed using grouped control variables. Marital status – married and widowed; 
nationality – non-Estonians with Estonian citizenship and non-Estonians without citizenship; education – secondary 
and higher; occupation – medium and high level occupations (ISCO categories from 4 to 9); industry of employment 
– construction, hotels, transport, education, other business services, public administration and health care sector; 
company’s location – central, northeast, western and southern Estonia; company’s size – 11 employees and more. 
Estimated based on EE-LFS panel data for years 2007–2013. ***, **, * Indicate results significant at 1%, 5% and 
10% levels respectively. 

 
 
Table E6. Wage dynamics of young and older return migrants after return 

Returnees aged 15-35 Returnees aged 35 and more 

Variables Coefficient St. error Variables Coefficient St. error 

Just returned 
Returned 1 year ago 
Returned 2 years ago 
Returned 3 years ago 
Returned 4 years ago 
Returned 5 years ago 

-0.0409 
0.0129 
0.0012 
0.0935 
0.0881 
0.1173 

(.0410) 
(.0255) 
(.0258) 

(.0236)*** 
(.0234)*** 
(.0237)*** 

Just returned 
Returned 1 year ago 
Returned 2 years ago 
Returned 3 years ago 
Returned 4 years ago 
Returned 5 years ago 

0.1571 
0.1311 
0.0641 
0.0674 
-0.0000 
0.0067 

(0.0483)** 
(.0384)*** 

(.0375) 
(0.031)* 
(.0302) 
(.0283) 

Number of observations 383083     
R-squared adjusted 0.2135     

Note: Dependent variable is the logarithm of monthly wage. The model additionally controls for age, gender, 
nationality, education level and occupation. Estimated based on EPHC 2011 data with the wage variable derived 
from Estonian Tax Office data on individual payroll taxes. ***, **, * Indicate results significant at 1%, 5% and 10% 
levels respectively. 
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Table E7. Probit estimations on upward occupational mobility among return migrants aged 15–
35 and 36+ in Estonia. 

Variable 

Age 

15–35 36+ 

EL HL EL HL 

ME ME ME ME 

Male  
0.085*** 
(0.032) 

0.035 
(0.030) 

–0.002 
(0.053) 

0.007 
(0.049) 

Age 
0.114** 
(0.050) 

0.068 
(0.047) 

0.017 
(0.041) 

–0.001 
(0.038) 

Age squared 
–0.002** 
(0.001) 

–0.001 
(0.001) 

–0.000 
(0.000) 

–0.000 
(0.000) 

Vocational education 
–0.210*** 
(0.041) 

–0.175*** 
(0.039) 

–0.095 
(0.079) 

–0.126* 
(0.069) 

Secondary education 
–0.182*** 
(0.037) 

–0.160*** 
(0.034) 

–0.157** 
(0.076) 

–0.162** 
(0.066) 

Basic education 
–0.226*** 
(0.048) 

–0.227*** 
(0.046) 

0.053 
(0.120) 

0.005 
(0.109) 

Mother tongue Estonian 
0.011 

(0.034) 
–0.010 
(0.031) 

0.166*** 
(0.063) 

0.101* 
(0.057) 

Work experience  
–0.028* 
(0.014) 

–0.030** 
(0.013) 

0.014 
(0.014) 

0.001 
(0.013) 

Work experience squared 
0.001 

(0.001) 
0.002* 
(0.001) 

–0.000 
(0.001) 

0.000 
(0.000) 

Primary 
0.223* 
(0.120) 

–0.062 
(0.113) 

–0.025 
(0.196) 

0.118 
(0.167) 

Secondary 
–0.026 
(0.031) 

–0.027 
(0.029) 

0.009 
(0.046) 

–0.017 
(0.043) 

STI 
0.464*** 
(0.102) 

0.459*** 
(0.094) 

0.235* 
(0.139) 

0.288** 
(0.135) 

RTC 
–0.999*** 
(0.056) 

–0.623*** 
(0.051) 

–0.696*** 
(0.086) 

–0.507*** 
(0.076) 

RTA  
2.286*** 
(0.205) 

1.401*** 
(0.187) 

1.082*** 
(0.290) 

0.523** 
(0.252) 

Returned from Finland 
0.021 

(0.030) 
–0.035 
(0.029) 

–0.020 
(0.050) 

0.015 
(0.046) 

Worked abroad in a higher position than in 
Estonia 

0.156*** 
(0.032) 

0.128*** 
(0.030) 

0.210*** 
(0.053) 

0.205*** 
(0.050) 

Has previous working abroad experience  
–0.104 
(0.063) 

–0.135** 
(0.063) 

0.084 
(0.114) 

0.009 
(0.104) 

Stayed abroad more than 1 year  
0.036 

(0.032) 
0.029 

(0.031) 
0.025 

(0.048) 
0.011 

(0.045) 
Notes: EL – earnings ladder, HL – human capital ladder, ME – marginal effects. ***/**/* statistically 
significant at 1%/5%/10% respectively based on robust standard errors. Estimated marginal effects at 
mean values are reported in the tables, coefficients, number of observation and log-pseudolikelihoods 
are reported in appendix 7. Standard errors in parentheses. Calculations have been based on data from 
the CV Keskus for Estonia and CV-Market for Latvia and Lithuania 
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Table E8. Results of interviews with young return migrants and EURES representatives 
 
Employers’ view 
 
In 2012, interviews with employers show that returners are perceived positively. Almost half of 
114 interviewees (75 by phone and 29 face-to-face, some via Skype) confirm that returnees 
have a broader mind, higher tolerance and better language and social skills (Mõtsmees et al 
2013; Masso et al 2014). This was especially emphasized when talking about young people. 
The remaining employers were neutral and only a few employers had a negative attitude to 
people with international work experience. But that is only one side of the coin – one part of 
the employee-employer match. The interviewees also said that the advantage depends on the 
situation; that is, on the position held while abroad and on the position applied for in the home 
country. Does the human capital acquired abroad fit and help to achieve better results or is 
there a mismatch in terms of the lack of (country-specific) human capital. For example, the 
manager of Estonia’s biggest driving school said that someone could be a good person and a 
good trainer, but if he or she does not know the Traffic Act of Estonia and the local rules he or 
she is not a suitable employee. Sometimes certain qualification and education requirements 
have to correspond and a licence to work in certain occupation must be held. This means that 
the positive attitude of the employer cannot ensure a job for a returnee in all situations. 
 
The attitudes of Estonian employers were checked again at the end of 2013 in a survey 
conducted by The Salary Information Agency. (The Salary Information Agency 
(http://www.palgainfo.ee/en/) is an independent Estonian survey agency. The Agency gathers 
its salary data through biannual surveys of Estonian employers and employees. Every survey 
has an additional focus on some other labour market or HRM matter.) Among other questions 
about advantages-disadvantages in candidates’ backgrounds, the respondents were asked to 
evaluate the foreign work experience. More than half of the respondents (54%; n=307) found 
that working abroad is an advantage and a little bit more than one third (36%) said that it 
depends on the job (2013 data from The Salary Agency, author’s calculations). These results 
show that the foreign work experience is something that candidates can count on when they 
are applying for a (new) job. 
 
To understand whether a gap exists between attitude and behaviour in respect to young 
candidates, the interviews with young returners were analysed. We used 14 interviews from 
different periods (2012–2015); representatives of employment agencies (1 public and 3 
private) were also interviewed. The employers’ opinions are also updated through a couple of 
interviews in 2015. All these interviews were conducted in Estonian and a brief summary and 
chosen examples are given in English in the following sections. Corresponding audio 
recordings or transcriptions or notes from the interviews in Estonian are available from the 
researchers. 
 
INTERVIEWS 
Interviews sample 

 Women (6): 21-year old female in Finland in 2009 (F_21_Finland_2009); 25-year old 

female in Finland in 2009–2012 (F_25_Finland_2009–12); 32-year old female in 

Finland in 2005 (F_32_Finland_2005); 26-year old female in Finland from 2009 

onwards (F_26_Finland_from2009); 33 year old female in Finland during 2010–2012 

(F_33_Finland_2010-12); 25 year old female in Switzerland in 2015 (F_25_ 

Switzerland_2015). 

 Men (8): 26 year old male in Finland since 2008 (M_26_Finland_from 2008); 34 year 

old male in Finland during 2010–2012 (M_34_Finland_2010–12); 30 year old male in 

Finland during 2011–2012 (M_30_Finland_2011–12); 26 year old male in Finland in 
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2011 (M26_Finland_2011); 33 year old male in Finland in 2012 (M_33_Finland_2012); 

28 year old male in Finland in 2014–2015 (M_28_Finland_2014–2015); 28 year old 

male in Canada in 2015 (M_28_Canada_2015); 25 year old male in UK in 2009 and 

USA in 2015 (M_25_UK_2009_and_USA_2015), 31 year old male in Sweden since 

2010 (M31_Sweden_from2010). 

 EURES: 1 

 Job agencies: 3 

 Employers: 2 

 
Working abroad 
Is there currently an interest in work abroad among youth? 
There is interest, but it seem like it is just one option not a dream or goal. Boarders are open, 
flights are cheap and for younger generation the life is just beginning, they are looking for their 
own way. Some have studied abroad, some have worked abroad, even several times and in 
different countries and if haven’t they have friends or relatives or acquaintances who have so 
they know that it is an option. 
 
The Salary Information Agency (Seeder 2014) 
According to the survey in 2013 the willingness to work abroad among respondents (more than 
12 thousand altogether) was approximately 6%. The most popular destination countries were 
Finland, Sweden, Norway and Germany.  The proportion of respondents who want to work 
only abroad was nearly the same in all age groups. The proportion of respondents willing to 
work only in Estonia among older respondents was bigger than among younger respondents. 
The proportion of respondents who are willing to work in Estonia or in some other county is 
bigger in younger age group (60% of 16-24 y.) than in other age groups. 
 
EURES 
There is an interest, but the situation is changed. Picking strawberries in Finland is not popular 
anymore. Finland is not as active as earlier in seeking young foreigner workers as there is 
need to employ their own young people. But Disneyland in Paris is still attractive – seasonal 
work with clients. 10-13% of our young employees work there several times – they start when 
they are 18 and continue until they finish their studies at the university. EURES has mediated 
the project for six years. To the recruiters surprise the young Estonian people have good 
language skills.  
Young people are also interested in voluntary work and ask about the voluntary work outside 
Europe. Young people are capable to get the information by themselves via internet or from 
education or work fairs or from the family members, friends or acquaintances. Quite often it is 
easier to decide, if someone from the relatives or acquaintances lives or works in particular 
country already.  
 
W25_Switzerland_2015 
There definitely is an interest among youth to work abroad. It is a way to experience working 
in a different environment and with people who have diverse cultural backgrounds. I believe 
that working abroad brings a sense of adventure and a positive fear for the unknown which is 
appealing to young people.  Also, it widens one’s point of view of the world and teaches to 
think differently. 
 
M25_K 2009_and USA 2015 
I am the lucky one who has the permission to go to work to New Zeeland. It is not easy to get 
the Working Holiday visa (only 100 per year) 
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M31_Sweden_from 2010 
I left to study and stayed for work… A lot of my friends have gone through the same process. 
Also I keep meeting new Estonians who follow a similar path. I’ve also met people who’ve gone 
to Sweden just for work and that’s really all they do there. I was living together with this one 
construction worker who travelled a lot between Estonia and Sweden. 
 
M_28_Canada_2015 
I think that young people today are using the opportunity to go and work abroad. There are a 
number of different programmes through which young people can easily try a life/studies 
abroad.  
 
 
Job agency1 and 3  
For young people it is a good possibility to get experience, to see the world, to practice 
language and to get (more) money. 
 
Job agency2 
If you read CV-s of the candidates you can find a proof that quite a lot young people have 
worked abroad. But sometimes you have to read it between the lines as people do not mention 
it in their CVs as they have worked by subcontract via Estonian company. Why to work in some 
other country?  It has to be useful for some point – money, experience, personal growth. 
 
Why to work abroad? 
The reasons, why to go to work are different. But one or the other way it seems to be part of 
growing-up, getting more experienced and learn (language, culture) or getting on his or her 
own feet or sometimes just relaxing after studies and having an adventure. It seems that social 
security or pension system are not the topics to be considered. Young people are spontaneous, 
they are not looking ahead, and they do not need to. 
 
M25_UK_2009_and_USA_2015 
After graduating I did not know what to do. We talked with friends and decided to take a break 
and go to London and find a work. 
 
W25_Switzerland_2015 
I was filling in for a person who was on maternity leave and when she came back, I started to 
think about what I want to do next. I have always dreamed of either studying or working abroad 
and the opportunity to do so came just at the right moment. 
 
M31_Sweden_from 2010  
I left because I wanted to study abroad, be in a more international environment and get some 
international contacts. Sweden was my backup plan because I failed to go to (France, Finland 
and the Netherlands) for my studies. 
 
M28_Finland_2014-15 
The main reasons for working abroad are: better salary, more career opportunities and a more 
positive work environment. 
 
I went to work abroad, because I wasn’t satisfied with my current situation and also because a 
friend of mine recommended it. My main motivation was the higher salary and opportunity to 
broaden my horizon. Being a medical doctor, the obvious choice was to find medical work, 
which was easy. I found work as a general practitioner in Finland through an agency that 
provides job opportunities for doctors. 
 
M28:Canada_2015 
I went with the plan to develop engineering knowledge, discover a new culture and nature. 
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What is the role of welfare policies? 
 
M31_Sweden_from 2010  
Some other benefits include the option for companies to offer sports compensation to their 
employees without any added taxes. If I remember correctly then actually they might even get the 
money back in case they pay enough taxes to the state. I do like my 500€ annual sports 
compensation. 
 
As for pensions, there's a state funded part which will get bigger the longer you work in 
Sweden. To get the maximum benefit you'll have to work for 40 years. But I've also heard 
there's a minimum level to that. Unfortunately I haven't looked that far into the future yet. 
 
I personally don't believe they / pension systems / can be sustainable for a long time. I mean 
by the time I should go on pension some 30+ years from now, the system will have changed. 
I think I'll have to find my own means of securing my life for my older years. Also I don't really 
believe in retiring. I would get too uneasy because I'm not doing anything. 
 
M28_Finland_2014-15 
I did not consider the social security benefit when going abroad and during my time in Finland 
I never had to use those services. 
 
 
Returning 
Why returning? 
Different reasons, starting from the end of the visa or the contract and ending with personal 
issues at home. Between these are decision which are made by the persons depending on the 
situation. Some of them are related to the job and are the same as always when someone is 
quitting the job - some kind of mismatch (organizational, occupational or personal), sometimes 
it is positive (work is too simple, I want to develop and make a career) and sometimes negative 
(could not work under the circumstances, tolerate the conditions or obey the rules, sometimes 
language barriers)  
 
EURES 
Quite often our clients work temporarily and then they have to return or look for other 
opportunities abroad or apply to EURES for second time. 
 
Job agency1 
Youth does not plan their actions (40+ makes plans), they are more spontaneous. What 
happens, that happens. Quite often they go abroad by the chance and when the time is up 
they are returning. Sometimes it is patriotism what brings back. 
 
Job agency2 
Different reasons. Young people quite often work outside Europe using Working Holiday (Work 
and Travel) visa and it ends. Quite often the decision to return is connected with the situation 
in the family. One reason is that children are going to school and quite often parents have 
decided to put their children to school in Estonia. The other reason is that some of the family 
members do have a job what he or she likes or does not have a job at all. Sometimes it is the 
integration problem.  Sometimes the living conditions are unacceptable.  The last seems to be 
a problem when speaking about working in Finland or in some other places in construction 
sector – dividing a room with strangers is not a dream. Speaking about Finland – does 
commuting means the same as living and working abroad? And what does returning means 
from this perspective – stopping commuting?  
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M25_UK 2009_and USA 2015 
UK - The work was too simple. The others have left and to rent the room was too expensive 
for me.  My family was waiting, etc. USA – season was over and I have to come back. I worked 
as an instructor in extreme sport and surf centre. 
 
W25_Switzerland_2015  
I worked temporarily by contract, so I had to leave. The initial expectations for the job don’t 
always meet the actual reality of the situation. There might be language barriers; clashes with 
cultural differences; dissatisfaction with the salary, the environment or the living conditions. 
Also, being homesick is a very big issue. 
 
M31_Sweden_from 2010  
I think the people returning usually have a very clear idea why they come back – culture, a 
partner or just that it’s easier in general to start your life in Estonia. … Actually it might be that 
their international experience is more valued in Estonia, compared to the host country where 
competition might be much harsher 
 
M28_Canada_2015 
Family and friends are in Estonia. I think that Estonians have a strong feeling of national 
cohesion. 
 
Back in Estonia 
People with work experience abroad are perceived positively, but it is just one characteristic 
among the others. If you have to choose between two suitable candidates who are almost the 
same but one has worked abroad you may prefer him or her. And it is definitely an advantage 
when organization is dealing with the foreign countries where candidate has worked or has 
acquired an expertise in jobs which are rare in Estonia.  
 
EURES 
We have few such kind of clients, so we do not know it very well. I have noticed that it is difficult 
to find a job, if you have graduated from some school from England as the diploma does not 
have such power in Estonia as it has been expected (that diploma opens all doors). Sometimes 
the problem is that they haven’t made clear what is the education and on what positions the 
diploma allows to apply for. It seem to me that it has been the problem for Russian speaking 
young people 
 
W25_Switzerland_2015  
I think that working abroad should be an advantage in the labour market. Having worked in an 
international environment shows the potential employer that a person can adapt quickly and 
can work alongside with a lot different people and personalities. Also the ability to speak a 
foreign language is always a plus. In addition, as I pointed out before, it shows that the person 
has a wider perspective of the world and can therefore bring something new and fresh to the 
job. 
 
M25_UK 2009_and USA 2015 
Quite a lot of simple jobs are available, but I do not want to do that kind of job. My family and 
friends are helping me to find a job, but I’d like to go on my own. I’d like to combine my work 
and my hobby. In Estonia it is difficult to find such job. I have applied for Elamusspordikeskus 
in Jüri (sort of extreme sport centre) I hope that the experience from USA is perfect and I get 
the job. Otherwise I have to look for a job in abroad again. 
 
M28_Finland_2014-15 
I didn’t have any problems integrating back to life in Estonia, because during my work abroad 
I visited home very often. I haven’t started looking for work in Estonia yet, although I know it is 
easy for doctors to get work. 
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M31_Sweden_from 2010 
I work in IT and I know that my experience has been very helpful and valuable. The type of 
experience definitely makes a difference however I get the feeling that people who have 
worked on the local market are valued more highly (possibly because it’s easier to check up 
what they worked with in other local companies) 
 
I have had one very good offer, which I ended up declining because I felt I hadn’t gotten to a 
personal achievement plateau in Sweden yet.  
 
 
What does having working experience abroad signal? 
In one hand having experience of working abroad may carry a positive signal for the employers. 
But in the other hand it may carry some sort of fear that returnees have higher or even elevated 
expectations. In interviews employers and employees bring out the same positive aspect as 
language and social skills, knowledge spill-over, tolerance, problem solving skills. The negative 
side is that returnees desire higher wages, they are aware of their “international price”, they 
expect better working conditions and benefits and they could be more open for new challenges 
in abroad. 
 
W25_Switzerland_2015 
I think it shows value of expertize. The recruitment processes in an international environment 
tend to be a lot tougher, since the competition is significantly bigger. Being chosen means 
being better, which signals a talent that others do not have. However, it may also signal higher 
salary expectations and a risk that the person might not want to stay in the same place for too 
long and might want to go abroad again. 
 
Working abroad teaches to have perspective, to adapt and understand how processes work 
quickly. Also, differing from countries, the reputation and level of knowhow differ. If a person 
has been able to work in a leading company in their field, it should be considered a huge 
advantage at home. Therefore creating more opportunities for the jobseeker to get a better 
job. 
 
There is always a choice whether you even want to or need to emphasize that fact that you 
have worked abroad.  From my own experience I can say, that not a lot of local jobs feel like 
they’re enough after having worked abroad, which makes the choice harder for myself. 
However, I am not sure, whether it changes that much or makes finding a job harder otherwise. 
I registered as unemployed, but I found the place through acquaintances 
 
M25_UK 2009_and USA 2015 
Finding a job is not easy. The problem is that I do not know what I want. In some places the 
employers have asked about my plans – do I want to go abroad again. 
 
We were young and when we went with friends to UK we wanted to rest from school and 
looked for experience, we needed money to survive and accepted the first offer. The job was 
simple, in restaurant. When I came back I went to the university. I worked as volunteer in 
different sport events. It seems that for me it was easier to find job abroad, it just happened. 
Someone sent me a link trough Facebook, I applied for and got the job (USA).  Now I am back 
for two month and finding a job is not easy. The problem is that I do not know what I want. 
Maybe I have to finish my studies. 
 
M28_Canada_2015 
Working abroad means that you have to cope with situations without knowing anything or 
anybody. It expands the horizon and broadens the mind. For example understanding different 
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cultures and different manners. The competition in the labour market in larger and more 
developed countries is tough. 
 
An employer could treat this positively because the person with foreign work experience is 
ambitious. Knows language. Is able to work up and cope with difficulties in strange 
circumstances. Brings a new experience to the company and can also see the problems from 
another perspective 
 
M28_Finland_2014-15 
Having work experience abroad says that you are not afraid of challenges and you are an open 
minded person who accepts change and understands that it is necessary for progress to 
happen. Unfortunately many Estonian employers are afraid of change and instead still apply 
outdated work methods which in the long run have a negative effect on the employees and the 
growth of the company. 
 
The „price“ of a jobseeker with foreign experience is obviously higher due to them having more 
diverse experience and also having worked for a higher salary they know their „price“ better. 
Therefore they are less likely to settle for an average deal. 
 
 
M31_Sweden_from 2010  
I think it shows some sort of hunger, desire to discover and test oneself. Maybe it’s also a 
protest against common working norms and probably a sign to what the future job market will 
look like - Young people, for at least some time, putting their career in front of other thing such 
as family and a safe homey environment. 
 
It probably also means they have no trouble working in an international environment and also 
depending of the size and type of company they were working with they might have 
experiences that would just be impossible to get when working in Estonia. 
 
…someone with foreign experience would expect a higher wage, already because they know 
their value on the international market, not just on the local market. 
 
It could help me work with other project related to Sweden later on in life. It probably also helps 
to have the contacts I’ve made here on the start-up scene. I guess international experience is 
valued in Estonia, probably because it can bring a different kind of mentality to how things are 
done, a different perspective to solving problems and leading people. 
 
 
Career trajectories 
To stay or to leave? The decisions are made for different reasons. Sometimes it all starts from 
the personal matters and you have to find a job and sometimes it is the opposite it starts from 
the job and you have to find solution to your personal life issues. Sometimes you have to do it 
quickly, sometimes you have time to work it out and realize it. And all this could affect the next 
steps in career. If you have decided that your child has to go to school in Estonia you start 
looking for a job a year before it and you have time to find better match. And if there is 
organizational, occupational and personal fit you do not have a need to take future steps 
quickly. But if you are forced to take the first offer then the likelihood of mismatch is bigger and 
also the likelihood of quitting the first job after returning is bigger. The future movements in 
career depend on circumstances (including wage) but could be related to the fact of working 
abroad. The weight of the experience (human capital acquired abroad) seems to decrease 
with time.  
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M26_Finland_2008 -.. (2012 interview still in Finland) 
I moved to Finland for personal reasons, it was spontaneous decision. I met a girl. I did not 
have a goal to go to work there. It was inevitable. … I started to work as caregiver in nursing 
home (mentally ill)…. After 7 month I went to Peru and Bolivia for 6 month…Came back to 
Finland, worked at the same place, then started studies at the university and did my shifts on 
weekend. But I did not like Vaasa, I was unhappy there. It was very conservative place,... it 
was a small place and almost nothing had happened there. And I was all alone there. My 
girlfriend has moved to Sweden or Germany already and then I moved to Helsinki and work 
there for the same company but in the other nursing home and after 14 month I went to Peru 
and Bolivia again (for a year). I would not have a job in Estonia when I came back. The reason 
why I went back to Finland was to get back on my feet economically and in Estonia it wouldn’t 
had been so easy. I had found quite good job before leaving – nursing home for mentally 
normal but disabled people. 
 
Finland is a good place to work for a blue-collar worker. Have thought about pension and 
insurance as reason for Finnish citizenship. Have thought to leave Finland. On some day I’d 
like to work in New Zeeland.  
 
My problem is, that I haven’t decided what to do with my life yet. Now I work, buy time for 
myself and then realize myself somewhere in rainforest. I haven’t invested in academic 
education and career. I work to earn money.  If I decide to study, then I come back to Estonia. 
But right now when I just work the wage gap for simple work is huge. I do not believe that I 
come back to Estonia just to be there and do something. So far. 
 
W25_Finland_2009-12 
Moved to Finland after graduating. In Estonia had work experience as part-time or temporary 
worker as waitress, cleaning-lady or receptionist. 
 
After graduating I did not know what to do and then brother who have lived in Finland for more 
than two years invited me. Then I went to visit him and as he talked how good is to live there I 
started to think about it.  I applied to school and was accepted. Found a first job in Finland via 
website which everyone from Estonia who wants to find a job in Finland is using. I found a job 
in a famous Finish cleaning company as cleaning-lady. But my brother helped me to find 
another job soon - just by chance – as au pair. After year I applied for another job, it was in 
Estonian Centre, and they needed a person who can speak languages, knows economics, is 
active and has good communication skills. 
 
Came back to Estonia for personal reasons. Applied for secretary job where the Finnish 
language was needed and get the job. But after year and after understanding that there is no 
need for Finnish on such big amount started to look for a new job. 
 
M30_Finland_2011-12 
Salaries – it is not possible to compare. In Finland you do not need to think how to live from on 
payday to another. But then I realized that I want to be with my boys. And then I decided to 
come back. I found the job before moving back.  
 
F33_Finland_2010-12 
I had contract work in Finland, but I got extension. I think it was possible for me to stay there, 
but my husband did not find the work according to his speciality. And I wanted my child’s 
kindergarten in Estonia. Sometimes I could not understand him - At work I spoke in English. 
As there was possibility to go on with my project in Estonia (I have asked for it) we moved 
back. 
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M28_Canada_2015 
I do not know about my further career, but as far as I know from the others - they have found 
a job easily in the old area of specialization after being away for a couple of years. 
 
M28_Finland_2014-15 
I came back to Estonia in the summer of 2015 to start my studies in the Estonian Aviation 
Academy. I also continue to do part time work in Finland as a general practitioner. 
I’m not looking for work in Estonia at the moment, because I still have my part time job in 
Finland and the low salary in Estonia doesn’t motivate me to work here. It makes financially 
more sense to commute to Finland and work there part time than to work in Estonia. 
 
M31_Sweden_from 2010 
I don’t think there’s much difference, some might be cockier and some might be humbler, but 
I believe the same applies to anyone on the job market. 
 
 
Would you like to go back or work in some other country? Why? 
There seems to be two groups of people. One group knows that they want to spend their life 
in Estonia and another group is open for new challenges. 
 
M25_Switzerland_2015 
I would go back to Geneva, because the company I worked for has an amazing organizational 
culture and work ethic, the people are friendly, the city is beautiful and clean and the wages 
differ a lot from the ones in Estonia. I would also consider other European countries, but for a 
lot of places, speaking the native language might be a problem. 
 
M25_UK 2009_and USA 2015 
Yes! I’d like to find a job what is my hobby – then I do not have to work at all. I have a visa to 
New Zeeland, but I do not have money yet. It is nice to live abroad, I like warm weather. 
 
M_28_Canada_2015 
Why not. But I’d like to work only on my qualification and get new experience. 
 
M31_Sweden_from 2010 
Basically, if I’ll return to Estonia, it would not mean that I would stay. I might work and then go 
somewhere else for work if I find a good challenge. 
 
M28_Finland_2014-15 
In the future I would like to work in Estonia for some time, but it depends entirely on what 
happens in the job market. I have lived abroad for many years in my youth and therefore it is 
very likely that I will seek work abroad once again. 
Working abroad has a positive effect on the job market in Estonia, because the people who 
come back to Estonia bring with them experience that brings positive changes with it. 
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Table E9. Registered unemployed among return migrants and general population. 
 

Group 

All registered unemployed, 2013 
Registered unemployed with last job in 

abroad, 2013 

Number 

Share of total 
registered 
unemployed 

Unemploy-
ment rate Number 

Share of total 
registered 
unemployed 

Unemploy- 
ment rate 

Age 18-24 4112 12.5 8.3% 283 16.9 4.4% 

Age 25-54 8028 24.3 5.2% 556 33.3 7.5% 

Age 55+ 20888 63.2 4.7% 833 49.8 2.7% 

Females 17715 53.6 5.5% 682 40.8 2.9% 

Males 15313 46.4 4.7% 990 59.2 4.6% 

Total 33028 100.0 5.1% 1672 100.0 3.7% 

Source: Estonian Unemployment Insurance Fund, Estonian labour Force Survey. 
Note. The unemployment rate has been calculated as the sum of the number of the registered 
unemployed (from the Estonian Unemployment Insurance Fund data) to the labour force; the latter is 
the sum of the sum of the number of the registered unemployed and the number of employed (the latter 
is calculated from Estonian Labour Force Survey) data. 
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Annex III - Slovakia 
 
Table S1 Descriptive statistics  

 
Online CVs LFS 

SGI/STYLE Web 
survey 

  

Returnee
s 

16-34 

Non-
returnee

s 
16-34 

Total 
16-34 

 

Returnee
s 15-34 

Total 
sample 
15-34 

Returnee
s 

15-34 

Female 48.9 50.2 49.9 36.3 48.2 68.2 

Age 15(16)-24 31.8 53.9 49.8 39.7 50 18.5 

25-34 68.2 46.1 50.3 60.3 50 81.5 

Low-educated (ISCED 0, 1, 2) 14.8 19.5 18.6 2.9 25.9 0.7 

Middle-educated (ISCED 3, 4) 48.6 51.9 51.2 89.7 59.2 26.5 

High-educated (ISCED 5, 6) 36.6 28.7 30.2 7.4 14.8 72.9 
Source: Slovak Labour Force Survey, Profesia.sk, SGI/STYLE Web survey, own calculations. 
Note: For comparative reasons descriptive analysis is based on the individuals between 16 and 34 
years. Cut off points were applied 10 - 9999 for minimum salary. 

 
 

 



D 6.1 – Return migration patterns of young return migrants after the crises in CEE countries 55 
 

 
Table S2 Outflow from unemployment register of return migrants, March 2012, 2014 and 2015 
 
By age 

 
 

Up 
to 19  

20-24 
25-
29 

30-34 
35-
39 

40-44 
45-
49 

Above 
50 

Total 
returnees 

March 2012 Stock 458 1730 1388 1092 845 796 845 1294 8448 

 Outflow  24 222 234 158 125 73 80 142 1058 

 Outflow share on stock (%) 5 13 17 14 15 9 9 11 13 

March 2014 Stock 15 259 329 334 252 211 241 463 2104 

 Outflow  1 67 54 60 43 42 44 61 372 

 Outflow share on stock (%) 7 26 16 18 17 20 18 13 18 

March 2015 Stock 21 251 360 396 379 321 290 577 2595 

 Outflow  3 45 74 68 59 60 48 87 444 

 Outflow share on stock (%) 14 18 21 17 16 19 17 15 17 
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By level of occupation  

 
 Managers 

Profess
ionals 

Technical & 
Associate 

Professionals 
Clerical 

Service 
& Sales 

Skilled 
agriculture 

Crafts 
& 

trades 
Operators Elementary 

Uncla
ssified 

Total 
returnees 

March 
2012 

Stock 35 71 306 253 682 112 938 636 3093 2322 8448 

 Outflow 11 15 45 42 133 28 111 73 335 265 1058 

 Outflow 
share on 
stock (%) 

31 21 15 17 20 25 12 11 11 11 13 

March 
2014 

Stock 21 41 96 108 288 38 275 324 864 49 2104 

 Outflow 2 7 13 25 55 26 59 38 143 4 372 

 Outflow 
share on 
stock (%) 

10 17 14 23 19 68 21 12 17 8 18 

March 
2015 

Stock 15 50 94 163 258 45 342 546 996 86 2595 

 Outflow 4 9 15 16 65 23 84 57 151 20 444 

 Outflow 
share on 
stock (%) 

27 18 16 10 25 51 25 10 15 23 17 
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By level of education  

    

Unfinished 
primary or 

without 
education   

Finished 
primary 

Apprentice
ship  

Secondary 
vocational 

without 
maturita  

Full 
secondary 

with 
maturita 

Full 
seconda

ry 
general 

with 
maturita 

Full 
seconda

ry 
vocation
al with 

maturita  

Higher  
Unive
rsity 

P
h
D 

Total 
returnees 

March 
2012 

Stock 194 1277 2814 42 1340 433 1564 223 554 7 8448 

  Outflow 6 76 353 4 186 56 232 31 114 0 1058 

  

Outflow 
share 
on 
stock 
(%) 

3 6 13 10 14 13 15 14 21 0 13 

March 
2014 

Stock 
10 242 102 722 

  
728 100 19 

62 
2 2104 

  Outflow 0 24 14 135   160 10 4 8 1 372 

  

Outflow 
share 
on 
stock 
(%) 0 10 14 19 

  

22 10 21 

13 

50 18 

March 
2015 

Stock 
11 283 78 944 

  
910 136 22 

74 
4 2595 

  Outflow 0 33 13 175   165 16 4 14 0 444 

  

Outflow 
share 
on 
stock 
(%) 0 12 17 19 

  

18 12 18 

19 

0 17 
Source: Central Office of Labor, Social Affairs and Family, own calculations.  
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Note: For years 2014 and 2015 the category “full secondary with maturita” is no longer present, the category “apprenticeship” is labelled as lower secondary 
vocational education. 
 

 
 
Table S3 Selectivity of migration and selectivity of return 

 Returnees versus migrants Returnees versus stayers 

  M1 
M1 
youth M2 

M2 
youth M3 

M3 
youth M4  

M4 
youth M5  

M5 
youth M6 

M6 
youth 

Age 15-24 0.999  1.001  0.921  2.744***  2.602**  2.361**  

 25-34 1.036  0.994  1.008  2.379***  2.316***  2.167**  

 35-44 0.708  0.709  0.642  1.221  1.169  1.146  

 45-54 0.67  0.679  0.666  0.911  0.848  0.87  

 55-64 (ref)             

Marital status Single (ref)             

 married 0.784 0.738 0.797 0.795 0.759 0.772 0.515*** 0.386*** 0.479*** 0.349*** 0.475*** 0.371*** 

 widowed or divorced 1.191 5.667** 1.364 5.849* 1.322 4.806* 0.878 0.982 0.865 0.866 0.898 1.036 

Nationality Slovak (ref)             

 Hungarian 1.216 1.357 1.334 2.027 1.325 1.698 1.550* 1.464 2.250*** 1.980* 1.769** 1.736* 

 Roma 1.645 2.846 1.422 2.77 2.126 3.429 1.859 3.372 1.052 1.987 1.964 3.17 

 other 1.538 2.153 1.388 2.904 2.466 2.667 2.986 2.952 3.063 3.835 3.338* 3.768 

Mismatch not overeducated             

 
overeducated among 
medium-educated 0.972 3.612 0.947 4.001 1.232 3.286 1.937 7.745* 2.264 10.546* 2.429 9.534* 

 
overeducated among high-
educated 1.021 0.81 1.225 1.096 1.192 1.036 1.53 1.446 1.584 1.662 2.145 2.249 

Labour market 
status (year ago) Employed (ref)             

 student 2.199* 2.138* 2.222* 2.176* 2.237* 2.151* 2.096* 2.041* 2.506** 2.472** 2.448** 2.403** 

 Unemployed 2.137*** 1.972** 2.479*** 2.125** 2.308*** 1.992* 2.143*** 2.002** 2.067*** 1.915** 2.234*** 1.993** 

 inactive 3.710** 1.039 4.923** 0.957 5.307** 1.452 1.189 0.302 1.287 0.297 1.28 0.309 
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Year year=2008 (ref)             

 year=2009   5.077*** 4.882***     3.334*** 3.106***   

 year=2010   2.057* 2.185*     1.28 1.109   

 year=2011   2.361** 2.542*     1.24 1.01   

 year=2012   6.563*** 9.220***     3.171*** 3.455***   

 year=2013   1.963** 2.080*     1.232 0.964   

Region Bratislavský (ref)             

 Trnavský   0.093*** 0.105**     0.133*** 0.154*   

 Trenčiansky   0.252*** 0.35     0.828 1.077   

 Nitriansky   0.212*** 0.319*     1.657 2.486*   

 Žilinský   0.269*** 0.376     0.93 1.021   

 Banskobystrický   0.488* 0.757     2.023* 2.951**   

 Prešovský   0.546 0.991     3.937*** 5.993***   

 Košický   0.439* 0.587     1.6 2.125   

Host country AT (ref)             

 CZ   2.076* 1.472         

 DE   1.542 0.887         

 HU   5.207*** 2.34         

 IE   2.138 1.414         

 IT   3.339** 2.595         

 NL   2.302 1.921         

 UK   3.879*** 2.263*         

 Others   5.569*** 3.267**         
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Macrovariables GDP      1.235 1.88     2.396** 2.980** 

 Unemployment rate      0.865** 0.987     0.881*** 0.92 

 Average wage      0.999 0.996*     0.994*** 0.992*** 

 Vacancies      1.012 1.021*     1.013** 1.018** 

 GDP growth (host country)     1.005 0.977       

 
Unemployment rate (host 
country)     1.065 1.004       

N  3470 1608 3470 1608 3018 1360 53561 14903  53561 14903 51410 14241 

Pseudo R2 0.056 0.07 0.149 0.17 0.089 0.088 0.102  0.093 0.16 0.175 0.127 0.134 

Source: Slovak Labour Force Survey, gdp growth (host country), unemployment rate (host country) - Eurostat; unemployment rate (home country), gdp (home country), average 
wage (home country), number of vacancies in hundreds (home country) – Statistical Office SR, own calculations.  
Note: Logistic regression. Odds ratios. Significance: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. All macrovariables lagged one quarter. All models additionally control for gender, ISCED, 
ISCO and sector.
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Table S4 Multinomial logistic regression: labour market status (Employed = reference category) 
  M1 M2 M3 M4 

  unemployed inactive unemployed inactive unemployed inactive unemployed inactive 

Migration status non-migrant (ref)         

 returnee 8.775*** 0.580* 8.316*** 0.549** 10.872*** 0.665 9.983*** 0.616 

 migrant 0.002*** 0.025*** 0.002*** 0.023*** 0.003*** 0.025*** 0.002*** 0.024*** 

Year year=2008 (ref)         

 year=2009   1.126** 1.022   1.121* 1.02 

 year=2010   1.447*** 1.148***   1.19 1.218* 

 year=2011   1.530*** 1.151***   1.247* 1.208* 

 year=2012   1.542*** 1.164***   1.189 1.231* 

 year=2013   1.684*** 1.133***   1.236 1.214* 

Region  Bratislavský (ref)         

 Trnavský   1.347*** 0.936   1.075 0.720* 

 Trenčiansky   1.581*** 1.312***   1.258 1.01 

 Nitriansky   1.957*** 1.136**   1.533 0.859 

 Žilinský   2.370*** 1.485***   1.864* 1.15 

 Banskobystrický   3.740*** 1.294***   2.959*** 0.994 

 Prešovský   2.906*** 1.606***   2.315** 1.218 

 Košický   3.394*** 1.653***   2.647*** 1.272 

Macroeconomic 
variables GDP  

    1.604*** 1.09 1.373*** 1 

 Unemployment 
rate  

    1.083*** 1.021*** 1.043 0.979 

 Average wage      0.999*** 1.000** 1 1 

 Vacancies      0.994*** 0.997*** 0.997 0.997 

 Constant 1.036 7.343*** 0.322*** 5.140*** 0.228*** 5.900*** 0.104*** 9.504*** 

 N 96821  96821  92912  92912  

 Pseudo R2 0.272  0.2818  0.275  0.2806  



62 Masso, Kureková, Tverdostup and Žilinčíková 

 
 
Source: Slovak Labour Force Survey, unemployment rate (home country), gdp (home country), average wage (home country), number of vacancies in hundreds (home country) 
– Statistical Office SR, own calculations.  
Note: Multinomial logistic regression. Odds ratios. Inactive includes students. Significance: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. All macrovariables lagged one quarter. All models 
additionally control for gender, age, marital status, nationality, ISCED. 
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Table S5 Multinomial logistic regression: labour market status YOUTH (Employed = reference category)  
 

 M1 M2 M3 M4 

 
 unemployed inactive unemployed inactive Unemployed inactive unemployed inactive 

Migration status 
non-migrant (ref)         

 
returnee 6.965*** 0.348*** 6.309*** 0.321*** 8.222*** 0.337** 7.113*** 0.306*** 

 
migrant 0.004*** 0.019*** 0.004*** 0.018*** 0.004*** 0.018*** 0.004*** 0.018*** 

Year 
year=2008 (ref)         

 
year=2009   1.248** 1.180***   1.213* 1.144* 

 
year=2010   1.551*** 1.228***   1.324 1.276 

 
year=2011   1.733*** 1.354***   1.433* 1.432** 

 
year=2012   2.065*** 1.374***   1.620** 1.493** 

 
year=2013   2.040*** 1.358***   1.528* 1.529** 

Region  
Bratislavský (ref)         

 
Trnavský   1.710*** 1.021   1.341 0.645 

 
Trenčiansky   1.822*** 1.363***   1.447 0.854 

 
Nitriansky   2.402*** 1.258***   1.837 0.76 

 
Žilinský   2.627*** 1.596***   2 0.988 

 
Banskobystrický   4.690*** 1.419***   3.653*** 0.872 

 
Prešovský   3.878*** 2.005***   3.028** 1.183 

 
Košický   3.671*** 1.559***   2.809** 0.985 

Macroeconomic 
variables GDP  

  
  2.022*** 1.162* 1.428* 0.886 

 
Unemployment rate      1.099*** 1.047*** 1.023 0.978 

 
Average wage      0.998*** 0.999*** 1 0.999 

 
Vacancies      0.993*** 0.998 0.996 0.996 

 
_cons 2.239*** 20.517*** 0.524*** 11.699*** 0.272*** 14.926*** 0.192 53.116*** 

 
         

 
N 36259  36259   34696  34696 

 
Pseudo R2 0.252  0.2652   0.2567  0.2626 
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Source: Slovak Labour Force Survey, unemployment rate (home country), gdp (home country), average wage (home country), number of vacancies in hundreds 
(home country) – Statistical Office SR, own calculations.  
Note: Multinomial logistic regression. Odds ratios. Inactive includes students. Significance: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. All macrovariables lagged one quarter. 
All models additionally control for gender, age, marital status, nationality, ISCED. 
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Table S6 Multinomial logistic regression: type of employment (employment in private sector = reference) 

  M1 M1 youth M2 M2 youth 

 
 

employed in 
public sector 

self-
employed 

employed in 
public sector 

self-
employed 

employed in 
public sector 

self-
employed 

employed in 
public sector 

self-
employed 

Migration status non-migrant (ref)         

          

 returnee 0.455* 0.939 0.618 0.676 0.436* 0.883 0.589 0.647 

 migrant 0.148*** 1.848*** 0.200*** 1.403*** 0.145*** 1.746*** 0.189*** 1.307*** 

Year year=2008 (ref)     1 1   

 year=2009     0.899** 1.076 0.851* 1.206* 

 year=2010     0.869*** 1.230*** 0.908 1.488*** 

 year=2011     0.865*** 1.185*** 0.865* 1.379*** 

 year=2012     0.810*** 1.145** 0.810** 1.502*** 

 year=2013     0.893*** 1.159*** 0.934 1.232** 

Region  Bratislavský (ref)     1 1   

 Trnavský     0.925 0.741*** 1.236** 0.851 

 Trenčiansky     0.656*** 0.729*** 0.760** 0.83 

 Nitriansky     0.828*** 0.815*** 1.079 1.042 

 Žilinský     0.840*** 1.014 0.987 1.464*** 

 Banskobystrický     1.184*** 0.941 1.509*** 1.08 

 Prešovský     0.939 1.184*** 1.279*** 1.525*** 

 Košický     1.275*** 0.798*** 1.619*** 0.749** 

 _cons 0.501*** 0.123*** 0.398*** 0.143*** 0.592*** 0.117*** 0.376*** 0.103*** 

 N 58020 17870 58020 17870 

 Pseudo R2 0.0734 0.069 0.0789 0.0789 

Source: Slovak Labour Force Survey, own calculations. 
Note: Multinomial logistic regression. Odds ratios. Self-employed includes family worker. Significance: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. All models additionally 
control for gender, age, marital status, nationality, ISCED. 
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Table S7 SGI/STYLE web survey: Descriptive statistics (in %), N=217 (only selected statistics presented)  

Migration experience and return process  Institutional attachment 

Failed migrant 
12.0 

Work experience abroad 
advantage at job search  

70.5 
 How did you find your first job 

after return? 
 

Failed returnee 
17.0 

Over-qualification while 
abroad 

 
 labour office 0.5 

Job abroad duration  not over-qualified 49.3  personal networks 27.7 

<3m 4.1 
over-qualified among medium-

educated 9.7 
 family 6.0 

3-5m 25.3 
over-qualified among high-

educated 41.0 
 internet 35.9 

6-12m 23.5 
Upgrade of position after 

return  
 other 6.9 

1-5y 33.6 no 43.3  non-working 8.3 

>5y 13.4 yes 56.7  not relevant 14.8 

Labour market status half year after return  
Accepting first job offer after 

return  
 Institutions contacted after 

return 
 

employed 61.8 yes 45.62  labour office 39.6 

unemployed + inactive 21.7 no 38.71  tax office 16.6 

student 16.6 non-working 15.67  municipality 12.0 

Position after return  Reason for rejection   trade office 14.7 

high 42.9 salary 44.8  friends 52.5 

Middle 28.6 location 5.2  family 53.0 

Low 6.5 outside field of study 28.1  internet 69.6 

non-working 22.1 other 21.9    

Key factors useful at finding a job  

Return to the region of origin   Mean satisfaction with 
contacted  institutions (scale 1-

5)* 

 

good quality education 37.8 no 16.1  labour office 2.6 

experience in the field 36.9 yes 83.9  tax office 2.6 

work experience abroad 53.0 Skills gained abroad   municipality 2.1 
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family and personal networks 17.1 expert 41.01  trade office 3.1 

arrival of investor to the region of return 2.3 language 89.86  friends 4.1 

not looking for a job 10.1 computer 18.89  family 4.2 

unsuccessful until now 8.8 communication 64.52  internet 4.1 

Other 7.8 personal 65.90    

Evaluate your work experience abroad  culture 59.45 
 Type of financial support 

received since return 
 

very good 61.8 Key motivation for migration   social 3.7 

good 32.7 financial reasons 36.4  unemployment 14.8 

neutral 4.6 job search difficulties 17.5  health 7.4 

bad 0.9 low salary 20.7  family 17.1 

Reasons for return  profession mismatch 12.0  maternity 16.1 

joblessness abroad 7.8 few opportunities for young 24.0  retirement 0.5 

worsened living conditions abroad 2.3 political reasons 7.4  housing 2.3 

career reasons 11.1 
better career opportunities 

abroad 
35.0  activation 1.8 

personal reasons 53.9 
better education opportunities 

abroad 32.3 
 tax 3.2 

achievement of goals abroad 38.7 personal reasons 24.0  scholarship 6.0 

better economic situation in Slovakia 5.5 other 24.0  none 51.2 

better access to health care system  
and other institutions in Slovakia 

1.8 
  

 other 0.9 

other 12.9 
  

 Any social or financial support 
while abroad 

 

     no 65.0 

     yes 35.0 
Source: SGI/STYLE web survey.  
Note: *: 5 = very helpful, 1= very unhelpful. 
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Table S8 Determinants of failed return 

    M1 M2 M3 M4 

    OR OR OR OR 

Marital status not married (ref)     

  married 0.378 0.378 0.366 0.344 

Years since return   0.852* 0.835* 0.838* 0.799* 

Return to the same region 
  

0.993 0.972 0.941 1.018 

Duration of migration 
experience 

<3 months 
 

   

  3-5 months   1.064 1.207 3.305 

  6-12 months   1.842 1.952 5.946 

  1-5 years   1.152 1.283 1.816 

  >5 years   4.533 5.502 18.737 

No qualification 
improvement abroad 

    
0.942 0.966 0.845 

Labour market status 
immediately prior to 
return 

employed (ref) 
 

   

  unemployed   0.338 0.255 0.356 

  student   1.349 1.379 0.976 

Occupation abroad low skilled (ref)   1 1 1 

  medium skilled   0.687 0.66 0.47 

  high skilled   0.230* 0.184 0.126 

Mismatched abroad not overeducated         

  overeducated     0.808 0.658 

Failed migrant       1.658 1.121 

Any social support       1.01 1.448 

Main purpose of migration job       0.376 

  studies       0.066* 

  partner       0.722 

  other        0.822 

Key motivation for 
migration  

financial reasons 
      

0.489 

  job search difficulties       2.394 

  low salary       5.057* 

  profession mismatch       1.257 

  few opportunities for young       0.848 

 political reasons       2.285 

 better career opportunities 
abroad 

      
1.225 

  better education opportunities 
abroad 

      
2.234 

  Personal reasons       1.327 

  other       1.205 
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Reasons for return joblessness abroad       0.245 

 
worsened living conditions 
abroad 

   
0.643 

  career reasons       0.309 

  personal reasons       0.126* 

  achievement of goals abroad       0.039** 

  
better economic situation in 
Slovakia 

      

0.168 

  other       0.071 

N   217 217 217 217 

pseudo R2   0.169 0.222 0.225 0.398 

Source: SGI/STYLE web survey.  
Note: Logistic regression, odds ratios. Significance: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. All models additionally control 
for age, gender, education, labour market status prior to leaving, host country. 
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Table S9 Regression results: online CV data, effect of foreign work experience  

Dependent variable Views 

Log minimum 
salary 

Position level Position 
located 
abroad OLS with clustered 

SE 
 

Model 
OLS with clustered 

SE 
OLS with clustered 

SE 

Multinomial 
logistic 

regression with 
clustered SE, 

odd ratios 
 

(low-skilled 
ref.) 

Probabilis
tic 

regressio
n (logit) 

with 
clustered 
SE, odd 
ratios 

 M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 

Time since return 
    

Mediu
m 
skilled 

High 
skilled 

 
not abroad (ref) 

0-4 years from return 0.359**  0.020***  
0.956*
** 

0.901*
** 

1.403*** 

5-9 years from return 1.720***  0.031***  0.98 0.969 1.197*** 

10-20 years from return 0.015  0.002  1.015 1.042 1.11 

Destination of migration 
       

Not abroad (ref) 

EU 15  +  0.405*  0.023***    

Other European  ++                               0.622  0.014    

European, non EU  -0.327  0.01    

US, Canada  0.850*  0.041***    

Other countries +++  0.947*  0.111***    

AT  0.335  0.088***    

DE  0.129  0.089***    

IE+UK  0.456*  0.003    

IT  0.726*  0.036***    

CZ  0.900***  -0.033***    

Position of interest 
       

low (ref) 

mid -0.074 -0.073 0.046*** 0.046***   0.873*** 

high 0.205*** 0.205*** 0.101*** 0.100***   0.768*** 

Number of positions of 
interest 

0.010*** 0.010*** -0.000*** -0.000***   1.003*** 

Mismatch 
       

not overeducated (ref) 

overeduc among middle 
educated* 

-0.406*** -0.405*** 0.007** 0.007*   1.133*** 

overeduc among high 
educated* 

-0.511*** -0.507*** -0.061*** -0.061***   0.878*** 
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Location of position 
       

Bratislavský (ref) 

Banskobystrický -0.470*** -0.461*** 
-
0.186*** 

-
0.185*** 

0.865*** 0.793***  

Žilinský -0.162* -0.162* 
-
0.156*** 

-
0.155*** 

0.893*** 0.877***  

Trenčiansky 0.258** 0.262** 
-
0.122*** 

-
0.121*** 

0.920*** 0.942***  

Trnavský 0.541*** 0.540*** 
-
0.061*** 

-
0.060*** 

0.971*** 1.009  

Nitriansky 0.237*** 0.242*** 
-
0.124*** 

-
0.124*** 

0.916*** 0.907***  

Prešovský -0.526*** -0.519*** 
-
0.226*** 

-
0.225*** 

0.821*** 0.749***  

Košický -1.068*** -1.060*** 
-
0.207*** 

-
0.206*** 

0.865*** 0.785***  

Not specified -2.499*** -2.502*** 
-
0.018*** 

-
0.017*** 

0.869*** 0.872***  

abroad -1.717*** -1.724*** 0.082*** 0.082*** 0.725*** 0.654***  

minimum salary (log) 1.803*** 1.808***      

Constant -11.321*** -11.393*** 6.042*** 6.043*** 1.229*** 0.417*** 0.222*** 

R squared 0.1207 0.1204 0.328 0.3296 0.0756   0.0589 

N 677,207 677,207 677,207 677,207 1075642  1075642 

Source: Online CVs – Profesia.sk, own calculations. 
Note: Overqualified among medium educated was defined by combination of ISCED 3 or 4 and ISCO 9; over-
qualification among high-educated was defined by ISCED 5 or 6 and ISCO higher than 3. +:  all EU15 not 
presented separately; ++: all other European countries but EU15 and CZ; +++: all other countries accept Europe, 
US and Canada. Significance: *p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. All models control for gender, age, education, 
administrative skills, IT skills, language skills, education abroad, experience, additional qualification, graduate, 
year. 
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Figure S1 Inflow into unemployment register by country of previous employment, top host countries, 
03/2014-8/2015 

 
Source: Central Labour Office of the Slovak Republic, Administrative data: “Returnees registered with labour office 
immediately after arrival”, own calculations. 
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