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Abstract
This paper examines why some Western European countries are more successful in
integrating immigrants into the labour market than others. Using data from the Pro-
gramme for the International Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC), we show
how the country-specific immigrant composition and context of reception contribute to
immigrants’ disadvantages across receiving countries. Because the data provide exten-
sive information about relevant characteristics that were often considered unobservable,
we can comprehensively model the immigrant composition in receiving countries. We
find considerable cross-country differences in immigrants’ disadvantages, both in terms
of employment and occupational status. Multivariate analyses highlight that a large part
of this variation is explained by differences in immigrant compositions, whereas we
find little evidence for context effects. Counterfactual simulations corroborate that the
extent to which countries succeed with integrating immigrants into the labour market
strongly depends on the composition of the immigrants that they receive.

Keywords Cross-national research . Immigrants . Labourmarket . Europe . PIAAC

Introduction

Europe receives almost one-third of the world’s immigrants. In total, the immigrant
population in European countries amounts to a remarkable 78 million (United Nations,
2017). Incorporating this large number of immigrants into the labour market is key for
successful integration into society and remains a challenge for receiving countries.
Several studies unequivocally document that immigrants are at a disadvantage in regard
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to their participation in and positioning on the labour market. In relation to natives,
immigrants have higher risks of unemployment, and those employed earn lower wages
and have lower-quality jobs (cf. Adsera & Chiswick, 2007; Algan et al., 2010;
Ballarino & Panichella, 2018).

Across Western Europe, international comparisons suggest that these disadvantages
of immigrants on the labour market vary across countries. For example, immigrants’
chances of being employed and the quality of their jobs are relatively high in the United
Kingdom (UK), whereas immigrants in other countries are less prosperous (OECD,
2017; Eurostat, 2018). Thus, immigrants seem to be better integrated into the labour
market in some receiving countries than in others.

Understanding why immigrants’ disadvantages in the labour market are less severe
in some receiving countries than in others is crucial for identifying how ethnic
inequality can be effectively reduced. Researchers have put forward two broad strands
of explanations for the differences in immigrants’ labour market disadvantages across
receiving countries (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001; van Tubergen et al., 2004): (1) the
distinct compositions of immigrants in receiving countries, and (2) the distinct contexts
of reception that receiving countries provide. Differences in immigrant compositions
refer to the fact that immigrants in different receiving countries have different sets of
individual characteristics that are relevant for their labour market performance, whereas
differences in the context of reception refer to the institutional frameworks and societal
conditions in receiving countries that shape immigrants’ labour market prospects.

In this study, we shed new light on the question of why immigrants’ disadvantages
vary across countries. We contribute to this question in two ways. First, we model the
composition of immigrants in receiving countries more precisely than before, especially
with regard to their endowment with human capital. Second, we analyse the role of the
country-specific immigrant composition and the context of reception by simulating
counterfactual immigration scenarios. In our analyses, we distinguish between the
quantity and quality of labour and reveal gender-specific patterns.

We use internationally harmonized data from the Programme for the International
Assessment of Adult Competencies (PIAAC) by the Organization for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) to examine immigrants’ labour market disadvan-
tages in Western European receiving countries. Because the data provide extensive
information about relevant characteristics of immigrants that were often considered
“unobservable” in the past (cf. Borjas, 1987, 1994; van Tubergen et al., 2004), we can
comprehensively model the immigrant composition in receiving countries with regard
to human capital endowments. Beyond information about the respondents’ formal
qualifications, we consider their numeracy skills as a measure of cognitive ability,
and additionally account for their readiness to learn, host language usage, and years
since migration. By adding these compositional variables to our empirical models, we
can determine whether different levels of immigrant disadvantages in receiving coun-
tries go back to different immigrant compositions. From these insights, we can infer to
what extent immigrant compositions and contexts of reception affect immigrants’
labour market disadvantages across receiving countries.

Moreover, we apply counterfactual immigration scenarios that further illustrate why
the disadvantages incurred by immigrants vary across countries. Drawing on the rich
compositional data from PIAAC, we first determine immigrants’ disadvantages in
receiving countries. We then simulate immigrants’ disadvantages using counterfactual
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immigrant compositions; that is, we demonstrate the extent to which immigrants in
given countries would hypothetically be disadvantaged if these countries had received
immigrants with characteristics similar to those of immigrants residing in other coun-
tries. These counterfactual simulations make it possible to study, for example, whether
immigrants in the UK would still face lower levels of disadvantages if their composi-
tion was similar to that of immigrants in Northwestern Europe. In this way, we provide
novel insights into how country-specific immigrant compositions and contexts of
reception contribute to immigrants’ labour market integration.

In our empirical analyses, we consider labour market integration with respect to two
relevant outcomes. We study the chances of being employed, and the quality of employ-
ment in terms of occupational status according to the International Socio-Economic Index
(ISEI) of 2008. This distinction is crucial, because good employment prospects do not
necessarily come with good jobs. For example, jobs in the low-skilled sector allow
immigrants to find employment relatively easily but represent low status and mobility
traps (Wiley, 1967). Moreover, our analyses concern immigrants’ outcomes in relation to
the native-born population.We argue that in cross-country studies, analysing immigrants’
disadvantages rather than their absolute outcomes is appropriate given the differences in
baseline employment rates and occupational status across national labour markets.
Obviously, it makes a difference whether immigrants succeed with accessing jobs in a
country that generally provides for good employment prospects on the one hand, or in a
country marked by overall low employment on the other. Furthermore, we examine
immigrants’ disadvantages separately for each gender, because the positioning of men
and women on the labour market follows different patterns (van Tubergen et al., 2004).
Finally, our study is comprehensive in that it concerns all first-generation immigrants
across nineWestern European receiving countries, which are Belgium, Denmark, France,
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, and the UK.

The next chapter of this paper lays out the theoretical background of our study,
followed by the research hypotheses and empirical strategy. The paper will then go on
to introducing the data, variables and methods used in the empirical analyses. Next, the
empirical findings will be presented. The paper closes with a discussion of our research
and some concluding remarks.

Explaining Immigrants’ Disadvantages in the Labour Market

An essential explanation for immigrants’ inferior labour market positioning is that their
human capital endowments differ from those of the native population (Chiswick,
1979). To begin with, it is likely that immigrants from less developed countries will
have accumulated less human capital than natives. In fact, even immigrants from
developed countries may have different skill levels than natives, because some part
of human capital is country-specific and cannot be transferred from one country to
another (Chiswick & Miller, 2009; Kanas & van Tubergen, 2009). Moreover, immi-
grants’ foreign educational certificates may not signal the skills that employers in the
receiving country deem relevant (Lancee & Bol, 2017; Damelang et al., 2019). As a
result, immigrants will incur economic disadvantages in the receiving country.

To measure individual human capital endowments, empirical researchers typically
rely on standardized educational categories. But because the quality, quantity, content,
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and type of education vary across countries (Smith, 1995), individuals from different
countries who formally belong in the same educational category will often have quite
different skill sets in reality. Thus, even when immigrants’ qualifications are formally
similar to qualifications earned in the receiving country, they generate lower returns
nonetheless (cf. Zeng & Xie, 2004; Aleksynska & Tritah, 2013).1 Using data from
PIAAC that provide assessments of individuals’ actual skills, Prokic-Breuer and
McManus (2016) substantiate that within a given educational group, the actual skill
sets of immigrants and natives differ considerably.

Considering the discrepancy between formal qualifications and actual ability, we
refine our empirical analyses of immigrants’ disadvantages by introducing direct
measures of cognitive skills. These refined analyses will “provide a more realistic
estimate of immigrant-native disparities” (Prokic-Breuer & McManus, 2016, 412) in
labour market outcomes.

In our study, we also rely on data from PIAAC. These data go beyond formal levels of
education in that they provide cross-nationally harmonized measures for cognitive skills.
Moreover, they include information on individuals’ readiness to learn, host language
usage, and years sincemigration. These characteristics must be consideredwhen analysing
immigrants’ disadvantages because immigrants typically lack country-specific human
capital that is relevant for succeeding in the receiving labour market, such as language
skills and knowledge about the culture, institutions, and labour market of the receiving
country. During their stay in the receiving country, immigrants may improve their human
capital by acquiring country-specific skills and knowledge (Chiswick et al., 2005).

Distinct Immigrant Compositions in Receiving Countries

How immigrants fare in the labour market depends on macro factors that affect the
selection of immigrants and their human capital endowments (Borjas, 1987). We focus
on three factors that play a decisive role in the composition of immigrants in Western
European countries.

First, countries have quite different immigration histories. During the 1950s to
1970s, several Northwestern European countries recruited low-skilled guest workers
from Southern Europe and Turkey to meet their high demand for workers in labour-
intensive jobs. While these immigrants were originally expected to return to their home
countries, many of them stayed permanently. As a result, countries in Northwestern
Europe have high numbers of permanent immigrants with relatively low human capital
endowments. During the same period, former colonizers such as the UK, Belgium,
France, and the Netherlands started receiving substantial numbers of immigrants from
their former colonies (although Belgium, France, and the Netherlands were also
attracting guest workers around the same time). Due to their colonial hegemony—for
example, in terms of the languages, education systems, and skill requirements that they
established in their former colonies—their immigrants are more often equipped with
skills that are readily applicable (Castagnone et al., 2015). For these immigrants,
disadvantages in the receiving labour market will therefore be relatively moderate.

1 Empirically, many studies include information on country of origin to account for different levels of human
capital. This is a common approach, but does not adequately reflect the individual’s human capital
endowment.
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Second, countries have different levels of social inequality and welfare systems that
differ in their generosity and inclusiveness. Theories of immigrant self-selection predict
that these differences will attract immigrant groups of different skill levels. Highly
skilled individuals will find it attractive to immigrate to countries with a disperse
income distribution that allows them to generate high returns on their skills
(Haberfeld et al., 2011). Less skilled individuals, by contrast, will be attracted to
countries where earnings are more equally distributed and where more inclusive and
generous welfare states offer disadvantaged groups better protection against economic
difficulties (Koopmans, 2010).

Third, countries have different demands for low-skilled labour in the secondary
sector. In the secondary sector, immigrants can find work relatively easily because it
offers less favourable “dead end jobs” that natives tend to avoid (Portes & Rumbaut,
2006). In fact, for these types of jobs, employers prefer hiring immigrants, attributing
positive work ethics to them (MacKenzie & Forde, 2009). A high demand for low-
skilled labour therefore provides a pull-factor that will attract more low-skilled and
labour-oriented immigrants.

Following these theoretical considerations, the distinct composition of the immi-
grants that countries have attracted will determine how immigrants fare in the labour
market in relation to natives. Accordingly, we formulate an immigrant composition
hypothesis:

H1: Different levels of immigrant disadvantages in receiving countries are explained
by differences in immigrant compositions.

Among the receiving countries under investigation, the UK is marked by the most
disperse income distribution (OECD, 2015, 20) and the lowest public social expendi-
tures (OECD, 2016a, 109). Moreover, it has strong immigration ties with former
colonies that were then part of the British Empire and English is the lingua franca in
the world. According to theories of self-selection, immigrants in the UK should
therefore be highly skilled and particularly favourably composed overall. The countries
in Northwestern Europe, on the other hand, should have attracted more negatively
selected immigrant groups due to their more equally distributed income (OECD, 2015,
20), higher public social expenditures (OECD, 2016a, 109), and large guest worker
inflows. The Southern European countries Italy and Spain have much more recently
become immigration countries, with substantial inflows starting in the 1990s. Both
countries have a high demand for low-skilled labour and a large underground economy
where illegal economic transactions take place, which should stimulate low-skilled
immigration (Castagnone et al., 2015).

A closer look at the most frequent countries of birth of immigrants (OECD, 2017)
shows that, according to our theory, many immigrants residing in Belgium, France, the
Netherlands, Spain and the UK were born in former colonies and/or in countries with
the same mother tongue. Additionally, the categorisation of the most frequent countries
of birth of immigrants into developed and other countries (UN, 2020) shows that few
immigrants in Italy, Spain, and the Netherlands were born in developed countries,
followed by Denmark, the UK, and Germany, while in Belgium, France, and Norway,
several frequent countries of birth of immigrants belong to developed countries.

To sum up, due to the differences in immigrant attraction, the immigrant composi-
tion should be most favourable in the UK, while immigrants in other countries should
be more negatively selected, especially in Southern Europe. As a result, immigrants’
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labour market disadvantages should be lowest in the UK and highest in Southern
Europe, whereas Northwestern Europe should rank in between.

Country-Specific Contexts of Reception

In addition to the immigrant composition, it is argued that immigrants’ disadvantages
depend on characteristics of the receiving country that lead to different “modes of
incorporation” (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001) and affect immigrants’ economic perfor-
mance (Engelen, 2006). Below, we discuss three societal and labour market features of
receiving countries that we expect will have an immediate impact on immigrants’
labour market integration.

First, in countries with longer immigration histories, there are denser immigrant
networks that support newcomers in finding employment and specific integration
policies have been put in place to reduce immigrants’ disadvantages in the labour
market (Ballarino & Panichella, 2015). For example, these countries award longer-term
work permits and naturalization, or offer guidance and support, such as courses in the
host language (cf. Reitz, 2002). Moreover, the native population in old receiving
countries has more experience with immigrants. Hence, old immigration countries
should provide better opportunities for the labour market incorporation of immigrants
than new immigration countries.

Second, institutional approaches suggest that immigrants’ disadvantages will depend
on the regulation of the receiving labour market. More regulated labour markets are
characterized by rules and institutions that restrict market forces and volatility in favour
of long-term employment relationships. For example, employment protection legislation
may limit fixed-term or temporary employment contracts. In such settings, dissolving
employment contracts induces high costs for employers. Consequently, immigrants’
chances of getting hired are lower because risk-averse employers avoid hiring foreign-
trained candidates whose productivity they cannot reliably assess (Li, 2001). Moreover,
in regulated labour markets, educational credentials are particularly important for
individual career prospects. Because immigrants often lack native credentials, they are
less likely to succeed in the labour market (Damelang & Abraham, 2016). Additionally,
regulated labour markets hamper occupational mobility, which limits immigrants’
chances to improve their occupational status over time (Zorlu, 2016). As a result,
immigrants’ chances of getting hired and taking up occupations with high status are
said to be lower in regulated labour markets than in flexible ones (Kogan, 2006).

Third, the demand for low-skilled labour in the receiving country also directly affects
immigrants’ labour market integration. Because the low-skilled sector is typically orga-
nized in a rather flexible way, immigrants’ chances of accessing employment in this sector
are high, even in countries where the labour market is rather rigid overall (Kogan, 2006).
However, the low-skilled sector consists of low-paid and unstable jobs with few oppor-
tunities for mobility, and therefore bears a high risk of unfavourable segmentation.

Beyond immigrants’ individual characteristics, these country-specific contexts of
reception may contribute to differences in immigrants’ labour market disadvantages
across countries. If adjusting for individual characteristics does not fully explain the
cross-country differences in immigrants’ disadvantages, this indicates that the context
of reception directly affects immigrants’ labour market disadvantages. On the other
hand, if differences in immigrants’ individual characteristics fully explain the cross-
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country differences in immigrants’ disadvantages, this suggests that no context effects
remain once we consider immigrant compositions. Because we argue that both the
immigrant composition and the context of reception affect immigrants’ labour market
integration, some differences in immigrants’ disadvantages across countries should
persist even when controlling for individual characteristics. Accordingly, we formulate
a context of reception hypothesis:

H2: Different levels of immigrant disadvantages in receiving countries are explained
by the country-specific context of reception, net of immigrant compositions.

Among the receiving countries under consideration, the context of reception in the UK
is marked by a long immigration history and highly deregulated labour market, which
should foster immigrants’ labour market integration. Despite their long immigration
history, Northwestern European countries have more regulated labour markets that should
be less favourable for immigrants’ integration. The new immigrant countries in Southern
Europe have a large low-skilled sector and underground economy that supposedly provide
immigrants with easily accessible, yet unfavourable jobs (Reyneri & Fullin, 2011).

Given these differences in the context of reception, immigrants in the UK should
have lower disadvantages than immigrants in Northwestern Europe, whereas in South-
ern Europe, immigrants should have relatively high chances of accessing employment
but at the cost of lower occupational status.

Data, Variables, and Method

For the empirical analyses, we rely on data from the Survey of Adult Skills, which is
part of the OECD PIAAC (OECD, 2016b). In addition to extensive background
information, the survey includes direct measures of respondents’ cognitive skills. These
data make it possible to model the country-specific composition of immigrants with
respect to their level of education, cognitive abilities, readiness to learn, host language
usage, and years since migration. Because all data are harmonized cross-nationally and
provide information that is directly comparable across countries, they are ideal for
carrying out international comparisons.

We focus on receiving countries in Western Europe, for which we use data from the
first round of the survey in 2011/2012. Because we aim to analyse immigrants’
disadvantages in terms of employment and occupational status, our analytical samples
are restricted to respondents of working age (25 to 65 years) in countries where detailed
information on respondents’ current occupation is available. These countries are Bel-
gium, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, and the UK.

For the multivariate analyses, we form clusters of countries representing (1) North-
western Europe (Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, the Netherlands, and Norway),
(2) the UK, and (3) Southern Europe (Italy and Spain). Clustering the countries is
necessary to yield sufficient numbers of immigrants for analysis in each group of
countries. The formation of clusters follows our theoretical considerations. Countries
within clusters have similar immigration histories, labour market characteristics, and
social conditions, but there are major differences between clusters. To ensure that
clustering does not distort the results, we have also run the multivariate analyses with
individual countries. The results are similar and lead to the same conclusions (see
Tables 5 and 6 in the Appendix).
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In our analyses, we apply converted full sample weights. This weighting procedure
ensures that results are representative of the total population at the country level and
that countries within each cluster are weighted equally. Thereby, we avoid that larger
countries outweigh smaller countries.

Given our interest in immigrants’ labour market disadvantages relative to natives, we
compare outcomes of first-generation immigrants to outcomes of the native-born popula-
tion.2 In the remainder of the paper, we will concisely refer to these two groups as
“immigrants” and “natives”. Table 7 in the Appendix shows the number of observations
in the countries and country clusters by immigrant status, for both men and women.3

We compare immigrants and natives with respect to two labour market outcomes.
First, we study gaps in their chances of being employed. The employment variable
takes on a value of one for individuals currently employed or self-employed, and zero
for all non-employed individuals, including both unemployed and inactive workers.
Measuring employment in these terms is more appropriate than just capturing the risk
of being unemployed, because it considers that individuals who do not find employ-
ment may also withdraw from the labour market.4 Corresponding with the binary
measurement, we estimate chances of being employed using logit models. Second,
among those employed, we study the immigrant-native divide in occupational status
according to the ISEI of 2008. This metric index is well established in international
comparative sociological research (Ganzeboom et al., 1992) and ranges from a mini-
mum score of 11 (hunters and trappers, among others) to a maximum score of 89
(judges). We assign status scores by matching the ISEI 2008 to respondents’ current
occupations according to the International Standard Classification of Occupations
(ISCO) 2008, using the freely available conversion tool of Ganzeboom and Treiman
(2017). In the multivariate analyses, we estimate ISEI scores using ordinary least
squares (OLS) models.

In our models, we effectively control for composition, with variables including level
of education, numeracy skills, readiness to learn, host language usage, years since
migration, and relevant socio-demographics.5 Numeracy skills reflect the essential
cognitive ability “to access, use, interpret and communicate mathematical information
and ideas” (OECD, 2016b, 48). In the PIAAC survey, each respondent answers a

2 The Survey of Adult skills collects data from adults residing in the respective country but not living in
institutional collective dwelling units, such as refugee shelters (OECD, 2016c). Thus, PIAAC only covers a
fraction of the immigrant population and it is very unlikely, for example, that temporary immigrants such as
seasonal workers participate in the survey. Presumably, the immigrants under study will therefore be positively
selected and our estimates of immigrant disadvantages in the labour market should prove rather conservative
overall; nevertheless, such selection bias is typical of immigrant studies based on population surveys.
3 Second-generation immigrants are defined as “natives”. Unfortunately, case numbers per country cluster are
insufficient for running separate analyses for second-generation immigrants. In re-estimations of our main
regression models excluding second-generation immigrants from the sample, the interpretations of our
findings do not change.
4 With our operationalisation of non-employment, we cannot differentiate between individuals who cannot
find work and those who do not want to work. A thorough distinction between these two groups would be
crucial for examining, for example, whether employment differences between immigrants and natives are
driven by the supply side or the demand side (Algan et al., 2010). This question, however, is beyond the scope
of our paper. Moreover, Ballarino and Panichella (2018) show rather consistent patterns of employment
disadvantages for immigrant women across Europe, regardless of different operationalisations of employ-
ment—namely, labour market activity, work-related employment, and unconditional employment.
5 PIAAC does not provide information on migration motives.
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subset from the pool of numeracy test items, which yields ten plausible values for every
individual in the data (OECD, 2016c). Assessments are reported on a 500-point scale,
with higher scores indicating higher levels of numeracy skills.6 In addition to cognitive
ability, we consider respondents’ level of education according to the International
Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) 1997. Levels indicate primary education
or less (ISCED 1 or less); lower secondary education (ISCED 2, ISCED 3C short);
upper secondary and post-secondary, non-tertiary education (ISCED 3A-B, C long,
4A-B-C); tertiary education—professional degrees (ISCED 5B); and tertiary educa-
tion—bachelor, master, research degree (ISCED 5A, 6).

Other relevant compositional variables include PIAAC’s index of readiness to learn,
which measures respondents’ intrinsic motivation and ambition with six items, such as
“I like learning new things” and “I like to get to the bottom of difficult things”. With
respect to language proficiency, frequent host language usage will improve labour
market success (e.g., Chiswick & Miller, 2007). We consider this by creating a dummy
variable that indicates whether the language the respondent mostly speaks at home
corresponds with the host language in which the PIAAC survey was carried out.
Beyond language usage, we approximate endowments with host country-specific
human capital using immigrants’ years since migration. As the information on years
since migration only occurs for immigrants, this variable takes on a value of zero for
natives.

Additional socio-demographic variables in our models include age as well dummy
variables for cohabitating with a spouse or partner, and having children. In the models
predicting occupational status, we also consider whether respondents usually work full-
time (more than 34 h per week) or part-time (34 h or less).7 Finally, considering that
labour market outcomes may differ by sex, we estimate our models separately for men
and women. Descriptive statistics of the variables in our models are provided in Table 8
in the Appendix.

We complete our empirical results with a counterfactual analysis, which com-
pares immigrants’ factual disadvantages with counterfactual simulations. We il-
lustrate these comparisons using predictive margins. We start by predicting the
average employment probabilities and ISEI scores of immigrants and natives in
each group of receiving countries using the values of their compositional covar-
iates. Based on these predictions, we calculate their factual disadvantages. Next,
we simulate immigrants’ outcomes based on counterfactual immigrant composi-
tions. That is, we predict immigrants’ labour market outcomes in countries using
the values of the compositional covariates of immigrant populations in other
countries. Juxtaposing these outcomes with those of natives yields immigrants’
counterfactual disadvantages.

6 Besides numeracy skills, the PIAAC data contain measures on literacy skills and problem solving in
technology-rich environments. We follow other authors (cf. Forster et al., 2016; Hanushek et al., 2015) and
include only numeracy skill scores in our models because the different skill measures correlate very strongly
and numeracy skills are considered to be most comparable across countries (Hanushek et al., 2015).
Additionally, problem-solving skills are not surveyed in all countries.
7 The definition of full-time jobs varies between countries as well as within a country. We have used the usual
minimum number of hours to be worked as a baseline and set the threshold to 34 h per week. In France and in
some German industries, for example, a full-time job is defined as working 35 h per week.
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Results

In the presentation of our empirical results, we start by describing the labour market
outcomes and composition of immigrants and natives across countries. Next, we
present findings from multivariate models and discuss how the immigrant composition
and context of reception contribute to immigrants’ disadvantages across countries. We
then further illustrate our findings by presenting counterfactual immigration scenarios.

Descriptive Findings

Figure 1 shows employment rates for male and female immigrants and natives in each
country, and Fig. 2 displays their mean ISEI scores. In these figures, countries are
grouped in the clusters Northwestern Europe, the UK, and Southern Europe.

Immigrants’ employment rates fall short of natives’ across all Northwestern Euro-
pean countries under consideration. These employment differentials are complemented
by severe status differentials between immigrants and natives throughout these coun-
tries. In the UK, the divides in both employment and status are considerably smaller,
with immigrant men having an even slightly higher employment probability than native
men. In Southern Europe, immigrants also fare relatively well in terms of finding
employment—in fact, male immigrants in Italy and female immigrants in both Italy and
Spain are even more often employed than the native population—but immigrants’
occupational status in these countries falls far behind that of natives. To illustrate the
considerable cross-country differences in immigrants’ status, consider for example that
male immigrants in Denmark on average reach the occupational status of “shop
supervisors” (ISEI score 44), whereas male immigrants in Italy just slightly exceed
that of “shop sales assistants” (ISEI score 28).

Besides the cross-country differences in the labour market outcomes of immigrants,
the figures also show considerable differences in the outcomes of natives. This lends
support to our argument that to draw valid conclusions on immigrants’ integration and
positions in the social hierarchy across countries, one must go beyond analysing
absolute outcomes and relate immigrants’ labour market performance to that of natives.

We expect that differences in immigrant compositions across receiving countries
contribute to the international variation in immigrants’ labour market disadvantages.
Table 1 provides a comparison of the composition of immigrants and natives across the
clustered countries separately for each gender. With respect to education and numeracy
skills, the immigrant composition appears most favourable in the UK, followed by
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Fig. 1 Employment rates of natives and immigrants across countries
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Northwestern Europe, and Southern Europe. In the UK, immigrants are particularly
favourably selected regarding education; they are even more often tertiary educated
than the native population. However, despite having formally higher education, immi-
grants in the UK have considerably lower proficiency in numeracy than natives. This
discrepancy highlights that formal qualifications alone would make for a very imprecise
indicator of human capital and predictor of immigrants’ disadvantages.

Turning to the other compositional variables, immigrants in the UK and Southern
Europe are slightly more motivated to learn than immigrants in Northwestern Europe.
Moreover, immigrant women in these countries more often speak the host language at
home, likely because many of them stem from former colonies. Finally, immigrants’
average duration of stay in the receiving country is longest in Northwestern Europe,
followed by the UK, and then Southern Europe.

Multivariate Findings

In this section, we analyse the extent to which different levels of immigrant disadvan-
tages in receiving countries are explained by the country-specific immigrant composi-
tion and context of reception. Table 2 shows results from logit regressions that estimate
immigrants’ employment disadvantages, and Table 3 shows results from OLS regres-
sions that estimate status disadvantages.

To identify cross-country differences, all regression models include interaction terms
of the immigrant status with the country clusters. We use the Northwestern European
cluster as reference because our descriptive findings show severe employment and
status disadvantages for immigrants in these countries. In this way, we can test if
immigrants in the UK are better off and if disadvantages of immigrants in Southern
Europe are twofold with lower employment, but even higher status disadvantages.

Model 1 in Table 2 shows estimates for immigrant men’s disadvantages in employ-
ment across the countries. The negative Immigrant coefficient indicates that in North-
western Europe, the chance of being employed is lower among immigrant men than
among native men. The interaction terms Immigrant × UK and Immigrant × Southern
Europe reflect the extent to which the disadvantages of immigrants in the UK and
immigrants in Southern Europe differ from the disadvantages of immigrants in North-
western Europe. Both coefficients of interactions are positive, whereas the coefficient
for Southern Europe only barely is statistically significant. These positive interactions
mean that immigrants are less disadvantaged in finding employment in the UK and
Southern Europe than in Northwestern Europe. The negative and significant Country
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cluster effect for Southern Europe illustrates that native males in Southern Europe have
lower chances of being employed than native males in Northwestern Europe.

Model 2 differs from model 1 in that it includes additional variables to thor-
oughly control for composition. More specifically, model 2 predicts men’s chances
of being employed net of their human capital variables and socio-demographic
characteristics. In contrast to the coefficients obtained from model 1, the interaction
effects Immigrant × UK and Immigrant × Southern Europe are no longer statisti-
cally significant when controlling for composition. Thus, different levels of immi-
grant disadvantages in receiving countries are explained by differences in immi-
grant compositions. Despite adjusting for compositional variables, the Immigrant
coefficient is still statistically significant and considerably high. Because we control
for years since migration, the coefficient pertains to immigrants, which have
immigrated not even one year ago. These recent immigrants have limited host
country-specific human capital and, consequently, they incur high labour market
disadvantages.

Accordingly, models 3 and 4 show the estimations for women, which yield results
similar to those for men. Employment disadvantages of immigrant women are signif-
icantly lower in the UK and in Southern Europe than in Northwestern Europe (model
3). Net of composition (model 4), differences between Northwestern Europe and the
UK diminish. However, in contrast to the results obtained for men, employment
disadvantages of immigrant women are persistently lower in Southern Europe than in
Northwestern Europe.

Because interaction effects in logit models must be interpreted with caution (e.g.,
Mood, 2010), we applied two alternative estimation strategies to ensure that the

Table 1 Composition of natives and immigrants across countries

Variable Northwestern Europe UK Southern Europe

Men Women Men Women Men Women

Tertiary education (%)

Natives 35.3 38.6 37.2 37.8 22.0 25.3

Immigrants 34.5 35.3 50.3 58.7 13.4 17.3

Numeracy skills (mean)

Natives 287.0 271.8 275.5 260.8 254.7 241.3

Immigrants 243.4 228.2 242.7 229.9 232.6 224.2

Readiness to learn (mean)

Natives 2.0 1.9 2.1 2.0 2.2 2.1

Immigrants 2.0 1.9 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.1

Host language usage (%)

Immigrants 51.1 55.1 55.4 64.1 50.1 66.1

Years since migration (mean)

Immigrants 20.3 18.5 17.1 15.6 13.3 10.9

Numeracy skills are reported on a 500-point scale; the index of readiness to learn ranges between − 1.07 and
4.64 in our sample
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presented results are robust. We re-estimated country differences in immigrant disad-
vantages using average marginal effects and linear probability models. Both strategies
yielded comparable results. A table with the average marginal effects can be found in
the Appendix (Table 9).

Table 2 Logistic regression models on employment, logit coefficients from gender-specific models

DV: employed Men Women

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Immigrant (effect for Northwestern Europe) −0.385 ***
(0.070)

−0.580 ***
(0.163)

−0.620 ***
(0.060)

−0.741 ***
(0.127)

Interaction effects

Immigrant × UK 0.419 *
(0.204)

0.192
(0.231)

0.303 *
(0.149)

−0.102
(0.169)

Immigrant × Southern Europe 0.261 +
(0.152)

−0.051
(0.180)

0.791 ***
(0.127)

0.606 ***
(0.153)

Country cluster (effect for natives)

UK −0.071
(0.069)

0.043
(0.078)

−0.239 ***
(0.055)

−0.161 **
(0.062)

Southern Europe −0.589 ***
(0.049)

−0.341 ***
(0.059)

−0.981 ***
(0.043)

−0.727 ***
(0.050)

Level of education: primary or less Ref. Ref.

Lower secondary 0.423 ***
(0.081)

0.488 ***
(0.073)

Upper secondary and post-secondary, non-tertiary 0.577 ***
(0.079)

0.953 ***
(0.072)

Tertiary—professional degree 0.838 ***
(0.104)

1.405 ***
(0.088)

Tertiary—bachelor’s, master’s, research degree 1.022 ***
(0.096)

1.490 ***
(0.084)

Numeracy skills 0.006 ***
(0.0005)

0.005 ***
(0.0005)

Readiness to learn 0.055 *
(0.024)

0.091 ***
(0.021)

Host language usage −0.123
(0.109)

0.258 **
(0.090)

Years since migration 0.011 *
(0.005)

0.018 ***
(0.004)

Age −0.069 ***
(0.003)

−0.037 ***
(0.002)

Living with a spouse or partner 0.732 ***
(0.051)

0.111 **
(0.043)

Having children 0.482 ***
(0.056)

−0.022
(0.050)

Constant 1.543 ***
(0.026)

1.632 ***
(0.218)

1.066 ***
(0.022)

0.141
(0.183)

Observations 20,943 20,943 22,937 22,937

Robust standard errors in parentheses; + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Table 3 Linear regression models on the occupational status, regression coefficients from gender-specific
models

DV: occupational status (ISEI) Men Women

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Immigrant (effect for Northwestern Europe) −7.547 ***
(0.729)

−6.283 ***
(1.128)

−8.534 ***
(0.810)

−7.964 ***
(1.160)

Interaction effects

Immigrant × UK 3.473
(2.116)

−0.831
(1.699)

4.514 *
(1.893)

−1.852
(1.537)

Immigrant × Southern Europe −0.925
(1.568)

0.409
(1.339)

−6.516 ***
(1.599)

−2.996 *
(1.329)

Country cluster (effect for natives)

UK −1.887 **
(0.680)

−1.134 *
(0.545)

−3.223 ***
(0.618)

−1.812 ***
(0.517)

Southern Europe −6.653 ***
(0.484)

−0.979 *
(0.398)

−4.525 ***
(0.559)

−0.855 *
(0.423)

Level of education: primary or less Ref. Ref.

Lower secondary 1.724 **
(0.630)

3.296 ***
(0.680)

Upper secondary and post-secondary, non-tertiary 5.691 ***
(0.624)

9.725 ***
(0.668)

Tertiary—professional degree 16.313 ***
(0.794)

22.868 ***
(0.778)

Tertiary—bachelor’s, master’s, research degree 28.702 ***
(0.721)

31.480 ***
(0.747)

Numeracy skills 0.085 ***
(0.004)

0.079 ***
(0.004)

Readiness to learn 2.117 ***
(0.166)

1.842 ***
(0.174)

Host language usage 0.837
(0.710)

1.340 +
(0.793)

Years since migration 0.171 ***
(0.040)

0.219 ***
(0.043)

Age 0.144 ***
(0.015)

0.143 ***
(0.015)

Living with a spouse or partner 1.529 ***
(0.381)

0.625 +
(0.348)

Having children −0.598
(0.383)

−1.058 **
(0.377)

Full-time work 0.405
(0.487)

2.714 ***
(0.306)

Constant 48.020 ***
(0.227)

−1.998
(1.526)

49.360 ***
(0.232)

−2.130
(1.524)

Observations 16,477 16,477 15,729 15,729

Adjusted R2 0.026 0.432 0.031 0.448

Robust standard errors in parentheses, + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001
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Moving on to Table 3, we discuss differences in immigrants’ disadvantages in terms
of ISEI scores. The coefficients obtained from model 1 show that immigrant men in
Northwestern Europe face severe gross disadvantages in occupational status compared
with natives. On average, their ISEI score is 7.547 points lower. Albeit statistically
insignificant, the positive interaction term Immigrant × UK points to lower status
disadvantages in the UK. The small and insignificant interaction term Immigrant ×
Southern Europe illustrates that status disadvantages are similar in Southern Europe
and in Northwestern Europe. Again, differences between the UK and Northwestern
Europe diminish when additionally controlling for compositional covariates in model 2.

Cross-country differences in status disadvantages appear more pronounced among
immigrant women. According to model 3, their disadvantages amount to 8.534 points
in Northwestern Europe, whereas they are only about half the size in the UK and
substantially higher in Southern Europe. Immigrant women’s lower status disadvantages
in the UK are fully explained by their composition. This does not pertain to Southern
Europe (model 4). Net of composition, differences remain, with immigrant women in
Southern Europe facing higher status disadvantages than in Northwestern Europe.

Counterfactual Analysis

In the counterfactual analysis, we expand on the insights from the multivariate regres-
sions and shed further light on the role of immigrant compositions and contexts of
reception for explaining cross-country differences in immigrants’ labour market disad-
vantages. To this end, we compare immigrants’ real disadvantages with counterfactual
simulations. Results are shown in Table 4. The top panel contains the predictions for
natives and immigrants in Northwestern Europe, the middle panel for the UK, and the
bottom panel for Southern Europe.

Except for men’s employment probabilities, our results show a clear pattern: in any
group of receiving countries, the disadvantages of immigrants would be lowest if they
were composed like the immigrants in the UK, and highest if they were composed like
these in Southern Europe. Taking the Northwestern European receiving countries as an
example, the employment probability is 0.74 for native women and 0.61 for immigrant
women, which yields an actual difference of − 0.13 points. This difference is highly
statistically significant. Turning to the counterfactual predictions, if Northwestern
Europe had received immigrant women composed like immigrant women in the UK,
the difference would be substantially lower (− 0.06), albeit still statistically significant,
and if it had received immigrant women composed like those in Southern Europe, the
difference would be somewhat larger (− 0.15). Regarding occupational status, actual
ISEI differentials in Northwestern Europe are about − 8 points for men and women.
According to the counterfactual simulations, these differentials would be around − 4 if
the composition of immigrants was similar to that in the UK, and about − 15 if it was
similar to that in Southern Europe. Noteworthy, if Southern Europe had received those
immigrant men that actually reside in the UK, these immigrants would even have
outperformed the Southern European native males with their occupational status (+ 2).

In contrast to these findings, the employment differentials between native and
immigrant men hardly change when applying counterfactual immigrant compositions,
suggesting that there is not much variation in the labour market attachment of immi-
grant men with different characteristics.
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Discussion and Conclusion

The aim of this study is to scrutinize why the incorporation of immigrants into the
labour market is more successful in some Western European countries than in others.
Theoretically, cross-country differences in immigrants’ labour market disadvantages
may, on the one hand, result from the distinct compositions of immigrants in receiving
countries and, on the other hand, from the distinct contexts of reception that receiving
countries provide. Using internationally harmonized data from the first round of
PIAAC for nine Western European receiving countries (Belgium, Denmark, France,
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, and the UK), we examine how the
country-specific immigrant composition and context of reception contribute to immi-
grants’ disadvantages in the labour market regarding employment chances and the
occupational status. A key advantage of our data is that they allow us to model
immigrant compositions thoroughly, as we consider formal qualifications, numeracy
skills, readiness to learn, host language usage, years since migration, and socio-
demographics.

Our results show that the composition of the immigrant population widely differs
between receiving countries. Immigrants in the UK show the most favourable human
capital endowments, followed by immigrants in Northwestern Europe, and Southern
Europe. These distinct immigrant compositions explain a large part of the variation in
immigrants’ disadvantages across countries. In fact, after controlling for our rich
compositional information, immigrants in the UK are not better off on the labour
market than immigrants in Northwestern Europe. This finding is in line with previous
studies that explicitly model the flexibility of receiving labour markets and do not find
that immigrants fare better in flexible labour markets per se (Fleischmann & Dronkers,
2010; Pichler, 2011; Lancee, 2016).

Nevertheless, there is some evidence that the context of reception affects immi-
grants’ labour market integration, as composition alone cannot fully explain differences
in females’ labour market disadvantages. Female immigrants in Southern Europe show
lower employment disadvantages, but higher status disadvantages at the same time.
This twofold pattern is in line with theory, as the huge low-skilled sector and under-
ground economy in Southern Europe offer good employment chances in low-skilled
jobs with poor career prospects, for example, in domestic and personal care services (di
Belgiojoso & Ortensi, 2019). In line with our results, Ballarino and Panichella (2018)
find this “trade-off between unemployment and job quality” for immigrant women in
Southern Europe. They assume that in these countries, especially women of low-
income families have to work on the labour market in order to bear the migration-
induced costs. Consequently, they are pushed to the low segments of the labour market
(Ballarino & Panichella, 2018).

We further illustrate how immigrant compositions and contexts of reception con-
tribute to variation in disadvantages across countries by applying counterfactual immi-
gration scenarios. The results of these simulations corroborate that the composition of
immigrants is key for explaining their labour market disadvantages across countries.
Due to their most favourable human capital endowments, immigrants that actually
reside in the UK would hypothetically incur the lowest disadvantages in any receiving
context. The less favourably composed immigrants in Southern Europe would gener-
ally incur the most severe disadvantages.
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Although we find only some evidence for direct context effects across the nine
Western European receiving countries, the context of reception is still important for the
labour market integration of immigrants. One must remember that differences in
immigrant compositions also result from individuals self-selecting into or out of
specific contexts. According to our theory, the UK’s disperse income distribution and
low public social expenditures as well as strong immigration ties with former colonies
have led to highly skilled immigration inflows. That is, the immigrant population in the
UK is not most favourably composed by chance, but because the UK has attracted this
group of immigrants in the first place. Institutional frameworks and societal conditions
in the receiving country, thus, more indirectly contribute to immigrants’ labour market
integration (cf. Reitz, 2002; Pichler, 2011). Consequently, the context of reception
affects cross-country differences in immigrants’ disadvantages through indirect chan-
nels. This selectivity calls for further research on the motives and resources of the
individuals who choose to immigrate (cf. Ichou, 2014; Diehl et al., 2016; Polavieja
et al., 2018). Likewise, future research should consider potential selectivity in return
migration, which will hinge on individuals’ success with integrating into the host
labour market.

Appendix

Table 5 Logistic regression models on employment, logit coefficients from gender-specific models with
single countries

DV: employed Men Women

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Immigrant (effect for France) −0.522 ***
(0.131)

−0.569 *
(0.234)

−0.626 ***
(0.122)

−0.671 ***
(0.185)

Interaction effects

Immigrant × Belgium & Netherlands 0.082
(0.200)

−0.027
(0.231)

−0.078
(0.170)

−0.238
(0.195)

Immigrant × Germany 0.264
(0.228)

0.190
(0.262)

−0.199
(0.193)

−0.364 +
(0.220)

Immigrant × Denmark 0.078
(0.180)

−0.361 +
(0.217)

−0.043
(0.158)

−0.201
(0.184)

Immigrant × Norway 0.381 +
(0.231)

0.063
(0.273)

0.360 +
(0.211)

0.292
(0.242)

Immigrant × UK 0.556 *
(0.232)

0.169
(0.272)

0.308 +
(0.183)

−0.209
(0.213)

Immigrant × Italy & Spain 0.398 *
(0.188)

−0.070
(0.238)

0.796 ***
(0.166)

0.510 *
(0.202)

Country (effect for natives)

Belgium & Netherlands 0.471 ***
(0.067)

0.332 ***
(0.074)

0.282 ***
(0.058)

0.241 ***
(0.064)
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Table 5 (continued)

DV: employed Men Women

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Germany 0.561 ***
(0.088)

0.380 ***
(0.094)

0.459 ***
(0.076)

0.370 ***
(0.081)

Denmak 0.313 ***
(0.077)

0.196 *
(0.085)

0.337 ***
(0.067)

0.150 *
(0.074)

Norway 0.425 ***
(0.087)

0.192 *
(0.096)

0.623 ***
(0.082)

0.497 ***
(0.086)

UK 0.292 ***
(0.081)

0.271 **
(0.091)

0.081
(0.067)

0.078
(0.074)

Italy & Spain −0.226 ***
(0.065)

−0.123 +
(0.074)

−0.660 ***
(0.057)

−0.489 ***
(0.064)

Level of education: primary or less Ref. Ref.

Lower secondary 0.427 ***
(0.082)

0.473 ***
(0.074)

Upper secondary and post-secondary, non-tertiary 0.571 ***
(0.080)

0.933 ***
(0.073)

Tertiary—professional degree 0.816 ***
(0.106)

1.413 ***
(0.089)

Tertiary—bachelor’s, master’s, research degree 1.014 ***
(0.097)

1.451 ***
(0.085)

Numeracy skills 0.006 ***
(0.0005)

0.004 ***
(0.0005)

Readiness to learn 0.073 **
(0.024)

0.097 ***
(0.022)

Host language usage −0.115
(0.110)

0.285 **
(0.090)

Years since migration 0.011 *
(0.005)

0.020 ***
(0.004)

Age −0.070 ***
(0.003)

−0.038 ***
(0.002)

Living with a spouse or partner 0.727 ***
(0.051)

0.117 **
(0.043)

Having children 0.490 ***
(0.056)

−0.029
(0.051)

Constant 1.180 ***
(0.050)

1.454 ***
(0.220)

0.746 ***
(0.044)

−0.071
(0.185)

Observations 20,943 20,943 22,937 22,937

Robust standard errors in parentheses; + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

We aggregated Belgium & the Netherlands as well as Italy & Spain due to small numbers of observations for
these countries (see Table 7)
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Table 6 Linear regression models on the occupational status, regression coefficients from gender-specific
models with single countries

DV: occupational status (ISEI) Men Women

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

Immigrant (effect for France) −7.677 ***
(1.346)

−6.400 ***
(1.584)

−9.339 ***
(1.702)

−8.280 ***
(1.689)

Interaction effects

Immigrant × Belgium & Netherlands 0.559
(2.083)

0.541
(1.624)

2.542
(2.428)

1.360
(1.774)

Immigrant × Germany −1.947
(2.137)

−0.300
(1.540)

1.271
(2.525)

0.584
(1.959)

Immigrant × Denmark 4.073 *
(1.982)

0.082
(1.568)

−0.968
(2.197)

−2.864 +
(1.704)

Immigrant × Norway 0.376
(2.206)

0.183
(1.781)

1.030
(2.522)

1.033
(1.884)

Immigrant × UK 3.602
(2.399)

−0.986
(1.943)

5.318 *
(2.414)

−1.861
(1.916)

Immigrant × Italy & Spain −0.795
(1.933)

0.344
(1.696)

−5.712 **
(2.191)

−2.916
(1.771)

Country (effect for natives)

Belgium & Netherlands 7.110 ***
(0.623)

3.503 ***
(0.503)

5.561 ***
(0.649)

4.881 ***
(0.507)

Germany 2.592 **
(0.751)

−1.420 *
(0.564)

1.474 +
(0.762)

1.529 **
(0.568)

Denmak 4.324 ***
(0.734)

0.836
(0.593)

9.207 ***
(0.750)

5.722 ***
(0.601)

Norway 6.346 ***
(0.754)

1.155 +
(0.598)

5.564 ***
(0.779)

0.823
(0.579)

UK 2.726 **
(0.802)

0.128
(0.639)

1.359 +
(0.765)

1.136 +
(0.613)

Italy & Spain −2.040 **
(0.645)

0.280
(0.511)

0.058
(0.718)

1.895 ***
(0.524)

Level of education: Primary or less Ref. Ref.

Lower secondary 1.799 **
(0.629)

3.222 ***
(0.672)

Upper secondary and post-secondary, non-tertiary 6.060 ***
(0.624)

9.908 ***
(0.661)

Tertiary—professional degree 16.760 ***
(0.791)

22.356 ***
(0.767)

Tertiary—bachelor’s, master’s, research degree 28.983 ***
(0.721)

31.777 ***
(0.740)

Numeracy skills 0.082 ***
(0.004)

0.074 ***
(0.004)

Readiness to learn 2.254 ***
(0.169)

1.970 ***
(0.177)

Host language usage 0.952
(0.712)

1.356 +
(0.788)

Years since migration 0.185 *** 0.226 ***
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Table 6 (continued)

DV: occupational status (ISEI) Men Women

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

(0.041) (0.044)

Age 0.145 ***
(0.015)

0.140 ***
(0.015)

Living with a spouse or partner 1.432 ***
(0.379)

0.533
(0.347)

Having children −0.603
(0.382)

−0.919 *
(0.378)

Full-time work 0.644
(0.485)

3.114 ***
(0.310)

Constant 43.407 ***
(0.483)

−3.152 *
(1.537)

44.778 ***
(0.507)

−4.107 **
(1.533)

Observations 16,477 16,477 15,729 15,729

Adjusted R2 0.037 0.436 0.044 0.455

Robust standard errors in parentheses, + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001

We aggregated Belgium & the Netherlands as well as Italy & Spain due to small numbers of observations for
these countries (see Table 7)

Table 7 Number of observations in the receiving countries

Number of observations Men Women

Natives Immigrants Natives Immigrants

Country clusters:

Northwesten Europe 11,943 1643 12,174 1885

UK 2789 292 3865 424

Southern Europe 3910 366 4098 491

Countries:

Belgium 1807 123 1856 156

Denmark 2463 547 2450 684

France 2433 330 2562 326

Germany 1820 254 1870 289

Netherlands 1853 167 1921 195

Norway 1567 222 1515 235

UK 2789 292 3865 424

Italy 1813 110 1921 182

Spain 2097 256 2177 309
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Table 8 Descriptive statistics

Variables Mean/proportion Std. dev. Min Max

Dependent variables

Occupational status (ISEI) 47.41 21.66 11.01 88.96

Employment 0.73 – 0 1

Independent variables

Immigrant 0.12 – 0 1

Men 0.48 – 0 1

Country cluster:

Northwestern Europe 63.00 – 0 1

UK 16.80 – 0 1

Southern Europe 20.20 – 0 1

Country:

Belgium & Netherlands 18.41 – 0 1

Denmark 14.00 – 0 1

France 12.88 – 0 1

Germany 9.65 – 0 1

Norway 8.07 – 0 1

UK 16.80 – 0 1

Italy & Spain 20.20 – 0 1

Level of education (ISCED):

Primary or less 8.47 – 0 1

Lower secondary 17.09 – 0 1

Upper secondary and post-secondary, non-tertiary 37.56 – 0 1

Tertiary—professional degree 11.93 – 0 1

Tertiary—bachelor’s, master’s, research degree 24.94 – 0 1

Numeracy skills 266.77 54.65 26.73 452.43

Readiness to learn 2.04 0.94 −1.07 4.64

Host language usage 0.93 – 0 1

Years since migration 2.08 7.37 0 64

Age 45.52 11.41 25 65

Living with a spouse or partner 0.71 – 0 1

Having children 0.75 – 0 1

Full-time work 0.73 – 0 1

Unweighted statistics

Numeracy skills are reported on a 500-point scale; readiness to learn is a standardized index based on six items
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