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Executive Summary  

Since the end of World War II, Europe has experienced large-scale migration both internally and 
from the outside. In this paper, we focus on intra-European migration flows from Southern and 
Eastern Europe to the rest of Europe. We consistently compare Southern and Eastern 
European migration patterns with figures on internal European migration from the rest of the EU 
as well as migration from non-EU countries. This provides a broader picture of changing and 
dynamic migrant reservoir in Europe over time. To this aim, we use a combination of secondary 
sources, analysis of descriptive macro data on migration flows and econometric analysis of 
micro data on labour market outcome of migrants with an emphasis on youth given STYLE 
project focus. Our research focused on 5 key questions: 
 

 What has been the relative importance of intra-European flows compared to flows from 

outside the EU and has the composition changed over time? The descriptive analysis 

using aggregate country data suggests that even though migration from non-European 

countries is massive, the intra-European flows from Southern and Eastern Europe are 

non-negligible with comparable emigration rates and differing trends and composition in 

the post-war period. 

 How did the internal composition of the intra-European flows change over time? Can we 

observe shift from Southern Europe to Eastern Europe as the source and since when? 

We also observe that geographical proximity seems to lead migrants choosing nearby 

host countries more than the others, such as Spanish inflows to France or Polish inflows 

to Germany; yet even such traditional trends seem to change more recently in 2000s, 

whereby Spanish migrants head rather to the UK and Polish migrants go to Ireland. 

 Can these changes be linked to major changes in the political developments (fall of the 

Iron Curtain, EU membership)? With regards to the discourse on Eastern enlargement of 

European Union, our analysis suggests that rather than linking emigration from Eastern 

Europe to mainly EU membership, empirical evidence points to a much more continuous 

process of opening since the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989, which was further 

accelerated by the EU accession. In terms of skill composition of intra-European 

migrants, review of post-war European guest-worker programs shows that such 

schemes mainly targeted low-skilled, male, and relatively young workers from Southern 

Europe, Turkey, Yugoslavia, and Maghreb until mid-1970s. Compared to such inflows, 

the next decades have witnessed a shift in terms of migrant types: Europe has largely 

received family and political migrants (asylum seekers and/or refugees) until 1990s. Only 

since 2000s has high-skilled labour migration gained more prominence in Europe. 

 How do young migrants differ from the rest? Do young migrants from Southern and 

Eastern Europe have different labour market outcomes compared to young migrants 

from the rest of the EU and from outside the EU? The econometric analysis using pooled 

micro data from a Europe-wide survey, which allows studying the youth in more detail, 

suggests that observable characteristics explain part of the differential labour market 

performance of the migrants, but not all. In particular, our results highlight that migrants 

from Eastern and Southern Europe display important differences vis-à-vis natives in 
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certain labour outcomes such as employment, unemployment, and over-qualification at 

occupation held, even after taking into account differences in demographic and socio-

economic characteristics. 

Can the differences be explained by observable characteristics? Only partially. The unexplained 

differences could be due to unobserved heterogeneity among individuals and/or differential 

treatment in the host country labour markets in the form of discrimination.  
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International migration, intra-EU mobility, migration policies, migrant selectivity, demographics, 

labour force composition, labour market integration, cross-country studies 

 

 

 

  



D 6.3 – Re-emerging Migration Patterns: Structures and Policy Lessons 5 
 

Table of Contents 

1. Introduction ........................................................................................................................ 6 

2. Forms and Drivers of Migration in Europe .......................................................................... 8 

2.1 Post-war boom and guest-worker programs during 1950s and 1960s ........................... 8 

2.2 Resurrection of guest-worker programs in 1990s ........................................................ 11 

2.3 Newly emerging migration patterns and recession of 2008-2009 ................................ 13 

3. Empirical Analysis of Aggregate Migration Patterns in Europe (1980-2010) ......................15 

4. Labour Market Integration Analysis with Micro Data (2002-2013) ......................................25 

4.1 Methodology ............................................................................................................... 25 

4.2 Descriptive Statistics ................................................................................................... 27 

4.3 Estimation Results and Discussion ............................................................................. 31 

5. Conclusion ........................................................................................................................36 

6. Bibliography ......................................................................................................................38 

7. Appendix ...........................................................................................................................40 

8. Recent titles in this series ..................................................................................................43 

9. Research Partners ............................................................................................................48 

10. Advisory Groups .............................................................................................................49 

 

  



6 M. Akgüç and M. Beblavý 

 

1. Introduction 
Since the end of World War II, Europe has experienced large-scale migration both internally and 

from outside. Over this period, the numbers and profiles of the migrants have shown varying 

patterns given the push and pull factors both at the source and destination countries. In addition 

to the economic booms and busts, political circumstances also played major role in directing the 

migration flows. All these contributed to the current state of the migrant populations in Europe. 

In this vein, Salt (1989) summarizes the post-war population movements in Europe as follows:  

"Post-war resettlement was followed by a reversion to past patterns of permanent migration. 

Temporary labour migration became the norm, followed by family reunion; in the 1980s we have 

become more conscious of refugee flows and the transient migrations of the highly skilled 

individuals." (Salt, 1989).   

In this paper, we focus mainly on intra-European migration flows with a particular attention to 

the youth – whenever data availability permits – from Southern and Eastern Europe to the rest 

of European countries. Our main contribution is in embedding microanalysis of migrants’ 

outcomes in the labour markets in long-term trends in institutional treatment of intra-European 

migration as well as descriptive macro data on migration trends within Europe since 1980. We 

consistently compare South-North and East-West migration patterns with figures on internal 

European migration from the rest of the EU as well as migration from non-EU countries. This 

provides a broader picture of changing and dynamic migrant reservoir in Europe over time.     

To this end, we utilize a combination of secondary literature review, descriptive analysis of 

macro-level migration data as well as econometric analysis of micro data on labor market 

outcomes of migrants to address the following questions:  

 What has been the relative importance of intra-European flows compared to flows from 

outside the EU and has the composition changed over time?  

 How did the internal composition of the intra-European flows change over time? Can we 

observe shift from Southern Europe to Eastern Europe as the source and since when? 

 Can these changes be linked to major changes in the political developments (fall of the 

Iron Curtain, EU membership)?  

 How do young migrants differ from the rest? Do young migrants from Southern and 

Eastern Europe have different labour market outcomes compared to young migrants 

from the rest of the EU and from outside the EU?  

 Can the differences be explained by observable characteristics? 

The descriptive analysis using aggregate country data suggests that even though migration 

from non-European countries is massive, the intra-European flows (particularly Southern and 

Eastern European) is non-negligible with comparable emigration rates and differing trends and 
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composition in the post-war period. We also observe that while geographical proximity 

traditionally seemed to lead migrants choosing nearby host countries more than the others, 

such as Spanish inflows to France or Polish inflows to Germany; yet even such traditional 

trends seem to change more recently in 2000s, whereby Spanish migrants head rather to the 

UK and Polish migrants go to Ireland. With regards to the discourse on Eastern enlargement of 

European Union, our analysis suggests that rather than linking emigration from Eastern Europe 

to mainly EU membership, empirical evidence points to a much more continuous process of 

opening since the fall of the Iron Curtain in 1989, which was further accelerated by the EU 

accession. In terms of skill composition of intra-European migrants, our literature review of post-

war European guest-worker programs shows that such schemes mainly targeted low-skilled, 

male, and relatively young workers from Southern Europe, Turkey, Yugoslavia, and Maghreb 

until mid-1970s. Compared to such inflows, the next decades have witnessed a shift in terms of 

migrant types: Europe has largely received family and political migrants (asylum seekers and/or 

refugees) until 1990s. Only since 2000s has high-skilled labour migration gained more 

eminence in Europe. Unfortunately, the aggregate data at hand do not include information with 

regard to age structure of migrants, preventing us to analyse the youth aspect there. The 

econometric analysis using pooled micro data from a Europe-wide survey, which allows 

studying the youth in more detail, suggests that observable characteristics explain part of the 

differential labour market performance of the migrants, but not all. In particular, our results 

highlight that migrants from Eastern and Southern Europe display important differences vis-à-vis 

natives in certain labour outcomes such as employment, unemployment, and over-qualification 

at occupation held, even after taking into account differences in demographic and socio-

economic characteristics. We find that young Eastern European migrants work longer hours per 

week on average and are more likely to be over-qualified in their occupations compared to 

natives of host countries. On the other hand, young Southern Europeans are more likely to be 

self-employed and be in a temporary employment contract. We refer that the unexplained 

differences could be due to unobserved heterogeneity among individuals and/or differential 

treatment in the host country labour markets in the form of discrimination. 

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 gives a brief background on the migration patterns 

from main areas of origin under the guest-worker programs in Europe during the post-war 

period including policy analysis. Section 3 provides an empirical descriptive analysis of 

immigrant stocks and flows broken down by origin, gender, and skill groups across main 

European destinations using aggregate data for the period 1980-2010. Section 4 provides a 

micro-level analysis of labour market performance and integration of various migrant groups vis-

à-vis native born with a particular focus on youth. Finally, Section 5 gives some concluding 

remarks. 
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2. Forms and Drivers of Migration in 

Europe 
For both Southern and Eastern European countries, their institutional relationship to the 

Northern and Western European countries has undergone dramatic changes over the decades. 

With the exception of Italy, Southern European countries like Greece, Portugal, and Spain did 

not join the European Union until 1980s, while the Eastern European countries joined the union 

only in 2000s, with full mobility rights delayed for several more years.1  At the same time, 

Southern European countries were part of the guest-worker programs that facilitated massive – 

mostly young and low or medium skilled – labour migration to Northern Europe until early-70s. 

Yet, intra-European migration was also triggered by political circumstances such as 

dictatorships in Greece, Spain, and Hungary, pushing people out to new destinations.   

The majority of the migrant labour recruitment came to a halt in 1974. Castles (1986, 2006) 

argues that the underlying factors behind the cease of migrant labour recruitment in 1974 is 

actually related to several “deeper” reasons: the period of 1945-1974 was characterized by 

concentrated capital and production, implying a “flow” of labour toward capital (i.e. from South to 

North as in guest-worker programs). In the case of Eastern Europe countries, the Iron Curtain 

could be expected to curtail migration flows, but this has not actually prevented migration before 

1989.   

Keeping these developments in mind and based on available literature, in this section we 

describe the major patterns and institutional framework for labour migration (main focus here2) 

in Europe between 1950s and 1970s and compare it with new patterns emerging in 2000s and 

particularly during the recent Great Recession to analyse policy implications of European 

migration.3  

2.1 Post-war boom and guest-worker programs during 

1950s and 1960s  

The post-war boom came along with the need of additional labour in several Western European 

countries in order to support reconstruction and development as well as to compensate the 

                                                
 
1
 Southern European countries such as Greece, Portugal, and Spain have also experienced similar transition periods, 

which restricted the freedom of employment of their citizens in some (not all) member states of the European Union. 
Nevertheless, the emigration from the Southern European countries remained negligible even after the end of such 
transition periods (van Selm and Tsolakis, 2004).   
2
 This section mainly focuses on labour migration programs in Europe given the ease of information in the available 

literature, while other forms of migration is also briefly touched given the context and time frame.  
3
 Mainly due data availability and cohesion with the rest of the paper in terms of time range analysed, we mainly 

focus on the early part of the Great Recession up to 2010.   
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wartime manpower losses starting from the second half of the 20th century (Castles, 1986). This 

generated what is generally known as guest-worker programs, whereby a number of European 

countries sponsored the recruitment of migrant workers from the "South", which includes 

neighbouring Southern European countries (e.g. Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain) as well as 

(some by then) non-EU countries (e.g. Turkey, ex-Yugoslavia, Poland etc.) until the oil crisis of 

1974, at which point this type of labour migration came to a stop in Europe.4 All in all, these 

programs provided significant short-term economic benefits in meeting the labour shortages 

experienced in the host countries (Martin and Miller, 1980).  

Castles (1986) provides a critical overview of such post-war guest-worker programs and based 

on information there and as well as from previous literature, we briefly recall these recruitment 

schemes in major Western European destinations, which attracted the highest number of labour 

migrants in the post-war period.5,6   

Britain sponsored the European Voluntary Worker scheme (1945-1951), which constitutes one 

of the earliest and typical guest-worker programs, whereby the country recruited about 90,000 

workers from refugee camps and later from Italy. These temporary workers had very limited civil 

rights and were obliged to leave the country at the end of their short-term labour contract. In 

addition to the traditional labour reservoir of Britain from Ireland, from 1950s on, Commonwealth 

migrants as well as foreigners from other origins arrived.  

Quickly after the war, Belgium started recruiting migrant labour via contingentensysteem mainly 

from Southern Europe (Italy, in particular) followed by Spaniards, Moroccans, and Turks to be 

employed in the coal mines and iron/steel industry (Castles, 1986). The recruitment system 

came to a stop in 1974 due to the outbreak of oil crisis and the subsequent recession. The fairly 

liberal Belgian system allowed the arrival of the family members, which then stayed on 

permanently. Thus the foreign population of almost 450,000 in 1961 almost doubled by 1980s.     

To deal with post-war labour shortages, France founded Office National d'Immigration (ONI) in 

1945 to administer the hiring of foreign labour, oriented mainly to South (Manfrass, 1992). Main 

source of countries sending labour to France was Southern Europe (mainly Spain and Portugal) 

and later Yugoslavia and Turkey. According to ONI (1968), more than two million European 

migrants, followed by about 700,000 dependents, came to France for work. Additionally, 

migrants from former French colonies in Africa continued to flow in the country and augmented 

the labour reservoir in France; for example, by 1970 there were more than 800,000 migrants 

from Algeria, Morocco, and Tunisia. Coupled with housing shortages and social tensions in 

                                                
 
4
 According to Castles (1986, 2006) after 1974 and with the technological change (e.g. innovation in ICT), migrant 

labour became a costly input and there has been a global dispersal of industrial production to other developing areas, 
implying a “flow” of capital toward labour (i.e. from “North to South” as in the case of Newly Industrialized Countries 
(NICs)).     
5
 See Martin (2015) for a more recent and systematic review of temporary (or guest) migrant worker programs in the 

world.    
6
 We acknowledge that the list of countries covered in this section which administered labor migration programs is not 

exhaustive; due to space constraints, we focus only on the relatively large-scale ones.    
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neighbourhoods heavily populated by migrants, France also stopped migrant recruitment in 

1974. Nevertheless, the seasonal migrants coming from Southern Europe (particularly from 

Spain) to work in agriculture has continued even after the oil crisis (around 100,000 migrant 

workers per year).   

In the case of Netherlands, the country initially received migrant labour from its colonies in 

Indonesia between 1945 and 1960s, followed by guest-workers from Southern Europe (Greece, 

Italy, Portugal, and Spain), Turkey, Morocco, Tunisia, and Yugoslavia between 1960s and 

1970s. Similar to other countries, the Netherlands stopped recruiting migrant labour in 1974, 

while family immigration continued. By 1985, there were more than 300,000 migrant residents 

together with their dependents with Mediterranean origins. However, unlike the other immigrant-

receiving countries, in the aftermath of the oil crisis of 1970s, the Netherlands recognized the 

inevitability of a multi-ethnic society and put forward a legislation against racism and 

discrimination, which overall improved the rights of foreign-born residents in the country.  

Switzerland also pursued a full-fledged guest-worker program between 1945 and 1974 hiring 

workers mainly from Italy, which in turn helped the country to reach the targeted growth rates 

that would have been difficult to achieve otherwise. As in other guest-worker systems, the 

government did not plan that the migrants stay on permanently once the program came to an 

end in 1974, but migrants brought along their family members and became permanent 

residents: between 1950 and 1970, the foreign population quadrupled (from about 250,000). 

However, despite their indispensability to the Swiss economy, migrant workers and their family 

members were given very restrictive civil and political rights (e.g. no citizenship to migrants’ 

kids) until at least 1980s.       

The war-torn Germany started labour importation only in early 1950s, but it has administered 

one of the most highly-organized state recruitments in Europe. The German guest-worker 

program established recruitment offices in Mediterranean countries and signed agreements with 

Italy in 1955, Spain and Greece in 1960, Turkey in 1961, Portugal in 1964, and Yugoslavia in 

1968 (Constant and Massey, 2003). As a result of rapid industrial expansion and mass 

production in factories, foreign workers poured into the country. With the arrival of their 

dependents, the initially temporary guest-worker program turned into a permanent settlement of 

migrant workers and their families in the country. In terms of numbers, starting with about 

100,000 foreign workers in mid-1950s, the large-scale mainly low-skilled migrant inflow reached 

more than 2 million workers by 1973 and peaked at 4.7 million in 1982.  

While many of the Western European countries were seeking labour, Sweden allowed free entry 

of labour from mainly Finland (about half million) and Southern Europe (e.g. Greece) as well as 

Yugoslavia between 1950 and 1972. Unlike Switzerland and Germany, however, Sweden did 

not administer a full-fledged temporary worker program to meet labour demand; instead the 

country had a policy of permanent migration treating the labour migrants rather as future 

citizens (Westin, 2006). Sweden also accepted large flows of refugees from the former Soviet 

Union as well as Middle Eastern countries. As Westin (2006) notes, political migrants who were 
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granted refugee status were later placed within the same general framework as labour migrants; 

therefore, with the stop of labour recruitment in 1972, the refugee status became an important 

ground for permanent residence.       

After this brief review of the various applications of the guest-worker programs and adapted 

migration policies, several conclusions could be drawn. First, the application of such organized 

labour migration schemes by Western European countries proved to be indispensable to their 

growth and development. According to OECD (1978), labour migration added to the national 

output in the host countries and protected their competitive position in the world trade. Second, 

from the sending country perspective, labour migration schemes were rather appreciated as 

well, since not only they relieved the source countries from the burden of unemployment, but 

also migrants sent regular stream of remittances back home. Third, every host country applied 

its own version of the guest-worker program given its circumstances and needs and hence such 

institutional differences impacted the composition of the attracted flow of migrants and their 

socioeconomic trajectories in the sequel. For example, arriving migrants, while being mainly 

young and male, were composed of low-skilled labour, colonial workers, as well as skilled 

personnel (in small numbers) and political refugees. Moreover, while there does not seem to be 

an obvious cooperation and/or coordination among the host countries in their foreign labour 

recruitment programs, one could talk about a certain level of competition among them as most 

of these countries ended up importing labour from similar origins (mainly Southern Europe, 

Turkey, and ex-Yugoslavia) and with similar skills (low to medium). Finally, even though 

recruitment of migrant labour stopped with the oil crisis of early 1970s, the following years have 

continued to witness large inflows of family migrants joining the labour migrants arrived earlier. 

The arrival of family members implied that, as seen in almost all cases, contrary to the initial 

intentions of the recruiting host countries looking for flexible and temporary labour, the guest-

worker programs ended up mainly leading to permanent migration, since most of the migrants 

decided to stay on once their family members were there. The return-bonus programs in early 

1980s did not succeed to convince the migrant workers to go back home either (Martin, 2009). 

What is more, permanent settlement of foreign population also led to the formation of ethnic 

minorities and enclaves in the coming decades, which raised concerns about integration in the 

host countries.  

2.2 Resurrection of guest-worker programs in 1990s   

After the halt of recruitment in 1974, guest-worker programs re-appeared more than a decade 

later in Europe, albeit in various formats and mostly, as expected, in temporary nature. Right 

after the reunification in 1990, Germany launched a new guest-worker program to receive the 

anticipated migrant flows from Eastern Europe (especially Poland) under a controlled and legal 

framework (Martin, 2009; Manfrass, 1992). In parallel, the booming construction sector in Berlin 

following the reunification has attracted many migrant workers from the neighbouring Eastern 

European countries (Hunger and Thränhardt, 2001 as cited in Martin, 2009). France and 
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Switzerland also set up temporary worker programs, whereby young seasonal workers (mainly 

from Southern Europe) were hired to complement labour shortages in agricultural sector.    

However, despite the apparent resurrection of guest-worker programs from 1990s on, these 

recent schemes differed significantly from the past programs with regards to their differentiation 

of low- and high-skilled workers. With regards to low-skilled migrants, most of the Western 

European countries believed that such future shortages would be possibly overcome through 

arrival of labour from the New Member States of the European Union after their accession, thus 

no general recruitment system has been pursued for low-skilled individuals (with some 

exceptions in the case of the UK). With regards to high-skilled migrants, countries followed 

various strategies. For example, under the Highly Skilled Migrant Programme (HSMP) geared 

mainly to non-European nationals starting in 2002, the UK promoted economic migration of 

high-skilled individuals to fill in shortages of scarce skills and to increase competitiveness 

(Clarke and Salt, 2003). By offering possibilities of family reunification and permanent 

settlement, the UK succeeded in attracting high-skilled migrants (Castles, 2006). In contrast, 

Germany introduced a system of Green Card in 2000 to attract high-skilled workers in ICT 

sector; however, the German scheme discouraged family reunion and long-term settlement and 

thus did not attract many migrants.  

Overall, we can identify several policy lessons when comparing past and more recent guest-

worker programs. First, the recent temporary migration schemes in Europe have been much 

smaller in size with a more specific and limited purpose than that of guest-worker programs of 

1950s and 1960s. Second, unlike before, the composition of migrant workers constitutes a more 

important element in migration policy agenda of host countries (Plewa and Miller, 2005). For 

example, the official policies in Europe mainly target high-skilled individuals, while low-skilled 

workers are admitted only in limited numbers via temporary and seasonal labour schemes 

(Castles, 2006; European Commission, 2005). Third, despite some differences in practice, most 

of the recent practices still remind those of the past systems at times, where migrant workers 

have suboptimal social conditions and limited civil rights (at least in the beginning). In this vein, 

Ruhs and Martin (2008) highlight the relevance of the numbers versus the rights trade-off of 

migrant workers in the context of guest-worker programs. Their argument is based on the idea 

that employer demand for labour is negatively sloped with respect to labour costs and that more 

rights for migrants generally means higher costs; therefore, more migrants are associated with 

fewer rights for migrants (and vice versa). This implies the importance of fiscal considerations in 

the politics of migrant rights. For example, in the case of high-skilled migration, due excess 

demand for (and shortage of) such individuals, employers offer more rights and higher wages to 

them. On the contrary, demand for low-skilled migrants is typically downward sloping with 

regards to their rights (and there is a large supply of low-skilled migrants). Finally, as the 

composition of migrants changes over time, the flow of high-skilled individuals to more 

developed host countries can potentially pose a threat of brain drain to sending countries, as the 

latter might suffer from the loss of highly skilled labour, yet the recent empirical evidence also 
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highlights the network externalities as a consequence of high-skilled emigration (Docquier and 

Rapoport, 2012).7     

2.3 Newly emerging migration patterns and recession of 

2008-2009   

As highlighted in European Commission (2014), recent emigration and immigration flows in 

Europe have been changing rather quickly, when compared with the pre-crisis period (before 

2008). There has been a strong correlation with the labour market situations at source and host 

countries. In particular, the global recession of 2008-2009 has generated new migration patterns 

unlike in the past recessions.  

In the case of Spain, the country has turned from an immigration destination during the boom 

years of 1995-2000s to an emigration country during the recent recession. In particular, during 

2009-2010, many people left Spain to find employment elsewhere, as jobs became scarce. 

Even though the exact emigration numbers are hard to come by, Gago et al. (2013) state that 

during the recession about 9 out of 10 people moving out from Spain were foreign residents, 

who tend to be male, young, and low-skilled. The emigrating Spanish natives are a rather new 

phenomenon and they are generally high-skilled and aged around 35-44. Their typical 

destination countries are France (traditional destination country for Spaniards), Germany, and 

the UK (Izquierdo et al., 2013, Gago et al., 2013).   

With regards to Italy, the number of emigrating native Italians did not change substantially after 

the recent crisis, unlike what is generally thought in public discourse (Ciccarone, 2013). In fact, 

similar to Spain, the emigration of non-Italians from Italy was much larger than natives during 

2007-2009 due to increasing unemployment in the country. However, despite the stable 

emigration of Italians pre- and post-crisis, the composition of emigrating individuals changed. In 

particular, emigrating Italians are positively selected in terms of higher education and skills 

(similar to emigrating Spaniards). Moreover, emigration is more likely among Italians that are 

above 25 years old, suggesting that emigration for study has been replaced by emigration for 

work among Italians, with lower return rates (Ciccarone, 2013). Both of these observations 

trigger discussions of brain drain (Constant and D'Agosto, 2008), but there is no conclusive 

evidence in the literature on this issue yet.     

Regarding the more recent migration of individuals from Eastern Europe, there has been a 

major policy change regarding their mobility: 10 countries (EU10 thereafter) in Central and 

Eastern Europe entered the European Union (EU) in 2004 and 2007 under the Eastern 

enlargement of the EU.8 The accession happened in two stages (in 2004 for EU8 and in 2007 

                                                
 
7
 Despite its relevance, it is out of the scope of the paper to go deeper on the brain drain phenomenon; nonetheless, 

we also observe the complexity of the issue resulting in mixed evidence in the migration literature so far.  
8
 EU10 countries include Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, 

and Slovenia. In order to distinguish the differential accession stages, it is common to break down EU10 into EU2 
(Bulgaria and Romania) and EU8 (the rest).   
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for EU2 countries) and somewhat similarly to previous member accessions (e.g. as in the case 

of Spain or Portugal), it did not immediately and fully allow the citizens of New Members States 

to freely move to and work in other member states: only Ireland, the UK, and Sweden opened 

their labour markets to migrants from EU8 right away, while other member states put in place 

transitional measures of up to 7 years. (Galgóczi and Leschke, 2012). In the meantime, given 

large wage and unemployment differentials in the labour markets between Old and New 

Member States, many workers from the latter countries decided to migrate to the former 

countries to take advantage of the new opportunities (Galgóczi et al., 2011), as transitional 

measures (if in place) expired.   

During this period, one of the largest population movement happened from Poland, but the 

emigration came along with a significant directional change: instead of Germany as in the past, 

Ireland and the UK became the main countries of destination for recent migrants from Poland. 

Though smaller in absolute numbers, Latvia has also experienced substantial population loss to 

migration, while Hungary has seen much smaller numbers of emigrants (Galgóczi et al., 2011). 

With the end of the transitional arrangement period, Bulgarian and Romanian workers, who 

have been already immigrating through work permits (in smaller numbers) to other EU countries 

earlier, have immigrated in much larger numbers to destinations such as Germany, France, 

Italy, Spain, and the UK, in the recent years.   

All in all, one could observe several major patterns based on the migration flows of the last 

decade. First, the accession of Eastern European countries into the European Union has led to 

increased flows from Eastern to Northern and Western European countries that are less 

affected by the recent crisis. Second, there has been a geographical redirection of destinations 

for the recent migrants, which is particularly the case for migrants from the EU10 countries that 

are now attracted to "new" (for them) destinations such as Austria9, Ireland, Italy, Spain, and the 

UK. The migrants from Southern Europe mainly choose Germany, Switzerland, and the UK. 

Third, the motivation for migration from Eastern Europe has also largely changed during the last 

decade: instead of political migrants and/or refugees as in 1980s and 1990s due to regimes in 

the region, the (free) economic migrants became the majority among Eastern European 

emigrants after 2000s. Fourth, the composition of intra-EU migrants (both Easterners and 

Southerners) are more skewed toward high-skilled individuals rather than low-skilled when 

compared to earlier decades. Fifth, with advancement of transport facilities and ease of move, 

alternative forms of labour migration, such as circular migration and cross-border commuting, 

have also become rather common practices in Europe. Finally, as our empirical analysis of the 

next section also shows, these numbers are much lower compared to past flows of migrants 

during the earliest guest-worker programs. 

 

                                                
 
9
 The country has been particularly attractive to migrant workers from Central and Eastern Europe mainly because of 

its geographical location and good labour market situation.   
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3. Empirical Analysis of Aggregate 

Migration Patterns in Europe (1980-

2010) 
 

Up to now, our analysis of migration patterns in Europe relied on secondary sources borrowed 

from the literature. In this section, we look at aggregate patterns of migration stocks and flows in 

main European destinations using information from actual data. As the main data source, we 

use the IAB Brain Drain data set (Brücker et al., 2013),10 since this is the only and most recent 

data source (to our knowledge) that gives migration stocks and flows broken down by country of 

origin, gender, and skill groups across 20 OECD countries by 5-year intervals from 1980 to 

201011. This data is a set of aggregate figures computed from the census data of 20 OECD 

destination countries and includes information on immigrant populations - defined 12  mainly 

based on country of birth - aged 25 and above, making it impossible to identify youth in 

particular.13 In terms of skill composition, the data allows to distinguish three levels of education: 

low-skilled (no schooling, primary, and lower secondary); medium-skilled (upper secondary with 

high school leaving certificate or equivalent) and high-skilled (tertiary with higher than high-

school leaving certificate or equivalent). However, given its aggregate nature, the data does not 

distinguish various migrant groups such as seasonal or temporary migrants. Brücker et al. 

(2013) provides further detailed description of the data collection and harmonization.    

For the purposes of this paper, we use the following European destinations, which have 

received large inflows of migrants over the last decades: Austria, Denmark, Finland, France, 

Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the 

UK.14  Next we create three aggregate categories of origins for immigrants15 : (1) Southern 

Europe (Greece, Italy, Portugal, and Spain)16; (2) Eastern Europe (EU10 countries)17; and (3) 

Non-Europe (or non-EU). Non-EU include all countries other than the 28 Member States of 

                                                
 
10

 The data set is free and available online: http://www.iab.de/en/daten/iab-brain-drain-data.aspx#Sources   
11

 See Table 1 in Brücker et al. (2013) for exact data sources per country and year.  
12

 Except for Germany, where official statistics by country of birth are not available until 2009.  
13

 This is a limitation of the data source with respect to the STYLE project's focus on youth.  
14

 With this set of countries, the IAB data broadly matches the set of countries used in the micro-level analysis in the 
next section.     
15

 The next section looks at the remaining intra-European migrants as well.   
16

 We decided to add Greece and Portugal to the Southern European category not only because of the geographical 
proximity of these countries but also doing so allowed to have larger sample sizes for the subsequent empirical work 
(especially this was important in the micro-level analysis).   
17

 In the remainder of the analysis, where relevant, we divide the Eastern Europeans in two groups (EU8 and EU2) in 
order to capture the differential accession episodes for them.   
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European Union.18 The main focus of the study is on migrants from Southern and Eastern 

Europe, but to give a complete picture of the migrant populations, we also include migrants from 

non-EU origins in the analysis.  

Figure 1 gives an overall picture of the trends in migrant shares across selected European 

countries by broad origin groups (169 countries of origin in total). For ease of comparison given 

various country sizes, we calculated the host country immigrant shares by dividing the overall 

immigrant stocks from IAB data by the overall population aged 25 or older (the latter taken from 

UN Population Statistics) to get the immigrant stock shares. We note that the country charts are 

not of the same scale on purpose; otherwise, most of the interesting dynamics of Southern and 

Eastern European migrant shares would have been hidden by that of non-European migrants. 

Overall, the figure shows that non-EU migration is massive, yet the intra-EU migration is non-

negligible and shares of migrants generally increase over time across almost all destinations.   

  
Figure 1 Immigrant Shares by Broad Origin across Selected Destinations 

 
Sources: IAB Brain Drain data set (1980-2010) and UN Population Statistics 

Corresponding to Figure 1, Table 1 gives the actual numbers of total immigrants aged 25 or 

older by major areas of origin in 1980 and 2010 to check the absolute changes in migrant stocks 

in selected European destinations. We note the sharp increases of Eastern European migrants 

across almost all destinations with few exceptions (France, Switzerland, and the UK). Southern 

European migrant stocks also increased between 1980 and 2010, except in France and 

Germany. These patterns might contrast the recent public perception of increasing numbers of 

                                                
 
18

 By construction, non-EU in this context also includes Switzerland and Norway; however, given the relatively low 
emigration rates from the latter countries compared to the rest in the non-EU group, our figures are not affected by 
this inclusion.  
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Eastern and Southern Europeans in some destination countries in the aftermath of the 

economic downturn of 2008; however, we note that we compare the recent (year 2010) 

immigrant numbers to past stocks (year 1980). Moreover, since the IAB data stops in 2010, we 

are not able to capture the more recent population movements from Southern and Eastern 

Europe.  

Table 1 Immigrant Stocks (1980 & 2010) 
 Southern European 

migrants 
Eastern European 

migrants 
Non-European 

migrants 

Destination/Year 1980 2010 1980 2010 1980 2010 

Austria 13065     36569 30958   246055 191849    539005 
Denmark 3212      8705 10331    38359 47675    245359 
Finland 310      3653 7615    68615 11480     78140 
France 1418612   1096235 205441   161550 1330441   3053590 
Germany 1149060    817084 98013   660281 2146085   3147280 
Ireland 1303     13230 801    87508 14185    119860 
Luxembourg 30737     48644 849     2423 3375     21087 
Netherlands 20799     52834 11084    81995 371115   1118639 
Norway 1969      6006 3669    73438 29082    243647 
Spain 36387    207773 ---   744800 200208   3204325 
Sweden 21527     25793 62295   125499 120152    698733 
Switzerland 365692    389501 69520    65923 130174    455889 
United Kingdom 141712    238617 111198   100913 1373366   3600243 

Notes: Authors' own calculation based on IAB Brain Drain data (Brücker et al., 2013).  

Figure 2 shows the overall (panel (a)) and gender-specific (panel (b)) trends in cross-country 

average emigration rates to the selected destinations (as above) by major origins. We note that 

because the Brücker et al. (2013) migration data is up to 2010, these figures do not capture the 

more recent emigration trends toward destinations like the UK and Germany, especially after 

2010. Accordingly, the emigration from Southern Europe has generally been in a declining 

trend, while emigration from non-EU countries has been on the rise. Regarding the Eastern 

Europeans, their emigration is rather flat until 1990s reflecting the political developments in that 

period, but it increases in the following decades, reflecting the opening up of these countries to 

the world and accession to EU. Panel (b) displays the differences in emigration rates between 

men and women. Accordingly, male emigration rates are higher than those of female until 2000s 

for almost all origins, but female emigration catches up afterwards (it even surpasses the male 

emigration in the case of non-EU countries). This trend is in line with the recent phenomenon of 

feminization of migrant flows, which might be related to a number of reasons ranging from family 

reunification with earlier men migrants and higher educational attainment of women 

encouraging migration to job opportunities in gender-specific labour market niches such as 

domestic cleaning, nursing, care-work and so on.      
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Figure 2 Average Emigration Trends by Origin and Gender 

 
Source: IAB Brain Drain data set (1980-2010). 

Next, we look at emigration rates from the major sources of origin by skill groups over time in 

Figure 3. The emigration rate is defined as the proportion of migrants over the pre-migration 

population, which is the sum of residents and migrants in each source country (Brücker et al., 

2013).19 Regarding the Southern Europeans, their emigration rates remain relatively stable over 

time at around 0.2 (similarly for non-EU migrants with 0.3). In terms of skills, the medium-skilled 

emigration from Southern Europe decreases over time, while low- and high-skilled emigration 

overall stay stable. In the case of Eastern Europeans, their emigration overall increases 

(especially after 1990s) and in all skill groups (particularly true for low- and high-skilled). 

Furthermore, looking at emigration rates of disaggregated EU10 in panel (b) highlights clearly 

the effect of differential EU accession for these countries: there is a substantial jump in 

                                                
 
19

 Because we add-up raw emigration rates by skill groups rather than take a weighted average taking into account 
the relative size of respective skill groups, the emigration numbers in the axis are larger than the previous figure. 
However, this should not pose a problem to the analysis, since our main interest here is to observe the general 
differences in the trends of emigration by skill groups for different areas of origin.   
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emigration rate for migrants from EU8 countries in early 2000s -- corresponding to their 

accession in 2004, while such a jump is observed only in the 2010 figure for EU2 countries. For 

the latter countries, emigration rate goes from lower than 0.1 to almost 0.4 and this increase is 

largely captured by high-skilled individuals.    

 

 
Figure 3 Emigration by Skill Groups and Origin 

 
Source: IAB Brain Drain data set (1980-2010). 

 
Figure 4 displays the stock of migrants across a subset of destination countries (namely, 

France, Germany, Spain, and UK), where the majority of migrants in Europe resides. For 

reasons ranging from historical (colonial links in the case of France and UK), economic (guest-

worker programs in the case of Germany to geographical (proximity to EU borders in the case of 

Spain), individuals from the non-EU countries constitute the largest group of migrants at these 

destinations. Nevertheless, migrants from Southern and Eastern Europe still constitute a non-

negligible share across these destinations. For example, we observe that, most likely as a 

consequence of guest-worker programs as well as the political context20, Southern European 

migrants reside mainly in France and Germany (around a million per host), yet the stocks have 

been generally in a declining trend. Eastern European migrants generally reside in Germany 

(especially after the fall of the wall in early 1990s and with accession to the EU after mid-2000s) 

and in Spain (particularly as a consequence of booming Spanish economy in 2000s). There is a 

                                                
 
20

 For example, many Spanish people moved to France after the Franco regime (Izquierdo et al. 2013).  
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slight increase in the stock of Eastern European migrants in the UK at later periods, but the 

numbers are relatively low compared to migrant stocks from non-EU countries (well above 3 

million).   

 

 
Figure 4 Immigrant Stocks in Major European Destinations (age 25+) 

 
Source: IAB Brain Drain data set (1980-2010). 

 

In Figures 5-8 we look at the skill composition of migrants by country of origin over time in the 

previous set of destinations. The figures include migrants non-European origins as well for a 

more comprehensive picture of migrant populations, even though this sometimes makes it 

harder to visualize the migration dynamics of the main focus groups: Southern and Eastern 

Europeans.    Nonetheless, we observe interesting trends in skills and geographical origins of 

migrants, which highlights a changing and dynamic migrant labour reservoir over time.  

Figure 5 displays the situation in France. The majority of migrants in France are low-skilled 

regardless of origin, even though their numbers are in decline since 2000 (except for non-EU 

migrants). In contrast, there seems to be a slight increase (less than 100,000) in the stock of 

medium- and high-skilled migrants from Southern and Eastern Europe, while this increase is 

much bigger in the case of non-EU migrants. Overall, there seems to be a shift in origins from 

Southern Europe to non-EU in the low-skilled migrant reservoir in France.   
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Figure 5 Immigrant Stock in France by Skill Group and Origin (age 25+) 

 
Source: IAB Brain Drain data set (1980-2010). 

 

Compared to France, in Germany, not only there are less migrants from Southern Europe and 

more from Eastern Europe, but also their skill compositions are relatively more diverse as 

Figure 6 shows. For example, despite the large share of low-skilled, the stocks of medium- and 

high-skilled Southern European migrants are not negligible (nearly 400,000 altogether). Unlike 

France, migrants from Eastern Europe in Germany are more likely to be medium- to high-skilled 

and their numbers have been increasing since 1990s. Similar to Eastern Europe, stocks of 

medium- and high-skilled non-EU migrants have also been increasing. All in all, the non-EU 

migrants (especially from Turkey as a consequence of the guest-worker programs) from all skill 

groups surpass all other migrant groups in Germany (more than 2.5 million by 2010).   
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Figure 6 Immigrant Stock in Germany by Skill Group and Origin (age 25+) 

 
Source: IAB Brain Drain data set (1980-2010). 

In the case of UK, looking at Southern European migrants in Figure 7 shows that until 1990s 

there has been a decrease in low-skilled, which constitute the major share compared to other 

skill groups, and a gradual increase afterwards. However, even more striking is the sharp 

increase (almost 10-fold) in the stock of high-skilled migrants from Southern Europe from 

around 10,000 in early 1990s reaching more than 100,000 in 2010. Although this figure is 

dwarfed compared to those of migrants from non-EU, it still highlights the important change in 

the skill composition of Southern Europeans in the UK. A similar, yet at a lower-scale, trend 

seems to arise for Eastern Europeans, whose stocks of high-skilled migrants increased four-

folds (from 15,000 in 1990s to 60,000 by 2010), coinciding with several historical developments 

such as the fall of the wall in 1990s and accession to the EU in mid-2000s. Finally, observing 

the trends across three migrant groups, Figure 7 suggests that since 1990s the UK has 

continuously attracted high-skilled migrants.   

0

5
0
0
0
0
0

1
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
5
0
0
0
0
0

2
0
0
0
0
0
0

1980 1990 2000 2010
year

From Southern Europe

0

5
0
0
0
0
0

1
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
5
0
0
0
0
0

2
0
0
0
0
0
0

1980 1990 2000 2010
year

From Eastern Europe

0

5
0
0
0
0
0

1
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
5
0
0
0
0
0

2
0
0
0
0
0
0

1980 1990 2000 2010
year

From Non-EU

Low-skilled Medium-skilled

High-skilled



D 6.3 – Re-emerging Migration Patterns: Structures and Policy Lessons 23 
 

 

Figure 7 Immigrant Stock in the UK by Skill Group and Origin (age 25+) 

Source: IAB Brain Drain data set (1980-2010). 

Unlike the previous countries analysed, Spain has not been a major destination for migrants 

until 2000s, which corresponds to a period of a booming economy as well as a number of 

amnesties regarding illegal migrants (Izquierdo et al., 2013). As Figure 8 shows, since late 

1990s, the country has experienced large inflows from non-EU countries (mainly from Latin 

America and North Africa) as well as from Eastern Europe (especially Romanians). This recent 

influx corresponds to migrants from all skill groups, but the medium-skilled migrants have the 

lead compared to other skill groups.   
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Figure 8 Immigrant Stock in Spain by Skill Group and Origin (age 25+) 

Source: IAB Brain Drain data set (1980-2010). 

Overall the empirical analysis using aggregate migration data provides answers to our first three 

research questions. First, looking at the relative importance of intra-European flows compared 

to flows from outside the EU and changes over time, there are major differences between 

countries. While non-EU migration is massive, intra-EU migration from Southern and Eastern 

Europe is also non-negligible and if we look at emigration rates (measured as share of 

population of the sending countries), we observe that both Southern and Eastern European 

countries each have, at different periods, emigration rates that are comparable or higher than 

that for non-EU countries in the sample. With regards to destination countries, the joint 

migration from Southern and Eastern Europe has come close the non-EU migration in Finland, 

Ireland and Switzerland, while in Luxembourg the former group has overtaken the latter group, 

but this is an exception rather than the rule. In France, Germany, Austria, and the UK, the joint 

migration from Southern and Eastern Europe is relatively smaller, but still significant, compared 

to the inflows from outside Europe. Next, in most countries the migration from the Eastern 

Europe shot up dramatically during 1990s and 2000s and overtook migration from the Southern 

Europe in some destinations such as in Ireland, Netherlands, and Spain. Southern European 

migration shows declining trends in France and Germany and the same is true for Eastern 

Europeans in France (yet smaller decrease in absolute numbers), but not so in Germany. 

Nevertheless, in France, Switzerland and the UK, despite the discussion on impact of the 

Eastern enlargement, the migration from Southern Europe still predominates those of Eastern 

Europeans by a large margin. Therefore, rather than linking increased migration from Eastern 

Europe to the EU membership, there appears to be a much more continuous process of 

opening since 1989 that was generally accelerated by the EU membership. 
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4. Labour Market Integration Analysis 

with Micro Data (2002-2013) 
In this part, we go into more detailed analysis utilizing a micro-level data source: European 

Social Survey (ESS, hereafter). 21  ESS is a biennial (partly repetitive) cross-section survey 

covering including conventional demographic and socioeconomic variables as well as labour 

market indicators of diverse populations in more than 30 countries. The survey covers all 

persons aged 15 and over resident within private households, regardless of their nationality, 

citizenship, language or legal status, in the participating 36 countries mainly in Europe. The 

survey is accessible via the Norwegian Social Science Data Services.  

Using ESS, we focus on 14 destination countries for migrants over the last decades; namely: 

Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, Netherlands, 

Norway, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the UK. We use the cumulative data from ESS 

rounds 1-6 over 2002-2013, pooling these countries altogether, and focus on individuals aged 

15-65 at the time of the survey. Natives are born in the country where survey is conducted, 

while immigrants are defined based on their country of birth. As there is no particular information 

on seasonal, circular, or cross-border migrants in the survey, we are not able to capture such 

temporary migration in the analysis. The total sample is comprised of 122,948 observations 

(including natives), out of which 10.6% are foreign-born immigrants from diverse origins (193 

country of origins in the working sample) across 14 countries analysed. Our main focus is on 

migrants from Southern and Eastern Europe as defined in the previous section and their relative 

performance in the host labour markets; however, we also include migrants from the rest of the 

Member States (labelled as intra-EU) and non-European migrants to give a more complete 

picture similar to the previous section.22  

4.1 Methodology  

For a comparative analysis of various populations in data, we initially look at the unconditional 

differences in individual characteristics like age, gender, household size, marital status, number 

                                                
 
21

 The reason why we opt for ESS (rather than the European Labour Force Survey - EULFS, DEMIG, or SOEP as 
initially stated in the Description of Work) as the main source for micro-level comparative analysis of various migrant 
groups in the European labour markets is driven by the following facts: the ESS provides detailed country of origin 
information allowing identification of Southern European migrants. On the contrary, we are not able to distinguish 
Southern European migrants in the EULFS, which gives only broader country of origin categorization like EU15. With 
regards to DEMIG data on international migration, by the time the econometric analysis was done, that data was not 
available publicly (actually it is still not as of November 2015). Finally, the reason we did not use SOEP is that the 
latter data only includes one destination country (Germany), while with ESS we have many destinations, though with 
smaller sample sizes; hence we opted for a larger number of destinations with pooled data.      
22

 Intra-EU includes countries of the European Union excluding Southern and Eastern European countries. By 
construction, Norway and Switzerland are included in the non-European group (as before), but results are not 
sensitive to including them in the intra-EU cluster.   
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of children, residential area characteristics, educational attainment, years since arrival (only for 

migrants), and several labour market performance indicators such as 

employment/unemployment, self-employment, weekly total hours worked, contract type 

(temporary/permanent), and occupation-education mismatch. 23  With regards to mismatch 

indicators, we have in mind notions like under-qualification—referring to individuals lacking skills 

normally needed for their job—and over-qualification—referring to individuals who are capable 

of handling more complex tasks and their skills are underused, as defined by OECD (2012). 

Technically, we construct the mismatch indicators based on the commonly used definition from 

the literature (also in Appendix) as follows: using information of the average years of 

educational attainment per occupation in each country, we define that an individual is under-

qualified if her/his education is one standard deviation lower than the average; matched if 

her/his education is within one standard deviation of the average; and over-qualified if her/his 

education is one standard deviation above the average.  

Next, we address the differences in labour market outcomes by controlling for socioeconomic 

characteristics and their interactions over different groups analysed. Pooling all sub-groups, we 

focus on a number of labour market outcomes such as employment/unemployment, self-

employment, contract type (temporary/permanent), total hours worked per week, and 

occupation-education mismatch. Given the focus of STYLE project, we also pay particular 

attention to the youth dimension looking for possible heterogeneities and patterns for various 

age groups. Unless stated otherwise, natives are the reference category in the models, hence 

the results are interpreted with respect to native-born populations.   

For each binary dependent variable (employment/unemployment, self-employment, contract 

type, and mismatches)      of individual i in country c at time t, we estimate the following model 

by probit24:     

(1)                        

where X includes dummy variables (     ) for five broad origin groups for each individual i in 

country c (natives, Southern Europeans, Eastern Europeans, intra-EU, and non-EU migrants); 

demographic/socioeconomic controls (    ) such as age and its squared, gender, household 

size, marital status, children, educational attainment in years, residential area; country fixed 

effects (  ), year effects (  ), and random error term (    ).    

For the continuous dependent variable (weekly total hours worked) of individual i in country c at 

time t, we estimate an OLS version of the above equation:   

(2)                                        

                                                
 
23

 See Appendix for a detailed description of variables used in this section.   
24

 As a robustness check, we estimated the mismatch model by a multinomial logit specification and the results 
(available upon request from authors) remain qualitatively unchanged.    
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where same notation follows. In these models, the coefficients of interest are the ones in front of 

the origin dummies and they are interpreted as the deviation in the outcomes from the reference 

population (natives).  

Next, with the aim to explore heterogeneities of these initial results for youth and different age 

cohorts by origins, we estimate the above models by interacting the origin dummies with 

relevant age group dummies, which implies adding   
                 term into the equations 

above, where           is either an indicator of youth (age is less than 35) or a more detailed 

categorical variable of four age groups25 (16-19, 20-24, 25-29, and 30-34) representing youth. 

To have representative results nationally and across countries, we take into account country 

and design weights provided by ESS when pooling all countries; however, we note that 

outcomes might differ from one destination to another, if analysed separately.     

4.2 Descriptive Statistics  

Table 1 displays the main summary statistics for 5 sub-groups: natives and migrants from 

Southern European, Eastern European, intra-EU, and non-EU countries using combined data 

from 14 European countries (listed earlier). This separation allows analysing unconditional 

differences across groups and can give hints to differential labour market performance, if any. 

Regarding age structures of various groups in the sample, migrants from Southern Europe are 

the oldest (44.5 years), while migrants from Eastern Europe are the youngest (38 years) in the 

sample. Moreover, almost half of Eastern Europeans are composed of young individuals aged 

less than 35, followed by non-Europeans, of whom 42% is relatively young. Regarding the rest, 

about 24 and 29% of Southern and intra-European migrants, respectively, are young compared 

to 36% of natives. Looking at the finer age groups of youth, we see that natives have a relatively 

even distribution across four age bands. Southern European young migrants are more likely to 

be in the upper age group (30-35) with 41% compared to 33% of Eastern European youth and 

at least two thirds of both Southern and Eastern European young migrants are aged 25 and 

older.         

The gender ratio is mainly around 50%, except for Eastern European and intra-EU migrants, 

which are more likely to be female (55% and 59%, respectively). On average, households in 

Europe consist of 3 individuals, except in non-EU migrant households, where this numbers goes 

up to 3.4 individuals, and the fertility numbers suggest that the average number of children of 

the individuals in the sample range between 0.8 and 1.1. While less than 30% (40%) of natives 

(European migrants) reside in an urban area (city or suburb of a city), almost half (47%) of non-

European migrants reside in urban centres. Regarding educational attainment, we report both 

completed years of schooling and levels of education. The numbers suggest that migrants from 

Southern Europe have the lowest years of education (11.2 years), while those from intra-EU 

countries have the highest attainment (14.5 years). The other groups have similar education, 

                                                
 
25

 As mutually agreed, these age cut-offs correspond to STYLE project's youth focus.   
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which is around 13 years. In terms of levels, somewhat parallel picture emerges: intra-EU 

migrants have the highest percentage in tertiary education (49%), whereas more than 75% of 

Southern European migrants have upper secondary education or less.  

As regards years since migration, more than half of migrants from all groups are long-term 

migrants having arrived to host country more than 10 years ago. Recent migrants (arrived less 

than 5 years ago) are dominated by individuals from Eastern European and non-EU countries, 

while Southern Europeans have the highest share among the long-term migrants. The high 

share of Eastern Europeans among recent migrants goes hand-in-hand with the EU-accession, 

while high share of Southern Europeans among long-term migrants could be related to the fact 

that this group is largely represented in guest-worker programs during post-war period in 

Western European countries. All in all, these observations are in close line with what we 

observed in the aggregate data analysis from the previous sub-section.   

Next set of variables from Table 2 concerns the labour market outcomes. Employment rate is 

around 65% for all groups, except for non-EU migrants (60%). Unemployment is around 5-6%, 

on average, for natives, Southern and intra-EU migrants, while it is higher for Eastern European 

(8.4%) and non-EU migrants (9.3%). Self-employment is more common among intra-EU 

migrants (11%) and ranges between 8-9% for the rest. The average weekly hours worked is 

about 38 hours for everyone in the sample. As regards the contract type, migrants from Eastern 

European and non-EU countries are more likely to be in temporary contracts (17-18%) 

compared to others. This could be due to the fact that the latter groups are slightly younger than 

the rest, but an econometric estimation that controls for socio-demographic characteristics will 

shed light on this. Finally, our constructed occupation-education mismatch indicators suggest 

that natives are more likely to be correctly matched in their jobs (74.3%), while Southern 

Europeans are the least likely to be so (57.3%). While non-EU migrants are more likely than 

natives to be both under- and over-qualified, Eastern Europeans, together with intra-EU 

migrants, are also more likely to be over-qualified than natives. 

Before closing the descriptive statistics, we also run t-test of mean differences of characteristics 

across various groups in order to check whether the unconditional differences that we observed 

in Table 2 are statistically significant, since having statistically significant differences in 

characteristics across groups justifies a detailed study over groups in the subsequent analysis. 

The relevant tables (A1 and A2) are in the Appendix. Table A1 displays the test results by taking 

the natives as the reference category and comparing them to other groups bilaterally, while 

Table A2 displays parallel results, this time taking Southern Europeans as the reference 

category and comparing them to other migrant groups. Looking at the t-ratios reported in these 

tables, we conclude that there are statistically significant heterogeneities in almost all observed 

characteristics of various sub-groups (regardless of the reference category) considered so far; 

therefore, we distinguish these various sub-groups taking natives as reference in the remainder.   
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Table 2 Main Summary Statistics 
 

Natives 
Southern European 

migrants 
Eastern European 

migrants Intra-EU migrants Non-EU migrants 

Age 41.02 44.45 37.93 43.42 39.00 
 (14.16) (12.21) (12.91) (13.11) (12.50) 
Young (aged less than 35)   0.358 0.239 0.492 0.294 0.420 
 (0.479) (0.426) (0.500) (0.456) (0.494) 

Among young, % of individuals 
aged: 

     

16-19 24.3 14.3 9.9 11.5 14.2 
20-24 25.6 20 23 19.3 21.7 
25-29 23.2 24.4 33.4 32 29.5 
30-35 26.8 41.3 33.6 37.2 34.7 

      
Female 0.515 0.504 0.552 0.587 0.511 
 (0.500) (0.500) (0.497) (0.492) (0.500) 
Household size 3.020 3.081 3.054 2.760 3.419 
 (1.384) (1.379) (1.456) (1.352) (1.629) 
Married 0.536 0.694 0.576 0.562 0.626 
 (0.499) (0.461) (0.494) (0.496) (0.484) 
Nb. of children 0.794 0.979 0.771 0.798 1.100 
 (1.070) (1.081) (1.051) (1.104) (1.272) 
Living in urban area 0.288 0.353 0.373 0.338 0.465 
 (0.453) (0.478) (0.484) (0.473) (0.499) 
Education (years) 13.21 11.18 13.32 14.54 12.90 
 (3.741) (4.603) (3.533) (4.279) (4.546) 
Education (levels completed)      

Less than lower secondary 0.107 0.256 0.100 0.063 0.163 
 (0.310) (0.436) (0.299) (0.243) (0.370) 

Lower secondary  0.188 0.203 0.177 0.144 0.186 
 (0.391) (0.402) (0.382) (0.352) (0.389) 

Upper secondary  0.372 0.309 0.380 0.274 0.310 
 (0.483) (0.462) (0.485) (0.446) (0.463) 

Post-secondary  0.043 0.027 0.070 0.032 0.034 
 (0.204) (0.163) (0.256) (0.177) (0.181) 

Tertiary  0.289 0.204 0.273 0.487 0.307 
 (0.453) (0.403) (0.446) (0.500) (0.461) 
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Table 2 Main Summary Statistics (continued) 
 

Natives 
Southern European 

migrants 
Eastern European 

migrants Intra-EU migrants Non-EU migrants 

      
Years since migration       

Less than 1 year  - 0.013 0.036 0.045 0.025 
  (0.113) (0.185) (0.208) (0.157) 

1-5 years - 0.075 0.207 0.119 0.160 
  (0.263) (0.406) (0.324) (0.366) 

6-10 years  - 0.069 0.165 0.113 0.179 
  (0.253) (0.371) (0.317) (0.383) 

11-20 years  - 0.173 0.291 0.194 0.262 
  (0.379) (0.454) (0.395) (0.440) 

More than 20 years  - 0.670 0.301 0.528 0.375 
  (0.470) (0.459) (0.499) (0.484) 

Employed  0.648 0.680 0.632 0.636 0.598 

 (0.478) (0.467) (0.482) (0.481) (0.490) 

Unemployed  0.050 0.059 0.084 0.059 0.093 

 (0.217) (0.235) (0.277) (0.236) (0.290) 

Self-employment  0.096 0.093 0.082 0.110 0.0783 

 (0.295) (0.291) (0.274) (0.313) (0.269) 

Total hours of work (week) 38.02 38.25 38.12 38.20 38.39 

 (14.01) (13.46) (13.95) (13.84) (14.35) 

Contract type (temporary) 0.133 0.112 0.167 0.108 0.178 

 (0.339) (0.315) (0.373) (0.310) (0.382) 

Occupation-education 
mismatch 

     

Under-qualified 0.119 0.303 0.093 0.100 0.169 

 (0.324) (0.460) (0.290) (0.301) (0.375) 

Matched 0.743 0.573 0.726 0.683 0.621 

 (0.437) (0.495) (0.446) (0.465) (0.485) 

Over-qualified 0.139 0.123 0.182 0.216 0.210 

 (0.346) (0.329) (0.386) (0.412) (0.407) 

      

N 109507 1239 1588 3317 7311 

Notes: The data is weighted using country and design weights. See appendix for variable description.  
Source: European Social Survey 2002-2013 (rounds 1-6).  
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4.3 Estimation Results and Discussion   

Table 3 reports the baseline results of estimating equations (1) and (2). By default, we always 

include the broad origin variables (first columns of each outcome variable) and then add the 

common set of explanatory variables comprised of age, age squared, female dummy, 

household size, children, education, marital status, and urban dummy (second columns of each 

outcome variable) in order to see whether holding observed characteristics constant modifies 

the initial effects of origins on the outcomes. Improvement of (pseudo) R-squared when 

additional explanatory variables are added implies a better fit of the models with these additions. 

Table 3 Estimations of Labour Market Performance 

Dep. Var.  Employment Unemployment Self-employment Temporary contract 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

         

South 0.033 0.010 0.012 0.012 0.011 0.006 -0.001 0.019 

 
(0.025) (0.027) (0.010) (0.010) (0.014) (0.013) (0.016) (0.016) 

East -0.016 -0.047** 0.024*** 0.019*** -0.026** -0.010 0.024** 0.018 

 
(0.018) (0.020) (0.007) (0.006) (0.011) (0.010) (0.012) (0.011) 

Intra-EU -0.019 -0.072*** 0.014* 0.017** 0.008 0.002 -0.025** -0.014 

 
(0.016) (0.017) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008) (0.007) (0.011) (0.010) 

Non-EU -0.052*** -0.100*** 0.033*** 0.030*** -0.021*** -0.016*** 0.042*** 0.043*** 

 
(0.008) (0.009) (0.003) (0.003) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

         

Individual controls  No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Country fixed 
effects 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R2 0.0062 0.1926 0.0220 0.0600 0.0155 0.0772 0.0256 0.0720 

Obs. 122,948 121,882 122,948 121,882 122,948 121,882 122,948 121,882 

 

Dep. Var.  
Hours of work 

(weekly) 
Under-qualified Matched Over-qualified 

 (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) 

         

South 0.109 0.167 0.137*** -0.000 -0.159*** -0.160*** -0.013 0.007 

 (0.685) (0.642) (0.014) (0.002) (0.021) (0.022) (0.017) (0.007) 

East -0.108 0.731 -0.018 -0.008*** -0.021 -0.030* 0.034*** 0.020*** 

 (0.582) (0.540) (0.014) (0.002) (0.017) (0.017) (0.013) (0.005) 

Intra-EU 0.296 0.110 -0.011 0.002 -0.067*** -0.049*** 0.070*** -0.003 

 (0.445) (0.414) (0.010) (0.002) (0.014) (0.013) (0.010) (0.004) 

Non-EU 0.403 0.594** 0.051*** -0.001 -0.116*** -0.120*** 0.062*** 0.026*** 

 (0.274) (0.258) (0.005) (0.001) (0.007) (0.008) (0.006) (0.002) 

         

Individual controls  No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes 

Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Country fixed 
effects 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R2 0.0157 0.1579 0.0182 0.4843 0.0092 0.0227 0.0085 0.4413 

Obs. 110,023 109,409 122,287 121,335 122,287 121,335 122,287 121,335 
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Notes: Reference group is native-born individuals. The data is weighted using country and design weights. Robust standard 
errors are in parentheses. Individual controls include age, age squared, gender, household size, education, marital status, 
children, and urban residence. See appendix for variable description. Conventional significance level notation is used: * p<0.1, ** 
p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
Source: European Social Survey 2002-2013 (rounds 1-6). 

 

Results of employment regressions before adding additional controls suggest that there is no 

significant difference in employment across groups, except for migrants from non-European 

countries (5.2 percentage points less employment). However, once we take into account 

differences in characteristics, significant differences in employment across groups emerges: for 

example, migrants from Eastern Europe (intra-EU) have 4.7 (7.2) percentage points lower 

employment than natives. The change from column 1 to 2 suggests that migrants have 

characteristics that lead to lower employment compared to natives. The remaining coefficients 

(not reported here, but available upon request) in column 2 have expected signs: age increases 

employment at a decreasing rate, while being female is negatively related to employment; an 

additional year of education increases employment by 1.7 percentage points. Regarding 

unemployment, column 3 suggests that migrants from all origins (except Southern Europe) have 

higher chances of being unemployed and adding individual controls does not modify the results 

much in column 4. In terms of self-employment, Eastern Europeans are less likely to be self-

employed than natives (and Southern Europeans), but this difference disappears once 

individual controls are introduced. Similarly, once the characteristics are held constant, Eastern 

Europeans are not more likely than natives (and Southern Europeans) in holding a temporary 

job. However, migrants from non-EU continue to have lower self-employment (1.6 percentage 

points) and higher chances of having a temporary job (4.3 percentage points) than natives even 

after everything is held constant. As seen in the unconditional means from the descriptive 

statistics, weekly hours of work do not differ across groups in general for the main groups of 

interest (columns 9-10). Regarding mismatch indicators in columns 11-16, Southern Europeans 

have 13.7 percentage points higher chance of being under-qualified than natives as well as 

Eastern Europeans, but this difference disappears once we introduce socio-demographic 

controls in column 12. In the latter case, Eastern Europeans deviate from natives, but the 

estimated coefficient is rather small (0.8 percentage point). The next pair of columns looks at 

the chances of being correctly matched in the occupation: we see that non-EU and Southern 

European migrants are significantly less likely to be matched than natives (12 and 16 

percentage points lower, respectively) regardless of additional control variables. Finally, Eastern 

European and non-EU migrants are more likely to be over-qualified than natives as columns 15-

16 show.   

Overall, regarding the main groups of interest in the destination countries analysed, the results 

from Table 3 highlight that migrants from Eastern and Southern Europe display important 

differences in certain labour outcomes, such as employment, unemployment, and over-

qualification at occupation held, even after taking into account differences in their socio-

economic characteristics. One interpretation of this result could be that there might be other 

factors not accounted for here, such as individual unobserved heterogeneity, that might explain 
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the differences. Another explanation could be differential labour market treatment in the form of 

discrimination in the host countries.  

In the remainder of the section, we distinguish the differences in age cohorts in lines of STYLE 

project's focus on youth; to this aim, we conduct two additional exercises26: first we rerun similar 

models as before by introducing an interaction term with a youth indicator (1 if age is less than 

35) and migratory origin dummies (Table 4). Second, we introduce four age bands (15-19, 20-

24, 25-29, 30-34) and interact it with the migratory origin dummies. Table 4 displays the results 

of the first exercise, while Figure 9 shows a graphical representation of the estimated models of 

selected outcomes from the second exercise.    

Table 4 Estimations of Labor Market Performance with Youth Interactions 

 
Employ-

ment 
Unemplo

yment 

Self-
employ-

ment 
Temporar
y contract 

Hours 
(weekly) 

Under-
qualified Matched 

Over-
qualified 

 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

South 0.048 0.018 -0.006 0.008 0.253 0.000 -0.176*** 0.012 

 
(0.031) (0.012) (0.015) (0.021) (0.712) (0.003) (0.025) (0.010) 

East -0.050* 0.037*** -0.027** 0.033** 0.271 -0.012*** 0.016 0.021*** 

 
(0.026) (0.009) (0.014) (0.016) (0.694) (0.003) (0.023) (0.008) 

Intra-EU -0.116*** 0.017* -0.003 -0.011 -0.373 0.002 -0.036** -0.004 

 
(0.019) (0.010) (0.008) (0.012) (0.495) (0.002) (0.015) (0.006) 

Non-EU -0.056*** 0.041*** -0.021*** 0.057*** 0.247 -0.002 -0.123*** 0.034*** 

 
(0.012) (0.004) (0.006) (0.007) (0.321) (0.001) (0.010) (0.003) 

Young (age<35) -0.048*** 0.015*** -0.063*** 0.084*** -2.213*** -0.007*** 0.041*** 0.018*** 

 
(0.005) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.147) (0.001) (0.005) (0.002) 

South*Young 0.012 -0.008 0.064** 0.032 0.710 -0.001 0.067 -0.012 

 
(0.060) (0.021) (0.032) (0.033) (1.663) (0.006) (0.047) (0.016) 

East*Young 0.091** -0.027** 0.042** -0.030 1.128 0.010** -0.084** -0.000 

 
(0.039) (0.013) (0.020) (0.023) (1.088) (0.005) (0.034) (0.010) 

IntraEU*Young 0.138*** 0.004 0.020 -0.008 2.022** 0.001 -0.055* 0.004 

 
(0.036) (0.016) (0.019) (0.021) (0.914) (0.005) (0.030) (0.009) 

NonEU*Young 0.004 -0.017*** 0.020* -0.029*** 1.335** 0.002 0.016 -0.017*** 

 
(0.018) (0.006) (0.011) (0.010) (0.544) (0.002) (0.015) (0.005) 

         

Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Country fixed 
effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Pseudo R2 0.092 0.048 0.069 0.072 0.143 0.480 0.018 0.439 

Obs. 121,882 121,882 121,882 121,882 109,409 121,335 121,335 121,335 

Notes: Reference group is native-born individuals. The data is weighted using country and design weights. Robust standard 
errors are in parentheses. Individual controls include, gender, household size, education, marital status, children, and urban 
residence. See appendix for variable description. Conventional significance level notation is used: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01.   
Source: European Social Survey 2002-2013 (rounds 1-6). 
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 We also ran models without natives and included years since migration controls; results did not change 
qualitatively.  
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In Table 4, the single coefficients of origin dummies of Southern and Eastern Europe give the 

average effect for these groups without distinguishing age group, while the interacted terms give 

the effects for the youth from these origins. Therefore, to get the overall effect of being young 

and being from a particular origin on the outcome variable, we need to add these coefficients 

together. In order to determine whether this overall effect is statistically significant, we run post-

estimation significance tests of linear combinations of these coefficients. Table 5 summarizes 

these test results for young Southern and Eastern European migrants compared to young 

natives.27  

Table 5 Labor Market Performance Differences between Young Natives vs Southern and 
Eastern Migrants 

 Young Southern 
European migrants 
vs. young natives 

Young Eastern 
European migrants 
vs. young natives 

Employment + + 

Unemployment + + 

Self-employment +** + 

Temporary contract +* + 

Hours of work (weekly) + +** 

Under-qualified  - - 

Matched  -*** -*** 

Over-qualified  + +*** 
Notes: Post-estimation t-test results of linear combinations of origin and interacted 
origin and youth dummies. - (+) means that the respective migrant group has a lower 
(higher) value of the outcome variable than natives, while stars show the significance 
level of the t-tests based on conventional notation: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. No 
star means non-significance of the tested coefficients.  

 

The results show that young Southern and Eastern Europeans are not significantly more likely 

to be employed or unemployed than young natives.  However, young Southern Europeans are 

more likely to be self-employed than older natives (which is not a general result for Southern 

migrants of all ages as seen in Table 4) and that young migrants from both Eastern and 

Southern Europe are particularly less likely to be correctly matched in the occupations held 

given their educational attainment. In other words, they are particularly likely to differ from 

average educational attainment of people in their occupation. Finally, we find that the over-

qualification of Eastern Europeans seems to be mainly borne by young migrants.    

To further illustrate results visually, Figure 9 shows the predicted probabilities of selected labour 

market outcomes (employment, unemployment, contract type, and over-qualification) over 

origins for four age bands (16-19, 20-24, 25-29, 30-34). These figures are based on the 

estimated probit models with full set of controls and each point in the figure gives the marginal 

effect of a particular age group on the predicted outcome for a given origin. In the upper left 

                                                
 
27

 We note that the comparison of young migrants to older natives would be a different exercise, which we also 
performed, but not reported here (available on request). Moreover, we also note that these results are based on 
pooled country estimations and hence might show different patterns if applied to individual countries.  
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figure, we see that the oldest young cohort (aged 30-34) from all origins have the highest 

employment rates, while the employment of the youngest cohort (aged 16-19) remains the 

lowest. Comparing Southern and Eastern migrants, the latter group has usually lower 

employment rates across all young cohorts (except for 25-29 age band) with respect to 

Southern Europeans, yet quite similar to natives. The highest unemployment among Southern 

(Eastern) Europeans is observed for mid-range (oldest) age band of 25-29 (30-34), while the 

youngest cohorts (aged 16-19) from all groups display the lowest unemployment figures. This is 

not surprising as these youth are less represented in the labour force and are more likely to be 

in education. The lower left figure suggests that older cohorts from all groups (with the exception 

of age bands 16-19 and 25-29 for some origins) have lower predicted probability of having a 

temporary contract. Finally, the lower right figure shows that young Eastern European migrants 

are more likely to face over-qualification in their occupations as opposed to natives and 

Southern Europeans.   

  
Figure 9 Predicted Labour Market Outcomes by Origins and Age Groups 

Source: European Social Survey 2002-2013 (rounds 1-6). 
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5. Conclusion 
In this paper, we analysed intra-European migration patterns focusing mainly on Southern and 

Eastern European migrants. To have more complete picture of migrant populations, we also 

considered migrants from non-European origins. Combining several types of knowledge ranging 

from secondary sources from the international migration literature to aggregate and micro level 

migration data, we addressed several issues related to dynamism of migration sources in 

Europe (so-called migration reservoir).  

We were interested in changes in relative importance of intra-European flows compared to flows 

from outside the EU as well as changes in the internal composition of the intra-European flows 

change over time. The main findings suggest that the European migrant reservoir has been 

constantly changing attracting various migrant profiles with different motivations from various 

origins over the last decades. Post-war period guest-worker programs of 1950s and 1960s, 

which involved countries with organized foreign labour recruitment, whereby migrant workers 

poured in Europe and are followed by their families in the coming years, served its purpose of 

filling the labour shortages of post-war reconstruction, but also ended up creating a large part of 

the current migrant populations in European countries today. The fact that temporary migration 

turned into permanent migration, contrary to the initial intentions, in turn led countries to 

reconsider their migration, labour market, assimilation, and integration policies, with which they 

still struggle today. Coupled with this, Europe has always continued to receive political migrants 

mainly from the neighbouring countries and similar concerns on integration of the latter groups 

is still high on the agenda of European countries even today. All in all these various populations 

with varying motivations at arrival make up the foreign-born residents of Europe today. In terms 

of the origin composition of intra-European migrants over the last decades, our analysis points 

to a shift from Southern Europe to Eastern Europe as an important region of origin (while non-

European inflow has always been large); however, the analysis of the migrant stocks shows that 

Southern European migrant stocks are still larger than stocks of Eastern Europeans across 

many destinations such as France, Germany, and the UK.  

Our aggregate data analysis also confirms traditional destinations for certain origins, but we see 

that there are also changes over time. For example, Southern Europeans used to migrate 

mainly to France and Germany, while Eastern Europeans mainly migrated to Germany; more 

recently, Southern Europeans head more north like the UK, Denmark, Luxembourg, while 

Eastern Europeans head to many more destinations, in addition to Germany, such as  Ireland, 

Austria, Spain, etc. In terms of skill groups, Southern European emigration from all skills groups 

has been rather stable over time, while there is a remarkable shift for Eastern Europeans in both 

low- and high-skilled migrants in the last decades.      

We also looked specifically at how young migrants differ from the rest, especially at whether 

young migrants from Southern and Eastern Europe have different labour market outcomes 
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compared to young migrants from the rest of the EU and from outside the EU. The findings from 

the micro-level analysis suggest that migrants from Eastern and Southern Europe display 

important differences in certain labour outcomes, such as employment, unemployment, and 

over-qualification at occupation held, even after taking into account differences in their socio-

economic characteristics. Young migrants are at particularly vulnerable situations in this context. 

We note that given the pooled nature of the cross country data, we might expect different 

outcomes if the analysis was done for a single country; nevertheless, these findings on 

differential outcomes of migrants in host country labour markets calls for further research on the 

underlying channels leading to native-migrant gaps. In this vein, panel data would prove very 

useful to control for unobserved individual heterogeneity.  

In terms of policies, we believe that they should be geared toward further integration and non-

discriminatory treatments of the foreign-born residents in the host labour markets. On the 

occupation-education mismatch issue, better screening and transparent evaluation schemes 

could be developed to compare/recognize the degrees and skills obtained by the migrants so 

that their skills and competences could be put in better use in host countries. Similarly, 

mechanisms that smooth international skill transferability and on-the-job training possibilities 

could be offered to (young) migrants to avoid skill mismatches in occupations. 
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7. Appendix  
Variable definitions and construction in the micro-level analysis: ESS (2002-2013) 

Living in urban area 1 if living in a big city or suburbs/outskirts of big city; 0 
otherwise 

Education (years) Years of full-time education completed  

Education (levels) Highest level of education based on ISCED classification  

Years since migration  How long ago first came to live in country (response by 
intervals for rounds 1-4); for rounds 5 and 6, arrival year is 
reported. We converted the latter into corresponding 
intervals.    

Employment 1 if doing paid work in the last 7 days; 0 otherwise  

Self-employment 1 if employment relation is self-employed; 0 otherwise 

Unemployment 1 if unemployed or actively looking for job in the last 7 days; 
0 otherwise 

Total hours of work (week) Total hours normally worked per week in main job, overtime 
included 

Contract type (temporary) 1 if employment contract has a limited duration; 0 otherwise  

 
Occupation-education 
mismatch indicators:  
 

To generate the mismatch indicators (a binary variable), we 
take the average years of educational attainment per 
occupation in each country and define that an individual is 
under-qualified if her/his educational attainment is 1 standard 
deviation lower that the average; matched if her/his 
educational attainment is within 1 standard deviation of the 
average; and over-qualified if her/his educational attainment 
is 1 standard deviation above the average. This construction 
method is based on Chiswick and Miller (2010) and 
Aleksynska and Tritah (2013).  
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Table A1 T-tests of mean differences of characteristics (natives vs various immigrant 
groups) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 
 Natives vs South Natives vs East Natives vs Intra-

EU 
Natives vs Non-EU 

Age 1.750
***

 -4.065
***

 1.802
***

 -2.852
***

 
 (4.89) (-13.05) (8.08) (-19.10) 
Female -0.041

***
 0.034

***
 0.042

***
 0.007 

 (-2.87) (2.70) (4.84) (1.08) 
Household size 0.124

***
 0.042 -0.127

***
 0.331

***
 

 (3.13) (1.19) (-5.06) (17.35) 
Married 0.147*** 0.028** 0.027*** 0.086*** 
 (10.79) (2.24) (3.02) (14.41) 
Nb. of children 0.171

***
 -0.018 0.077

***
 0.266

***
 

 (5.62) (-0.69) (3.84) (18.20) 
Living in urban area 0.042*** 0.112*** 0.029*** 0.173*** 
 (3.14) (9.06) (3.50) (28.91) 
Education (years) -2.566

***
 0.457

***
 1.142

***
 -0.135

**
 

 (-19.19) (4.87) (15.62) (-2.47) 
Education (levels completed)     

Less than lower secondary 0.221
***

 -0.013
*
 -0.029

***
 0.042

***
 

 (16.78) (-1.89) (-6.93) (10.45) 
Lower secondary  0.028

**
 -0.025

***
 -0.063

***
 0.006 

 (2.38) (-2.63) (-10.56) (1.26) 
Upper secondary  -0.113

***
 -0.017 -0.080

***
 -0.068

***
 

 (-8.85) (-1.38) (-9.72) (-11.90) 
Post-secondary  -0.013

***
 0.023

***
 -0.003 -0.007

***
 

 (-2.89) (3.72) (-0.97) (-3.02) 
Tertiary  -0.123

***
 0.032

***
 0.174

***
 0.026

***
 

 (-11.20) (2.63) (19.70) (4.57) 
Employed  0.017 -0.038

***
 -0.008 -0.064

***
 

 (1.23) (-3.08) (-0.96) (-10.76) 
Unemployed  0.004 0.052

***
 0.011

***
 0.044

***
 

 (0.68) (6.95) (2.80) (12.99) 
Self-employment  -0.018

**
 -0.024

***
 0.015

***
 -0.023

***
 

 (-2.35) (-3.53) (2.73) (-7.15) 
Total hours of work (week) 0.351 0.055 0.837

***
 0.002 

 (0.79) (0.16) (3.11) (0.01) 
Contract type (temporary) -0.032

***
 0.028

***
 -0.016

***
 0.044

***
 

 (-3.62) (3.00) (-2.79) (9.52) 
Occupation-education 
mismatch 

    

Under-qualified 0.160
***

 -0.039
***

 -0.026
***

 0.026
***

 
 (12.38) (-5.48) (-4.92) (5.94) 

Matched -0.152
***

 -0.052
***

 -0.062
***

 -0.113
***

 
 (-10.77) (-4.38) (-7.49) (-19.34) 

Over-qualified -0.008 0.091
***

 0.088
***

 0.088
***

 
 (-0.84) (8.55) (12.00) (17.49) 

N 110746 111095 112822 116806 
Notes: Reference group is native-born individuals. The data is weighted using country and design weights. T-ratios are in parentheses. 
See appendix for variable description. Conventional significance level notation is used: * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
Source: European Social Survey 2002-2013 (rounds 1-6). 
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Table A2 T-tests of mean differences of characteristics (SE migrants vs other migrant groups) 
 South vs East South vs Intra-EU South vs Non-EU 

Age -5.815
***

 0.052 -4.603
***

 
 (-12.36) (0.12) (-12.02) 
Female 0.075

***
 0.083

***
 0.047

***
 

 (3.96) (5.00) (3.09) 
Household size -0.082 -0.251

***
 0.207

***
 

 (-1.54) (-5.40) (4.75) 
Married  -0.119*** -0.121*** -0.062*** 
 (-6.45) (-7.50) (-4.18) 
Nb. of children -0.189

***
 -0.094

***
 0.095

***
 

 (-4.77) (-2.61) (2.85) 
Living in urban area 0.070*** -0.014 0.131*** 
 (3.84) (-0.87) (8.96) 
Education (years) 3.023

***
 3.708

***
 2.431

***
 

 (18.59) (24.47) (16.94) 
Education (levels completed)    

Less than lower secondary -0.234
***

 -0.250
***

 -0.179
***

 
 (-15.89) (-18.15) (-13.05) 

Lower secondary  -0.053
***

 -0.091
***

 -0.022
*
 

 (-3.52) (-6.92) (-1.73) 
Upper secondary  0.096

***
 0.034

**
 0.046

***
 

 (5.46) (2.24) (3.30) 
Post-secondary  0.036

***
 0.010

*
 0.007 

 (4.73) (1.79) (1.35) 
Tertiary  0.155

***
 0.297

***
 0.149

***
 

 (9.58) (21.29) (12.18) 
Employed  -0.054

***
 -0.025 -0.080

***
 

 (-3.01) (-1.57) (-5.51) 
Unemployed  0.047

***
 0.007 0.040

***
 

 (4.94) (0.97) (5.69) 
Self-employment  -0.005 0.034

***
 -0.005 

 (-0.52) (3.55) (-0.55) 
Total hours of work (week) -0.296 0.486 -0.344 
 (-0.53) (0.94) (-0.72) 
Contract type (temporary) 0.060

***
 0.016 0.076

***
 

 (4.69) (1.50) (7.75) 
Occupation-education mismatch    

Under-qualified -0.199
***

 -0.186
***

 -0.134
***

 
 (-13.55) (-13.40) (-9.92) 

Matched 0.100
***

 0.090
***

 0.039
**
 

 (5.49) (5.55) (2.57) 
Over-qualified 0.099

***
 0.096

***
 0.095

***
 

 (6.96) (8.05) (8.97) 
Years since migration     

Less than 1 year  0.030
***

 0.012
***

 0.010
***

 
 (4.80) (2.62) (2.59) 

1-5 years 0.169
***

 0.041
***

 0.069
***

 
 (12.15) (3.98) (7.28) 

6-10 years  0.123
***

 0.039
***

 0.088
***

 
 (9.25) (3.83) (9.34) 

11-20 years  0.009 -0.027
*
 0.052

***
 

 (0.56) (-1.91) (3.95) 
More than 20 years  -0.331

***
 -0.066

***
 -0.218

***
 

 (-18.68) (-3.93) (-14.39) 

N 2827 4556 8550 
Notes: Reference group is the migrants from Southern Europe. The data is weighted using country and design weights. T-
ratios are in parentheses. See appendix for variable description. Conventional significance level notation is used: * p<0.1, 
** p<0.05, *** p<0.01. 
Source: European Social Survey 2002-2013 (rounds 1-6). 
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24. University of Turin  – Italy 

25. EurActiv  – Belgium 

 
http://www.style-research.eu/research-organisations 
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10. Advisory Groups 
 

Consortium Advisory Network 

Business Europe 

www.businesseurope.eu 

 

ETUI: European Trade Union Institute 

www.etui.org 

 

European Youth Forum 

www.youthforum.org 

 

European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions 

www.eurofound.europa.eu 

 

ILO: International Labour Office 

www.ilo.org 

 

OECD: Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 

www.oecd.org 

 

OSE: Observatoire Sociale Européen 

www.ose.be 

 

SOLIDAR: European network of NGOs working to advance social justice in Europe 

www.solidar.org 

 

EurActiv 

www.euractiv.com 

 

European Commission, DG Employment, Social Affairs & Inclusion 

http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langId=en&catId=1036 

 

Local Advisory Boards 

including employers, unions, policy makers and non-government organisations 

www.style-research.eu/project-advisors/local-advisory-boards/  
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