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Abstract

The 2004 accession of Eastern European countridset&U has generated concerns about
the influx of low-skill immigrants to those courds which did not impose restrictions to
immigration, namely Ireland, Sweden, and the UK.widwer, there is lack of recent
systematic evidence on the level of immigration #rel quality of the new immigrants. We
focus on the UK and combine the British and theogaan Labour Force Surveys to analyse
whether immigration to the UK has changed substiytbefore and after the 2004 EU
enlargement, and as a consequence of the recermdragpdownturn.

We analyse 1) trends of immigration into the UKpebple from Eastern European countries,
and how these trends compare to trends in immagrdtiom Western European countries;
and 2) how such immigrants fare in the British labonarket in terms of employment
probability, wages, and job quality compared taiBhi natives, to earlier immigrants, and to
people in the country of origin.

Keywords. East-West migration, UK labour market, immigrassienilation
JEL Classification: F22; J30; J61
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1. Introduction

The 2004 enlargement of the European Union (EUgitht Eastern European countries
(EUB) has generated fears of large flows of lowtskimigrants from Eastern to Western
Europe (EU15). For this reason most Western E@omeuntries have imposed temporary
restrictions to the free movement of people fronstéan Europe. Only three countries did
not impose any restriction to immigration: Irelar@lyeden, and the UK. In this paper we
focus on the UK, which is the largest of thesedlmeuntries.

Despite the growing public concern and debate lom impact of recent post
enlargement migration from EU8 country to the UKere is still a knowledge gap on the
characteristics of the recent migrants and thesitjpm in the UK labour market. Gilpin et al.
(2006) are among the first to analyse the 2004 Bldrgement; they focus on the impact on
claimant count but only use data up to 2006 andndb systematically analyse the
characteristics of the immigrants. More recentlgr@hflower and Shadforth (2009) analyse
— among other things — the propensity of EU8 imamgg to be in employment finding that
they have a high propensity to work but receivedowages. Although they compare EUS8
immigrants arrived in the UK before and after th@42 enlargement, Blanchflower and
Shadforth (2009) do not compare EU8 immigrants vimimigrants from other (Western)
European countries, and use data for a relativélgrtsperiod of time: 2004-2007.
Drinkwater et al. (2009) compare EU8 immigrantsivaa before and after the 2004
enlargement with immigrants from EU15 countries &nd significant differences between
“new” and “old” immigrants in terms of earnings amahployment. Again, the data used only
include a couple of years after accession: 2006200

We update and extend the previous literature usingich longer dataset: from 1997
to 2010. The inclusion of the recent economic downallows us to analyse to what extent
immigration adapts to changing economic conditiombeories of migration suggest that the
role of pull factors diminishes when the conditiasfsthe labour market in the destination
country deteriorate and becomes less attractiveheopotential immigrants. We analyse
whether there is any indication of this happenmithe UK.

We use data for this long period to describe thainmsocio-demographic
characteristics of EU8 immigrants compared to thosanmigrants from EU15, those of
White British people, and those of people who rerediin the sending countries. We then
analyse how different types of European immigrgdBid15, EUS, arrived to the UK before

and after the EU enlargement) perform in the Britebour market compared to white British
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people, not only in terms of employment probabhiliiyt also in terms of type of jobs, wages,
and job quality.

Migration theories suggest that a persistent atatively large gap between returns to
education, work experience and other personal cterstics in the labour markets of
sending and receiving countries increases the fiveerio migrate, unless the cost of
separation are relatively high, or there are sonmimistrative barriers. As there is free
movement from European countries (including EU&) ithe UK, and communication and
transport across European countries is relativaByewe may expect differences in labour
market returns to be among the most relevant fa@ssociated to immigration. Hence, we
also compare people who migrated to the UK to thwbke remained in their sending
countries in terms of their employment probabiéityd type of jobs. To our knowledge this is
the first studies comparing the labour market permce of immigrants to people who did
not migrate.

Finally, the comparison of immigration from diféert types of European countries
and in a period of changing economic conditions ahédnging regulations in terms of
immigration — especially from EU8 countries — al®us to explore the issue of self-selection
of immigrants.

This paper is organised as follows. After backagib information, in Section 2 we
summarise the previous evidence on the size ancdeastics of EU8 immigrants in the
UK. Section 3 describes the datasets and methsets for the analysis. The empirical part
of the paper (Section 4) starts with a descrippbeU immigration in the UK in terms of
trends, socio-demographic characteristics of imamitg (Sub-section 4.1), and region of
destination in the UK (Sub-section 4.2). Sub-sectl.3 focuses on the labour market
performance of immigrants in the UK, while Sectwd focuses on the comparison with the
country of origin of selected groups of immigrantection 5 summaries and concludes this

study.

2. Background and previousliterature

2.1. Historical background

In 1957 the Treaty of Rome, which created the Ee@opEconomic Community (EEC),
included six founding countries: Belgium, the Nelheds, Luxembourg, France, Italy, and
(West) Germany. Nine further countries gradualipgd the community from 1973 to 1995:

Denmark, Ireland, the UK, Greece, Spain, Portufyastria, Sweden, and Finland. Freedom
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of movement of goods, services, money and peophichmvas already mentioned in the
Treaty of Rome, has been fully implemented amorey 168 member countries since the
1990s.

In May 2004 an unprecedentedly large group ofnm members, representing more
than 70 million citizens, joined the EU. Theselude Malta, Cyprus and eight eastern
European countries (EU8): the Czech Republic, Eatdtungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
the Slovak Republic, and Slovenia. Because otldifferences in wages and GDP between
the EU15 and the EU8 countries, most EU15 counimg®sed exceptions to free movement
of people from the EU8 countries. Three countriesyever, did not impose any exception,
but granted immediate unrestricted asses to tladiour markets: the UK, Ireland, and
Sweden: More countries had opened their labour marketsNoyember 2008: Spain,
Finland, France, Greece, Portugal, Italy, the N#gheds and Luxembourg, while Germany
and Austria opened their labour markets seven yatsenlargement, in May 2011.

While before 2004 East-West migration was mainbnfmed to the countries
bordering the EU8 members, mainly Germany and Aastie opening of labour markets of
Sweden, Ireland and the UK completely changed tfsgadl geographical distribution East-
West migrants, with the UK being the largest reampicountry. Pre-enlargement estimates of
the number of potential immigrants from EU8 cowedrinto the UK predicted immigrant
flows of around 12,000 people each year (Dustmadral. 2003), but Home Office figures
show that around 50,000 immigrants from EUS8 applied Work Scheme Registration
quarterly between 2005 and 2008 (Home Office 2608).

2.2. Sze and characteristics of post enlargement migrations to the UK

Studies analysing East-West immigrants into the Wy on two main sources of
administrative data: the Worker Registration Sche(WRS) and National Insurance
Numbers. Up to April 2011 all EU8 immigrants whanted to work in the UK had to
register to the WRS, which had been especiallytede®m monitor the influx of EU8 workers.
A National Insurance Number is required for evedggonatives and foreigners who start
paid work or wants to apply for social assistan@&anchflower and Shadforth (2009) and
Dobson (2009) report that between 2004 and 200dndr@40-770,000 EU8 immigrants

! In 2007 Bulgaria and Romania joined the EU; howetley were not subject of the same liberalisatibfree
movement of people.

2 Similarly large figures have been observed fotad, where the latest census from 2006 listed ratou
120,000 immigrants from EU8 countries, which cangti 3% of total population of Ireland (Central titics
Office Ireland 2007).
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registered to the WRS, while Home Office (2009)neates that the total number of approved
applications in April 2009 reached 949,000. TherddOffice (2009) figures also suggest a
downward trend in immigration from EU8 countriese thumber of applicants in the first
quarter of 2009 diminished to 21,000 from 48,00@h& same period of the 2008, and from
52,000 in the first quarter of 2007.

As pointed out by Blanchflower and Lawton (2008 &y Dobson (2009), WRS data
has some limitations: first of all, it may undemestte the total number of EU8 workers in the
UK since self-employed are not required to registén the other hand, since it only records
the influx and does not record if any worker leaties UK, the WRS data is likely to
overestimate the total number of EU8 immigrantgemity working in the UK. The lack of
information about return migration is a large cdaw#aall migration studies using WRS data:
Blanchflower and Shadforth (2009) suggest that nodSEU8 immigrants are temporary
migrants, and that, according to the UN definitiomany comers from EU8 are in fact
commuters or temporary workers as their sojourtheénUK is shorter than 12 months (see
also Blanchflower and Lawton 2008). Using LFS dapato 2004 Dustmann and Weiss
(2007) report that around 50% of migrants who wsdik in the UK one year after arrival
were not in the country five years later. Accogdio Dustmann and Weiss (2007) return
migration seems to be more likely among people ftbenEU, US, and Australia. It is not
clear if this result can be extended to immigrdrasn EU8 countries since the income gap
between the UK and EUS8 countries is much largen that one between the UK and other
EU15 countries or the US. However using the speamponent of Polish LFS collected in
2008 Iglicka (2010) suggests that the number ofsRahigrants returning to Poland (from
any country) between 2004 and first quarter of 2308round 580,000. It is also possible
that EU8 citizens who migrated to the UK in thestfiplace may move to other destinations
within the EU.

Most studies find that in the UK the majority oJ& immigrants come from Poland
(67%), followed by Slovakia (10%) and Lithuania (P%ith less than 1,000 applicants
coming from Slovenia (see e.g. Blanchflower and tcan2008; Home Office 2009). These
immigrants are young (78% are between 18 and 3 ya&faage), male (56%) and have no
dependents (82%), see the Home Office (Home Ofi2@9). Most settled down in East
Anglia and West and East Midlands, and work for gerary employment agencies, at
relatively low hourly wages (70% earn from £4.509%per hour), see Blanchflower and
Lawton (2008) and take jobs in hospitality and gatg agriculture, manufacturing and food

processing industries (Home Office 2009).
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Using the LFS Drinkwater et al. (2009) compare ignants arrived to the UK pre-
and post- enlargement. The proportion of male ignamits increases after enlargement; as
well as the proportion of those with higher levet education, although with some
differences between Polish and other EU8 immigraritamigrants arrived after 2004 are
more likely to be self-employed, but earn on averggs than their counterparts who arrived
before May 2004. Interestingly, the geographidatribution of immigrants arrived after
2004 is much more even across UK regions, with emhower proportion settling in London
(Drinkwater et al. 2009). The results by Drinkwaet al. (2009) seem to suggest that
immigrants from EUS8 countries arrived in the UK dref 2004, when restriction to
immigration were still in place, may be more pogly self-selected than those arriving after
2004, when free movement is allowed. Qualitativalgses of Polish communities in the UK
show large heterogeneity among recent immigraptsexample in their knowledge of the
English language, leads to their different outconmeshe labour market (Fomina 2009).
Those with poor or very basic knowledge of Englistcept less favourable working
conditions, basic jobs sometimes below their gicalifons, and are in general less optimistic
about their future in the UK.

3. Data and methods

3.1. The British Labour Force Survey

Similarly to previous studies (e.g. Gilpin et aD0®; Blanchflower and Shadforth 2009;
Drinkwater et al. 2009), the main data used for analysis is the British Labour Force
Survey (UK LFS). The UK LFS is a survey of houddsownhich collects a large amount of
information on individuals aged 16 and over livisigprivate addresses in the UK (including
country of birth, and length of stay in the UK),eih labour market status, and job
characteristics.

Although it is a very comprehensive dataset, th€ UFS has no focus on
immigration and immigrants may be underrepreseirteithe survey if they are less likely
than the general population to live at private addes (e.g. Gilpin et al. 2006; Drinkwater et
al. 2009), and it is likely that as the proportminmmigrants living in the UK increases, the
probability of their inclusion in the survey incees as well. Despite this drawback the UK
LFS has been widely used in the literature to a®abifferent aspects of immigration and is

particularly useful when we want to compare immmgsato British people since it provides



reach information on the characteristics of immigsatheir labour market status and their
jobs which cannot be found in administrative datehsas the WRS.

The UK LFS is collected quarterly and has a rotatpanel structure in which
individuals are interviewed for up to five successiquarters. To reduce problems of
attrition, which may affect natives and immigradtferently, we focus on men and women
in working age (16-59/64) responding to the firderview and use data from 1997, since this
is the first year in which questions on wages aied also in the first interview, and up to
2010. There is another reason to use data frori: 5#9ce we aim to compare EU8 to EU15
immigrants, we need to start our analysis at a ldage than the last enlargement previous to
2004: Austria, Sweden and Finland joined the EW1995. Finally, since the number of
immigrants in the UK LFS from EU8 countries bef@@97 is almost zero, there is no gain in
adding earlier data.

Finally, since our aim is to compare differentagmf EU immigrants to White British
people, we exclude from the analysis all peoplenbiora non-EU country and non-white

White British people.

3.2. Models for the analysis of Eastern European immigrants in the UK
We start by graphically analysing trends in the hamof immigrants from EU15 and EU8
countries as captured in the UK LFS. We then camgascriptive statistics of the individual
and job characteristics of these two types of inmamts in the UK compared to white British
people (Sub-section 4.1).

In Sub-section 4.2 we use a multinomial probit elotb analyse the patterns of
location of immigrants across the nine English Goreent Office Regions, plus Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland, and whether this difeeross types of EU immigrants:

yi*t = xiﬁlj +Tl i'ﬁzj t & (1)

Where we model the probability of individualliving in regionr at timet via the latent
variable yrt. The error terms;; are i.i.d. and follow a multivariate normal dibuition. The

probability of observing individualin regionr is the probability thayi, > iy for eachj #r.
Among the explanatory variables we include indialdand household characteristic§) (
such as sex, marital status, whether there arendepe children in the household, dummies

for qualification level, and dummies for quartedayear of the interview (the effect of the
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recession is therefore picked up by the year dusimieThe models also include four
dummies for the type of immigrantl(): whether born in one of the other EU15 countries,
with UK born used as reference group; whether orane of the EU8 countries; whether
born in one of the other EU15 countries and arrivethe UK on or after enlargement (May
2004); and whether born in one of the EU8 countaed arrived in the UK on or after
enlargement. These last four dummies should hsl@nalyse whether immigrants from
Eastern Europe behave in a systematically diffeveay than immigrants from Western
Europe, and whether those arrived after enlargeniffiat from those arrived before.

In Sub-section 4.3 we then analyse how immigraetsorm in the labour market.
We analyse whether new immigrants are more likelgdme to the UK to study rather than
work by focusing on their activity status. We carpthe activity status of EU immigrants
to that of white British people by means of a nmdtnial probit model similar to equation
(2). In this case, however, the latent variabferseto the probability that the main labour
market status of the person interviewed is eitleéiv@, student, or another type of inactivity
status. Again, the model only includes people mrkng age and, because of different
incentives and behaviours between the sexes, tlielsare estimated separately for men
and women. Hence, among the explanatory variafhleg exclude sex but now include age,
number of years spent in the UK (age for UK bomdl @ummies for region of residence.
The variables il; remain unchanged.

For those immigrants who are active in the labuoarket we analyse the propensity to
be in paid employment, self-employed, or unemplogethpared to White British people.
Once again we estimate a multinomial probit modebsately for men and women, in which
the explanatory variables are the same as in tinatgstatus model.

We then go one step further to analyse whether Ew8igrants tend to concentrate
in certain industries. Hence, for those immigrantso are in a paid job we model their
probability of working in one of seven main indiesst Also in this case we use a
multinomial probit model, which we estimate sepalsator men and women, and in which
the explanatory variables are the same as in ttatacstatus model. A similar analysis of
the occupational status of EU immigrants compaceWhite British people is not possible
since changes in the occupational classificatioBG@1 reduces significantly the number of
observations, especially for EU8 immigrants arribedfbre the 2004 enlargement.

To get insights on the quality of the jobs takgnBY immigrants compared to those
taken by White British people, we estimate binargbt models for the probability of

holding a temporary job (instead of a permanent witle no fixed end); the probability of
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holding a part-time job (i.e. working less than 3@urs per week); and the probability of
having a second job. The models are estimatedaepafor men and women and use the
same explanatory variables as in the activity statodel. Finally, we compare wages of EU
immigrants and of White British people. The depardvariable is the log of hourly wages
and the model is estimated by means of OLS separ&te men and women. The

explanatory variables are the same as in the gcstatus model, but with the addition of the
square of age, years of job tenure, a dummy foseheorking part-time, and a dummy for

temporary jobs.

3.3. The European Labour Force Survey

For the second part of our analysis we use thepgeamo LFS in addition to the UK LFS. The
EU LFS is a harmonised dataset which provides datandividual and labour market
characteristics of people living in the 25 Europeanntries. Although the structure of the
EU LFS is very similar to that of the UK LFS, besawf the harmonisation, the data are
often less detailed (for example, in the EU LF& ihot possible to identify each country of
birth, but only the larger area, e.g. EU non-EU).

We use the EU LFS to analyse the individual charatics as well as selected labour
market and job characteristics of people in theigio country compared to those who
migrate to the UK. Hence, when using the EU LFSdeeot analyse migrants, but natives
of that EU15 or EU8 country. In this paper we tls® EU LFS for Ireland, Germany and
Poland since these represent the main groups ofmtigrants into the UK. Because of data
availability on the other variables, we focus omgarison on respondents’ labour market
status, their probability of holding a temporary,jgheir probability of working part-time,
and of holding a second job. Unfortunately, wagdre not available in the EU LFS.

3.4. Models used for the comparison with peoplein their country of origin
To complete the analysis of who migrates to the WK,compare descriptive statistics of the
individual and job characteristics of Irish, Gerrmaand Polish immigrants in the UK with the
average individual and job characteristics of refeople in Ireland, Germany and Poland.
Hence, we have three very different types of imamgs: Ireland is a traditional sending
country for the UK because of it geographical anlducal proximity. Germany is one of the
largest EU15 countries, while Poland is one ofiéingest EU8 countries.

To compare labour market status and job charatitexiacross the different countries,

we use the EU LFS to estimate models similar taagqgan (1) for the dependent variables of
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interest, separately by country and for men and &uom As already mentioned, the

dependent variables used are labour market starigrobability of holding a temporary job,

the probability of working part-time, and of holdim second job. As explanatory variables
in X; we can include only age, a dummy for those whoraagried, education and year

dummies. These models allow us to compute theghibities of the different outcomes for

Irish people in Ireland, German people in Germamg Polish people in Poland, which we
compare with the outcomes of similar Irish, Gernaad Polish people who migrated to the
UK.

For the comparison we use the UK LFS to estimiadas models — using the same
explanatory variables — separately by gender anttifh, German, and Polish immigrant in
the UK. The analysis of other nationalities is possible at this stage given the low number
of observations for other EU immigrants in the URS.

4. Empirical results

4.1. Who migrated from European countries into the UK?

We start our analysis by looking at trends in tlhenher of EU immigrants into the UK.
Figure 1 shows the evolution of the number of Edf®8 EU8 immigrants from 1997 to 2010
in the UK LFS; the left part of the figure showsagerly data, while the right part of the
figure aggregates the quarters by calendar yeatigtsts weighted using sample weights
show similar patterns). The number of EU8 citizensomparatively small before the 2004
enlargement but shows a sharp increase since itldeqirarter of 2004. This trend persists
until 2007, after which it stabilises until 2009ppably because of the economic downturn in
the UK. Clearly, being this the stock of immigmsnit does not give any clear indication on
whether changes in trends are due to an increatigeeimumber of immigrants leaving the
UK, a decrease in the number of newcomers, or bbithany case, the 2007 change in trend
is most probably the result of the less favouraéeroeconomic conditions in the UK, and
relatively good economic prospects in the largégshe EU8 country, Poland, which is the
main sending country of EU8 immigrants. In 2016 ttumber of immigrants from EUS8

countries seems to start increasing again.

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE
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In contrast, the stock of immigrants from EU15 minies remains almost unchanged
until 2010, when it shows a gradual increase. Ih02the stock of immigrants from EU8
countries is close to the stock of immigrants frive rest of the EU15 countries.

As already mentioned, and in line with previousdsts (e.g. Blanchflower and
Lawton 2008) most EU8 immigrants in the UK comenir@oland (69%), followed by
Lithuania (10%) and Slovakia (8%). Among the EW8imtries, Slovenia and Hungary send
the smallest number of immigrants. These propestianly partially reflect differences in the
size of the population of the sending countries.ithvé population of almost 39 million,
Poland is overrepresented among EU8 immigranteenJK, while with 10 million citizens
each the Czech Republic and Hungary are underepexs among EU8 immigrants in the
UK. This can be explained by the macroeconomigsibn of the sending countries: Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia have the lowest Gpd#? capita in 2005 and high
unemployment rate, which varies from 17% in Polan@% in Latvia.

When we focus on the number of recent immigrantsy have arrived in the UK at
most two years before their UK LFS first intervieve can have an idea of changes in the
influx of new immigrants. These are shown in Feggdr In the UK LFS the stock of EU8
immigrants recently arrived in the UK increasesrglyafrom the second half of 2004, peaks
at the end of 2006 and then starts decreasingthdrsecond half of 2009 the number of
recently arrived EU8 immigrants starts growing agaiAgain, these trends are in contrast
with what we can observe for EU15 countries: thenber of recently arrived immigrants

from EU15 countries is much more stable than foBEDuntries.
FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

These descriptive statistics show that the 2004 éBlargement had a significant
impact on the number of immigrants from EU8 cowstri The data also suggests that EU8
migrants are responsive to the macroeconomic dondiin the UK: the economic downturn
has reduced the number of new comers for certailogse but worsening macroeconomic
conditions in the rest of the EU may have madelikdabour market again more attractive
than that in the sending countries.

Descriptive statistics for individual characteaast of EU15 and EU8 immigrants

compared to white British people are shown in Table The table suggests that EU8

® EUROSTAT,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?&bekinit=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tec00114
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immigrants are on average younger (32 years olal) their EU15 counterparts (40 years
old), and than white British people (39 years oltlot only immigrants from EU8 countries
are younger; consistent with the previous litematiney are also more likely to be single and
to have less dependent children than White Briiesbtple.

The comparison of the level of education is naightforward as more than 50% of
immigrants from EU8 have ‘other’ types of educatiarich probably reflects the different
educational systems in EU8 countries. As a re&lW immigrants are underrepresented in
all other education levels compared to both Whitédh people, and EU15 immigrants.

London is the most popular destination for immigsa 26% of EU8 and 27% of
EU15 respondents live there, compared to 7.7% até&\British people. Nevertheless, there
seem to be a relatively high concentration of E@8gbe in Yorkshire and in the South East
of England. There are also visible differencesaivour market outcomes among the three
groups: 69% of working age EU8 immigrants have @ pab compared to 64% of White
British people and 61% of EU15 immigrants. Accaoglio the UK LFS self-employment is
less common among EU8 immigrants than among othércEzens. Moreover EUS8
immigrants are more likely to be unemployed and lély to be inactive than white British
and EU15 immigrants. Only 15% of EU-8 work panti, compared to 25% of white British
people and 22% of EU15 immigrants; furthermore EWBmigrants seem to be
overrepresented in temporary jobs.

EU8 immigrants also select differently into indiest: they seem more likely to work
in manufacturing, construction, hotels and restaiistaand transport. At the same time they
seem underrepresented in the financial servicespahtic sector. Although the figures on
occupations are based on small numbers, they aretmeless interesting from a descriptive
point of view. Almost 38% of EU8 immigrants workgirn the UK have jobs in elementary
occupations, with further 18% working as plant andchine operators. A very small
proportion of immigrants work as mangers and seaificials (4% in comparison to 15% of
white British, and 18% of EU15 immigrants). Thegeeven sector and occupations
distributions of EU8 immigrants together with thehort job tenures, and relatively young
ages leads to remarkably different hourly wagesawerage Eastern Europeans earn £7.57
per hour, while white British people earn around £Er hour, and immigrants from EU15

even more — around £11.27 per hour.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE
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These findings are in line with the earlier stediEU8 immigrants are a “new pool of
labour that has been broadly welcomed by the ntgjofiBritish employers who prior to the
current economic downturn struggled to fill suchtydi dangerous and dull jobs” (Favell
2008). However more robust multivariate models @eeded to analyse the relationship

between the characteristics of EU immigrants aed thbour market outcomes.

4.2. Where do European immigrants locate within the UK?

Table 2 shows the marginal effects of the multiredrprobit model estimating the region of

residence of EU immigrants compared to white Brifigople. The table, which only shows
the marginal effects of the dummies referring te thipe of immigrant, shows almost all

negative marginal effects for EU15 and EU8 immigganThis suggests that on average
EU15 and EU8 immigrants concentrate in London, whecthe reference category, and its
surrounding area, comprising East Anglia and thst ®é the South East. However, there
seem to be important differences between EU8 imanigrarriving after the enlargement and
all other EU immigrants. With almost all positivearginal effects, Table 2 suggests that
EU8 immigrants arrived after May 2004 are more @ispd across UK regions — and less

concentrated in London — than all other immigramtd white British people.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

In particular, EU8 immigrants arrived after 200re anore likely to locate in the
Midlands and North West, and much less likely toate in the Rest of the South East.
Immigrants arrived after 2004 seem also more likilylocate in Scotland and Wales
compared to those arrived before 2004.

4.3. Activity status and type of jobs done by European immigrants into the UK

Table 3 shows the marginal effects for being eithstudent or in a different inactivity status,
compared to being active in the labour market. u@wl (1) shows the results for men, while
Column (2) shows the results for women.

The table suggests that there are no substaiffedethces in labour market activity of

EU15 immigrants compared to white British peopléhose immigrants from EU8 countries
arrived after the 2004 enlargement, however, anepeaoatively less likely to be inactive than
white British people: male are 2.8 percentage poless likely to be student and 9.6

percentage points less likely to be in anothertiniig status; for female these propensities
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are 3.6 and 6.2. Hence, it appears that EU8 inanigrcome to the UK for work-related

rather than study-related reasons.

TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

The marginal effects for being either self-empbby& unemployed as opposed to
being in a paid job are shown in Table 4; Columnhf¢t men, and Column (2) for women.
The table suggests that men from EU15 countriesnarginally (only 1.4 percentage points)
more likely to be unemployed than white British pkeo those arrived after 2004 are 7.7
percentage points less likely to be self-employehtthose arrived before (and than white
British people). On the other hand, immigrantsrfr&U8 countries are much more likely
(13.2 percentage points) to be self-employed thdutewBritish people, although those
arrived after 2004 are much less likely to be sefiployed than those arrived before 2004.
The combination of these two coefficients suggéstt immigrants from EUS8 countries
arrived after 2004 are slightly less likely thanitelBritish people to be self-employed.

Interestingly, EU8 immigrants arrived after 2004ow systematically different
patterns of activity than those arrived before: ooly they are 19.3 percentage points less
likely to be self-employed; they are also 3.6 petage points less likely to be unemployed.

The results for women show a similar pattern: mgaihile on average women from
EUS8 countries are more likely to be self-employ2® (percentage points), those arrived after
2004 are much less likely to be self-employed fe®entage points).

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

Do EU immigrants take jobs in the same industasswhite British people? The
marginal effects for the propensity of working iretdifferent types of industries are shown
in Table 5. The top part of the table shows restdt men, while the bottom part shows
results for women. Compared to white British mER15 immigrant men are slightly less
likely to work in manufacturing, but slightly motiely to work in distribution hotels and
restaurants, and in the public sector. Theserdiftes, however, are small and around 2
percentage points only. Immigrant men from EU8ntoes, however, are significantly more
likely than white British men to work in construmti (13.7 percentage points) and
significantly less likely to work in transport (7pkrcentage points). Differences also emerge

when we focus on immigrant men arrived after th@&2@nlargement. Those from EU15
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countries are more likely to work in manufacturewgd transport, but less likely to work in
construction. Those from EU8 countries arrive@rai004 are also more likely to work in
manufacturing and less likely to work in constranti They are also more likely to work in
financial services and less likely to work in theopic sector.

Among women, those from EU15 countries are shghéss likely to work in
transport (about 2 percentage points), while théteen EU8 countries are about 10
percentage points more likely to work in distriloatinotels and restaurants, and almost 10
percentage points less likely to work in the pulskctor compared to white British women.
Again, those arrived after the 2004 enlargemeninsieeshow a different distribution across
industries than their counterpart arriving befo@®£2 Women from EU15 countries arrived
in the UK after 2004 are more likely to work in struction and in distribution hotels and
restaurants, while women from EU8 countries whoved after 2004 are more likely to work
in construction, financial services, but less hkdb work in distribution hotels and

restaurants, and in the public sector.

TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

Overall, these results suggest that EU immigraarid white British people are
distributed differently across industries, thus gpoly pointing to industrial segregation
across groups of workers, depending not only oir gender, but especially on their country
of origin.

Table 6 focuses on employment characteristics asclwhether the job is temporary
in Column (1), whether the job is part-time in Gulu (2), and whether the respondent holds
a second job in Column (3). The table does notvsdiay significant difference in these three
types of employment characteristics between EU gnamts and white British people.
Differences emerge only when looking at peoplevadiafter 2004. EU15 immigrants
arrived after 2004 are comparatively less likelgrttwhite British people to hold a second
job, while women from EU15 countries who arriveteaf2004 are more likely than white
British people to hold a temporary job. EUS8 imnaigis arriving after 2004 are less likely

than white British people to hold a temporary job.

TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE
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Finally, Table 7 shows wage differentials betweenite British people and the
different types of EU immigrants. Immigrants froBlJ15 countries do not show and
significant difference in hourly wages comparedatoite British people; men from EU15
countries who arrived after 2004, however, do seetmave slightly higher wages than white
British men. Immigrants from EU8 countries, howeaarn lower wages than white British
people. EU8 men earn on average about 8p lessquerthan white British people; if they
arrived in the UK after 2004 they suffer an adaiibwage penalty of almost 15p per hour.
EU8 women earn around 25p less per hour than vBritessh women, but there does not

seem any additional wage penalty for those wheedrin the UK after 2004.

TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE

In summary, our results show that there are sggamt differences not only between
EU immigrants and white British people, but alsbaBEn immigrants from EU15 and from
EUS8 countries. These differences relate to alketspanalysed here: from the activity and
employment status to the type of jobs immigrantd white British people do. Furthermore,
our models show often large differences, especfalfeU8 immigrants, between those who

arrived in the UK before and after the 2004 enlarget.

4.4. How do European immigrantsin the UK compare to people in the country of origin?
How do Irish, German and Polish people who haveateg to the UK compare to those who
remained in the country of origin? Table 8 compalee employment characteristics of a
representative person who is 30 years of age, hasdaum level of education, is not married
and has no dependent children. The representagirnson who has migrated to the UK lives
in London, and the reference year is 2009, i.eea gharacterised by downturn in the UK.
Among Irish people, the representative person m@ng in Ireland is much more
likely to be unemployed than that who migratedne UK, has a higher probability of being
in a part-time job, and have a higher probabilitgspecially for men — to hold a second job.
For a man the probability of holding a temporarthea than a permanent job is higher if he
remains in Ireland, while for a woman the prob#&pitif holding a temporary job is higher if
she migrated to the UK. The probability of beirdf-employed does not seem to vary across
the two countries. Among German people, the pritibabf being self-employed, as well as
the probability of being unemployed is larger foemremaining in Germany, while among

German women the probability of being self-emploigetigher for those who migrate to the
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UK, while the probability of being unemployed isoaib the same in both countries. The
probability of holding a temporary rather than anpagnent job is higher for those remaining
in Germany and, for women, the probability of holglia part-time job is higher if she
remains in Germany. The probability of having aos®l job is about the same in both

countries.

TABLE 8 ABOUT HERE

The representative Polish person — men or womas rmore likely to be self-
employed but also unemployed if he remains in Rblarhose remaining in Poland also have
a much higher probability of holding a temporardy jihan those who migrated to the UK.
The probability of holding a part-time job is highler a Polish men remaining in Poland
(rather than migrating), and for a Polish woman whmrated to the UK (rather than
remaining in Poland). Finally, Polish men remagnin Poland are also more likely to hold a
part-time job than those who move to the UK; fomvem, the difference between migrating

and remaining in Poland is minor.

5. Summary and conclusions

In this paper we describe changes in immigrati@mfrEuropean countries into the UK
following the 2004 EU enlargement. We show tha 2004 enlargement represents a
turning point for the UK, characterised by a fagtrease in immigration from EU8 countries,
and that the increasing trend seems to stop duhegrecent recession. The number of
immigrants from EUL15 countries, instead, remairetingely stable over the whole period.
Immigrants from EUS8 countries are significantlyffelient than immigrants from

EU15 countries, and that those who arrived after2004 enlargement differ significantly
from those arrived before. In contrast to EU15 aadlier EU8 immigrants, new EUS8
immigrants are less likely to locate to London amoke evenly spread across regions in the
UK. They are comparatively more likely to be aetin the labour market — as opposed to
students or inactive — and to be in paid employnaewt less likely to be self-employed or
inactive. Their distribution across industriesaiso different from that of white British
people and other types of immigrants; they are ldsdy to work part-time but earn

substantially lower wages.
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We also find substantial differences between pewplo migrate to the UK and those

who remain in the country of origin.
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Tablesand Figures

Table 1: Descriptive statistics (no weights)

White British EU15 Immigrants EU8 Immigrants
Proportion/ Proportion/ Proportion/
Obs. Average Obs. Average Obs. Average
Female 802533 0.492 18670 0.532 5165 0.525
Age 802533 39 18670 40 5165 32
Years in the UK 18063 22 5128 5
Arrived after 2004 18670 0.062 5165 0.670
Married 798465 0.524 18569 0.513 5139 0.439
Dependent children 801269 0.457 18626  0.409 5164 0.415
High education 768238 0.335 17845 0.342 5045 0.181
Medium education 768238 0.312 17845 0.185 5045 0.068
Low education 768238 0.273 17845 0.212 5045 0.203
Other types of education 768238 0.084 17845 0.264 5045 0.548
In paid employment 802533 0.641 18670  0.609 5165 0.696
Self-employed 802533 0.091 18670 0.100 5165 0.084
Gov. training programmes 802533 0.005 18670  0.005 5165 0.002
Unemployed 802533 0.043 18670 0.042 5165 0.051
Inactive 802533  0.049 18670 0.060 5165 0.042
Hourly wage 379691 9.99 8409 11.27 2750 7.57
Years job tenure 502555 7.697 11248 6.284 3551 2.258
Part-time job 695859 0.250 15980 0.228 4563  0.158
Temporary job 514073 0.052 11365 0.076 3575 0.122
Public sector job 588966 0.240 13259 0.226 4017 0.068
Agriculture and energy 556252 0.029 12397 0.019 3778 0.030
Manufacturing 556252 0.162 12397 0.134 3778  0.250
Construction 556252 0.086 12397  0.077 3778 0.102
Hotels 556252  0.201 12397  0.203 3778 0.273
Transport 556252 0.074 12397 0.074 3778  0.093
Financial services 556252 0.157 12397  0.193 3778 0.128
Public sector 556252 0.290 12397  0.300 3778 0.124
Managers and senior officials 394272 0.149 8917 0.178 3823 0.038
Professional occupations 394272 0.120 8917 0.178 3823  0.045
Associate prof. technical 394272 0.138 8917  0.157 3823 0.048
Admin. and secretarial 394272 0.125 8917 0.094 3823 0.058
Skilled trades occupations 394272 0.121 8917 0.088 3823 0.146
Personal services 394272 0.081 8917 0.074 3823 0.074
Sales and customer
services 394272 0.077 8917  0.057 3823  0.039
Process, plant and
machine operatives 394272 0.078 8917  0.063 3823 0.183
Elementary occupations 394272 0.111 8917 0.112 3823 0.368
North East 802533 0.058 18670 0.023 5165 0.022
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Yorkshire and
the Humber

East Midlands
East Anglia
London

Rest of South East
South West

West Midlands
North West

Wales

Scotland

Northern Ireland

802533
802533
802533
802533
802533
802533
802533
802533
802533
802533
802533

0.093
0.075
0.038
0.077
0.187
0.082
0.088
0.115
0.053
0.095
0.039

18670
18670
18670
18670
18670
18670
18670
18670
18670
18670
18670

0.054
0.050
0.037
0.275
0.222
0.072
0.060
0.074
0.029
0.056
0.047

5165
5165
5165
5165
5165
5165
5165
5165
5165
5165
5165

0.086
0.087
0.053
0.264
0.158
0.055
0.064
0.069
0.028
0.073
0.041
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Table 2: Region of residence

Reference: 1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
London North East Yorkshire and the Humbetast Midlands East AngliaRest of South EastSouth West
EU15 -0.041* -0.035* -0.021* 0.002 0.059* 0.001
(0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
EUS8 -0.039* -0.019 -0.017 0.016* 0.078* -0.026*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.005) (0.010) (0.010)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004  -0.011 -0.015 0.011 0.024* -0.015 -0.051*
(0.011) (0.011) (0.009) (0.005) (0.012) (0.011)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 -0.009 0.021 0.042* 0.002 -0.105* 0.006
(0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.006) (0.013) (0.010)
(") (8) (9) (10) (11)
West Midlands North West Wales Scotland Northern Ireland
EU15 -0.018* -0.029* -0.022* -0.037*
(0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003)
EU8 -0.040* -0.070* -0.044* -0.026*
(0.010) (0.012) (0.009) (0.010)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004  -0.040* 0.005 0.007 0.040*
(0.012) (0.012) (0.008) (0.010)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 0.028* 0.049* 0.027* 0.029*
(0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.011)
Observations 789,916 Log likelihood -1875153

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; stiard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%jgnificant at 1%. Other explanatory variablasmenies for women;
married; whether dependent children; dummies fadioma, low, other qualification; dummies for quag@nd year
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Table 3: Activity status

1) (2)
Reference: Active Men Women
Student Other inactive Student Other inactive
EU15 0.002 0.011 0.006 0.010
(0.003) (0.006) (0.004) (0.007)
EUS -0.009 0.040* -0.009 0.027
(0.007) (0.014) (0.007) (0.015)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 0.009 -0.013 0.011 .04@
(0.005) (0.019) (0.006) (0.018)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 -0.028* -0.096* -0893 -0.062*
(0.007) (0.017) (0.007) (0.016)
Observations 397,815 387,487
Log likelihood -166046 -231970

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; stkard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%jgnificant
at 1%. Other explanatory variables: age; yearthén UK (age for natives); dummies for women; malrie
whether dependent children; dummies for medium, lotlver qualification; dummies for regions, quastand
year

Table 4: Employment status

1) (2)
Reference: In paid employment Men Women
Self-employed Unemployed Self-employed Unemployed
EU15 0.010 0.014* 0.004 -0.004
(0.008) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
EU8 0.132* 0.018 0.029* -0.014
(0.016) (0.011) (0.010) (0.009)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 -0.077* 0.009 -0.005 -0.004
(0.023) (0.011) (0.013) (0.009)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 -0.193* -0.036* -0395 -0.011
(0.018) (0.012) (0.011) (0.009)
Observations 328,305 282,526
Log likelihood -203744 -116873

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; stkard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%jgnificant
at 1%. Other explanatory variables: age; yearthénUK (age for natives); dummies for women; malrie
whether dependent children; dummies for medium, lotlver qualification; dummies for regions, quastand
year
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Table 5: Industry

Men 1) 2 3 4 ®) (6)
Ref: Agriculture, energy Manufacturing Construction Distribution hotels restaurants  Fimalrgervices Transport  Public sector
EU15 -0.023 0.006 0.017 0.010 -0.014 0.017
(0.009) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008)
EU8 -0.001 0.137* -0.020 -0.024 -0.071* -0.028
(0.024) (0.017) (0.020) (0.017) (0.020) (0.021)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004  0.077* -0.124* -0.009 0.007 0.053* -0.005
(0.025) (0.025) (0.020) (0.018) (0.018) (0.020)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 0.163* -0.161* 0.008 0.071* -0.011 -0.064*
(0.024) (0.017) (0.020) (0.017) (0.021) (0.023)
Observations 294,210 Log likelihood -522628
Women 1) 2) 3 4) ®)
Ref: Agriculture energy manufacturing  ConstructioBistribution hotels restaurants Financial services Transport Public sector
EU15 -0.001 0.017 0.006 -0.019 -0.006
(0.007) (0.010) (0.005) (0.009) (0.012)
EU8 0.021 0.106* -0.008 -0.026 -0.096*
(0.015) (0.019) (0.010) (0.017) (0.024)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 0.043 0.052 -0.010 -0.012 -0.054
(0.017) (0.023) (0.011) (0.020) (0.028)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 0.108* -0.047 0.029* -0.019 -0.082*
(0.015) (0.019) (0.009) (0.018) (0.026)
Observations 252,258 Log likelihood -336762

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; stiard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%,dgnificant at 1%. Other explanatory variablege;ayears in the UK
(age for natives); dummies for women; married; Wwhetlependent children; dummies for medium, loWwepgualification; dummies for regions, quarterd gear
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Table 6: Employment characteristics

1) (2) 3)
Temporary job Part-time job Second job
Men Women Men Women Men Women
EU15 -0.002 -0.010 0.001 0.019 -0.003 0.005
(0.005) (0.006) (0.006) (0.010) (0.004) (0.005)
EU8 0.007 0.011 0.005 0.024 -0.010 0.011

(0.011) (0.010) (0.014) (0.020) (0.011) (0.011)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 0.013 0.045* 0.004 .01@ -0.032 -0.043

(0.009) (0.010) (0.014) (0.024) (0.015) (0.017)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 0.018 0.012 -0.040*0.151* -0.010 -0.020

(0.011) (0.010) (0.014) (0.022) (0.012) (0.011)

Observations 255,341 249,526 356,220 328,126 368,269,181
Log likelihood -46635  -53805  -98897 -204019 -4250456443

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; stkard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%jgnificant
at 1%. Other explanatory variables: age; yearthén UK (age for natives); dummies for women; malrie
whether dependent children; dummies for medium, lotlver qualification; dummies for regions, quastand
year

Table 7: Wages

(1) (2)
Men Women
EU15 -0.000 -0.016
(0.013) (0.012)
EU8 -0.083 -0.255*
(0.034) (0.025)
Dummy for EU15 entering UK on or after 2004 0.068 -0.029
(0.032) (0.028)
Dummy for EU8 entering UK on or after 2004 -0.148* 0.034
(0.034) (0.026)
R2 0.412 0.416
Observations 179,330 187,030

Standard errors in parenthesis; + Significant af 5%ignificant at 1%. Other explanatory variablage; years

in the UK (age for natives); years of tenure in fbb; dummies for women; married; whether dependent
children; part-time; temporary job; dummies for noed, low, other qualification; dummies for regions,
quarters and year
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Table 8: Comparison with people remaining in thentoy of origin

(1) 2)
Men Women

Ireland UK Ireland UK
Prob. self-employed 0.096 0.096 0.005 0.002
Prob. unemployed 0.161 0.108 0.045 0.022
Prob. temporary job 0.119 0.038 0.128 0.207
Prob. part-time job 0.149 0.021 0.310 0.198
Prob. second job 0.024 0.041 0.010 0.013

Germany UK Germany UK
Prob. self-employed 0.021 0.007 0.007 0.020
Prob. unemployed 0.034 0.022 0.020 0.020
Prob. temporary job 0.207 0.068 0.214 0.116
Prob. part-time job 0.111 0.140 0.283 0.133
Prob. second job 0.027 0.027 0.040 0.042

Poland UK Poland UK
Prob. self-employed 0.088 0.018 0.033 0.002
Prob. unemployed 0.119 0.022 0.116 0.012
Prob. temporary job 0.448 0.092 0.501 0.071
Prob. part-time job 0.077 0.017 0.134 0.178
Prob. second job 0.057 0.018 0.036 0.033

Probabilities referring to a representative pensto is 30 years of age, has a medium level of geéugas not
married and has no dependent children. The repiesee person who has migrated to the UK livekaondon,
and the reference year is 2009, i.e. a year cleisetl by downturn in the UK.

25



T T T
00000ST 000000T 000005
sjuelBlww| Jo Jaqunn

T
S
o
N

T T T T
000007 00000€ 00000C 00000T
spuelBiwwy Jo JquinyN

year

quarter

Tot EU15 Immigrants
Tot EU8 Immigrants

Tot EU15 Immigrants
Tot EU8 Immigrants

Figure 1: Number ofimmigrants in the UK LFS (quarterly and yearly data
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Figure 2: Number of recemnmigrants(1-2 years) in the UK LFS (quarterly amérly data)
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