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Abstract

Europe’s map of welfare states has been in the spotlight of research on poverty and inequality for

the last three decades. Few studies on the topic, however, account for the growing diversity of na-

tional identities on the continent. The social and economic well-being of immigrants has, therefore,

gained little attention. This master thesis seeks to fill the gap by combining established theories

and models in comparative welfare state research with the literature on international migration.

A set of six hypothesis is developed and tested for the effects of unemployment benefits and ac-

tive labour market policies on income inequality between migrants and the remaining population.

As can be shown with help of time-series cross-sectional analyses for 15 European states over the

years 2004 to 2008, both forms of state intervention into the labour markets widen inequalities

between the two populations. This is explained in two ways. Public policies of the kind discussed

in this master thesis are primarily designed to benefit the domestic population. Migrants’ economic

well-being falls below the one of the remaining population as a consequence. The effect, however,

partly runs through the structure of the labour market. Generous and active welfare states evolved

around economies which depend on high-skilled labour, an active domestic work force and close

coordination between employers and labour unions. Labour migration plays a minor role in such

systems and migrants’ employment prospects are restrained. Both together, migrants’ inferior so-

cial rights and the challenges of the labour market, help explaining the puzzling phenomenon of

higher inequality in countries with generous and active welfare states. More inclusive employment

rights are found to close this gap. The impact of their contribution, however, needs to be set in

relation to the country-specific level of inequality that they ought to overcome.
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1 Introduction

Welfare and migration have become two of the most politicised issues in the European dis-

course. Political leaders advocate for rigorous migration control and restrictive access to

public benefits and services1, Right-wing movements and parties are rapidly gaining support

using xenophobic rhetoric2 and all of this is taking place in times of austerity and growing

inequality across the continent3. Research on the topic echoes public sensitivity for political

and redistributive conflicts. Scholars of fields as different as migration studies, compara-

tive welfare state research and economics are in heated debate about whether European

welfare states are endangered by immigration or not. Some argue that support for gener-

ous social benefits fades away if income is redistributed from ‘us’ to ‘them’ (Alesina and

Glaeser, 2004; Eger, 2010; Freeman, 1986). Others contest such hypotheses, claiming that

they lack substantive empirical support (Kymlicka and Banting, 2006; Johnston et al., 2010).

The aim of this master thesis will not be to further engage in this the debate, but rather

to go beyond it. Much of the growing interest in migration and its impact on welfare and

security for the wider public has diverted attention from the social and economic well-being

of immigrants themselves. Even more, findings of empirical studies on public perceptions in

the European Union indicate that immigrants are, across the continent, considered the least

deserving social group when it comes to social benefits and redistribution of income (van

Oorschot, 2006, 2008). Hence, particular risks and needs that might arise from the condi-

tions of international migration are not just not debated, they are systematically excluded

from the fabric of solidarity. This can be considered problematic for the sake of migrants’

well-being, as much as for the future of solidarity in a more and more diversifying European

population. Moreover, as will be shown in the next subsection, shifting attention away from

the wider public leads us to re-consider much of what is well-known about central mecha-

nisms of the welfare state.

1Denmark to cut asylum-seeker benefits under new leaders - The BBC, 01 July 2015.
2How the Nordic far-right has stolen the lefts ground on welfare - The Guardian, 26 July 2015.
3Recent developments in the distribution of wages in Europe - Eurofound, 13 May 2015.
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1.1 Research problem

The welfare state can be defined as a “system of social stratification” (Esping-Andersen,

1990, p. 55) that carries the “responsibility for securing some basic modicum of welfare for

its citizens.” (Esping-Andersen, 1990, p. 18-19). The foundations of the welfare state consist

of benefits and services for those in need as well as social insurances designed to cushion the

risk of income loss. Welfare states are found to be key determinants of social and economic

equality of various kinds: between social classes (Korpi and Palme, 1998), across gendered

hierarchies (Orloff, 1993), between the old and the young (Hillmert, 2001), etc. Hence, ex-

pecting at least some extended effects on the migrant population does not seem far fetched.

However, as recent studies by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

(OECD) indicate, the narrative of comparative welfare state research seems to collapse as

soon as we take migrants into account.

Inequalities between migrant and and non-migrant populations vary largely across the 29

countries that are compared by the OECD (2012) for the year 2008. European countries are

found among the highest and the lowest ends of the scales for income and employment. The

lowest income decile of the migrant population lives with around 50% less annual income

after taxes and transfers than the lowest decile of the remaining population in Denmark, Nor-

way and Switzerland. The figures match within a small range in Hungary, Ireland, Poland

and Portugal (p. 53). Employment rates among migrants in working age (15-64) are at

least 10% below those of the remaining working-age population in Belgium, Denmark, the

Netherlands and Sweden. The rates exceed those of non-migrants in the same age range

by at least 5% in Greece, Hungary and Italy (p. 95). Similar figures are found in studies

focused on European countries exclusively (Koopmans, 2010; Lelkes, 2007).

The figures are quite astonishing when compared with the discussions in comparative

welfare state research. Countries which are otherwise well known for their egalitarian soci-

eties and strong welfare states turn out to produce large inequalities between migrants and

the remaining population. Those with residual welfare states and otherwise high inequal-

ity levels fare surprisingly better (see Esping-Andersen, 1990; Esping-Andersen and Myles,

2009). The figures indicate that there is need for further scrutiny of the discrepancy between

equalising effects of welfare states and the gap in economic well-being between migrants and

the rest of the population.
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On the surface we might be able to explain observable differences with the unique compo-

sition of the migrant population in each country. People migrate for various reasons and some

countries attract those with high human capital and/or those from regions with geograph-

ical, cultural or economic proximity while blocking migration of all other kinds. Another

explanation could simply be that it is the welfare state itself that causes the differences.

Koopmans (2010), for example, argues that countries with high tolerance for ethnic diver-

sity and generous social policies fail to reduce economic and cultural differences between

migrants and the rest of the population, because they constrain incentives for integration.

Sainsbury (2012), in contrast to Koopmans, argues that it is precisely the lack of effort to

include migrants into the ‘system of social stratification’ that leaves them exposed to a high

risk of poverty. Empirical research to back these arguments is rare and limited to the com-

parison of few country cases (Corrigan, 2014; Kesler, 2015; Koopmans, 2010; Sainsbury and

Morissens, 2012). The puzzle of high inequalities in countries with strong welfare states and

egalitarian societies, thus, remains far from being solved. This research gap will be addressed

in the master thesis with an informed choice about key aspects of welfare and migration as

well as with a broad comparative scope in mind.

1.2 Central concepts and delimitations

Some clarifications about central concepts of this master thesis are needed before turning

to a concrete research question. Migration is understood as a movement “between territo-

rially structured social units” (Bauböck, 2012, p. 595). Primarily these units are nations.

Migration may also occur if it “involves taking up residence in a different political or ad-

ministrative division of a territory” (Bauböck, 2012, p. 595). Such ‘internal migration’ is,

however, not sensitive to the main focus of the thesis: public policies on the national level.

It will therefore not be implied. Hence, someone is considered a migrant if the person is

born outside of the territory of permanent residence.

Poverty is understood in relative and financial terms: as an income below society’s “so-

cially acceptable standard of living” (Sainsbury, 2012, p. 117). The choice for relative

poverty has two central reasons. It is, first, the most common approach in poverty research

on affluent democracies in general and European societies in particular (Atkinson, 1998;

Brady et al., 2009; Hagenaars and Vos, 1988; Kenworthy, 2008; Rainwater and Smeeding,

2003; Sen, 1992). Second, large economic differences between migrants and the rest of the

population may lead to an enduring division of society along national, ethnic or religious
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identities, independently from whether immigrants live above a universally defined threshold

of poverty (Schierup, 2006). A conceptualisation of poverty in relative terms makes a discus-

sion of inequality obsolete. Inequality indices capture the dispersion of, for example, material

goods, social status or subjective well-being in society. The study of relative poverty can

be seen as a reductionist version of the study of inequality. Instead of observing dispersion

across the whole range it concentrates on the bottom (Kenworthy, 2008, p. 19). Poverty

and inequality will therefore be used in interchangeable ways.

Central reasons for this paper’s focus on financial aspects of poverty are the relevance

of income for the design and focus of public policies and its resonance with the perception

of inequality in affluent societies (Saunders, 2010, p. 527). A considerable alternative to

the study of relative income poverty would be given with the concept of ‘social exclusion’

(Atkinson, 2003; Bonoli, 2005; Byrne, 2005; Hills, 2004; Parodi and Sciulli, 2012). It is much

wider than the, here chosen, focus on economic well-being as it covers subjective and im-

material dimensions of poverty as well. However, this comes with a cost. Reviewing various

possible definitions of the term Silver (1994) concludes that it is “so evocative, ambiguous,

multidimensional and elastic that it can be defined in many different ways” (p. 536). Hence,

a focus on social exclusion serves more the purpose of illuminating well-known paths of

poverty research than a rather new one.

1.3 Research question

The counter-intuitive patterns of inequality between the foreign- and the native-born that

where observed in subsection 1.1 aim at the heart of the welfare state: its capacity to secure

‘some basic modicum of welfare’ through state intervention into various areas of society.

The scope of these areas and measures can be restricted to those most relevant for research

on immigrants’ well-being. As the cited OECD study indicates, immigrants in developed

economies struggle with a central determinant of economic well-being that falls into the reach

of modern welfare states: access to decently paid work. Foreigners are, in the main, out-

siders to the labour markets when they enter their country of destination. Hence, economic

self-sufficiency through paid work is both a dominant and challenging goal to reach (OECD,

2012, p. 89). Migrant poverty will, therefore, be studied with a focus on those components

of the welfare state that, actively or passively, intervene into the labour markets.
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Based on prior research one cannot expect to observe straightforward connections between

individual public policies and observable disparities in society. Policies can, depending on

their design and context, have complex, paradox or even ‘perverse’ effects (Korpi and Palme,

1998; Palme, 2006). Furthermore, they are, while worth being studied independently, always

nested in their path-dependent ‘system of social stratification’. They may have different

consequences in different economic structures and produce outcomes in combination with

each other that cannot be foreseen when looking at them individually. Hence, this master

thesis will, instead of looking at a single public policy, try to answer the question:

How does state intervention into the labour markets affect income inequalities

between immigrants and the native-born population?

The section succeeding this introduction will highlight central themes and theories that

are used in the small, but growing number of studies on migrants’ social rights and economic

well-being in the European context. Putting the discussion before the actual review of these

studies in section 3 helps organising their contributions into two main groups: one that is

focused on labour market structures and their relation to migration (economic determinism

approach) and another that takes the welfare state itself as a point of departure (social rights

approach). Section 4 provides detailed descriptions of the analytical framework used for the

analyses and section 5 the discussion of suitable methods. A set of 6 hypotheses is tested

for different dimensions of labour market intervention. Results of the study are presented

in section 6 and discussed in section 7. The concluding section 8, finally, connects the dots

and answers the research question formulated above.
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2 Themes and theories

Comparative research on migrants’ status in the welfare state is still in its infancy. Cas-

tles and Shierup (2010) trace the lack of attention for this topic back to a neglect of the

relationship between comparative welfare state research and the literature on international

migration (p. 278). Combining the two is the aim of a growing number of contemporary

studies that will serve as a basis for this master thesis (Boräng, 2012; Corrigan, 2014; De-

vitt, 2011; Freeman and Kessler, 2008; Hemerijck et al., 2013; Kesler, 2015; Koopmans, 2010;

Menz, 2009; Papadopoulos, 2011; Sainsbury, 2006, 2012). The contributions were carefully

selected from extensive research on the databases International Bibliography of the Social

Sciences (IBSS), the Social Science Citation Index (SSCI) and JSTOR. The final selec-

tion comprises those contributions i) related to the study of economic inequality between

migrants and the remaining population, ii) cross-referenced in studies on welfare states and

international migration and iii) cited and published in relevant journals. Each scholar starts

from a different point in the large array of theories and models in welfare state research and

the literature on international migration. Both bodies of scholarship will be introduced in

this section. Empirical contributions are then discussed in section 3.

2.1 Power Resource theory

Common points of departure for many of the studies reviewed in section 3 are Esping-

Andersen’s Three Worlds of Welfare State Capitalism (1990) and related scholarship on the

so-called power resource (PR) theory (Korpi, 1983; Korpi and Palme, 1998; Palme, 2006;

Stephens, 1979). PR theory contrasts early post-war comparative studies on social stratifi-

cation, in particular the work of scholars who argue that welfare states are the mere product

of economic development and affluence (e.g., Kerr, 1960; Wilensky, 1975). This criticism

builds on Marshall’s (1950) distinction between legal, political and social citizenship. Each

of the three forms corresponds to a certain group of rights which developed, according to the

scholar, successively over the last three centuries. Civil citizenship encompasses all rights

that determine the status of an individual as a legal member of society: liberty of the person,

freedom of speech, freedom to own property, etc. Political citizenship is concerned with par-

ticipation rights. Social rights, finally, cover “the whole range from the right to a modicum

of economic welfare and security to the right to share to the full in the social heritage and to

live the life of a civilized being according to the standards prevailing in society” (Marshall,

1950, p.72).
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Social citizenship evolved, according to Esping-Andersen (1990), path-dependently and

in response to class conflicts. Welfare states provide the working class with income security

in times of old age, sickness, work accident or unemployment. More powerful workers’ move-

ments, thus, led to more powerful welfare states. This mechanism explains why otherwise

different countries cluster together in ‘three worlds of welfare state capitalism’ as described

by Esping-Andersen (1990): the ‘social-democratic’ in the Nordic countries, the ‘corporatist-

conservative’ in continental Europe and the ‘liberal’ in Anglo-Saxon countries, hence, the

United Kingdom and Ireland in Europe. Esping-Andersen’s work has been criticised and

revised by many scholars. Some question the contours and number of clusters, others the

underlying method of nation-based modelling. Yet, the ‘worlds’ remain prominent in com-

parative welfare state research, even if just for their heuristic rather than empirical value

(Arts and Gelissen, 2010, 2002).

Welfare states, as conceptualised by PR scholars, are not per se designed to reduce in-

equalities. Whether and in what form they do depends on the principles of entitlement

they are build on. Three principles can be distinguished in PR theory: need, work, and

citizenship. Limiting benefit access to the utmost cases of need seen as the least effective.

It requires large administrative capacities and politically sensitive redistribution from the

rich to the poor. The weakness of this principle forms what Korpi and Palme (1998) call

the ‘paradox of redistribution’: the more redistribution is targeted to the poor, the less it

helps lifting them out of poverty (p. 671). Work-based social insurances perform better at

reducing inequality. Redistribution is not dependent on the rich giving to the poor, but on

previous, earnings-related contributions. Insurances can help reducing inequality caused by

income loss in times of sickness or unemployment, but the effects are limited to members

of the insurance program (Esping-Andersen and Myles, 2009). Universal access based on

citizenship involves large parts of the population in both giving and taking and is, therefore,

associated most closely with the aim of broad income equality (Korpi and Palme, 1998, p.

672).
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Migrants are, if at all, considered an additional labour force in seminal contributions to

the PR approach (see, e.g. Stephens, 1979). The principles of entitlement are not discussed

with any sense for the particular rights, needs or risks attached to immigration. Some con-

temporary scholars attempt to fill the gap by inserting the concept of migration into the PR

framework (Hemerijck et al., 2013; Papadopoulos, 2011; Sainsbury, 2012). Their theoretical

work revolves around of the ‘three worlds of welfare capitalism’, but concentrates primarily

on the principles of entitlement.

Liberal welfare states are built around targeted benefits. The capacity of the welfare

state to reduce inequalities of any kind is, therefore, limited to the paradox of redistribution.

Moreover, prove of eligibility for benefits involves complicated administrative procedures

which tend to disproportionally challenge migrants due to language barriers, discrimina-

tion and/or lack of knowledge about the system (Sainsbury, 2012, p. 42). Countries with

corporatist-conservative welfare states restrict access to benefits through work-based social

insurance programs. Finding paid work becomes not just the basis for migrants’ economic

self-sufficiency but the central requirement for membership in the system of social stratifica-

tion (Hemerijck et al., 2013, p. 20). Universal benefits build the core of the social-democratic

welfare state. However, they can only unfold their equalising effects if foreigners are treated

on a par with all other member of society (Papadopoulos, 2011, p. 40). Access to equal

rights is, thus, more important than access to paid work (Sainsbury, 2012, p. 86).

PR theory is an important point of departure for research on immigrants’ social rights

and economic well-being. It provides a framework for the study of redistribution and its

effects on income inequality. Inserting migration into the framework extents the set of vari-

ables under consideration. Foreigners first need to acquire the status that provides them with

access to benefits and services before they can profit from equalising effects of redistribution.

Hence, they either need to be granted equal rights (universal benefits) or given access to

paid work (social insurances) on a par with the native-born. Taking PR theory as a starting

point is, however, also a disadvantage. Effects on inequality between the foreign- and the

native-born are abstracted into models which unite different components of the welfare state.

The effects of policies which intervene into the labour markets can, therefore, not be isolated

from other measures of redistribution. Moreover, effects on inequality are studied with a

focus on alternatives to income from salary earnings. The welfare state’s role in creating

and monitoring employment is not considered.
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2.2 An active role for the welfare state?

PR theory is frequently challenged in conceptual, normative and functional branches of a

debate about the right (or the rightful opportunity) to paid work that accompanied the field

of comparative welfare state research over more than two decades (Bonoli, 2005; Daly and

Lewis, 2000; Daly, 2000; Esping-Andersen, 1999, 2002; Esping-Andersen and Myles, 2009;

Korpi, 2000; Lewis, 1992; O’Connor, 1993; Orloff, 1993, 2010; Room, 2000; Rovny, 2014;

Scharpf and Schmidt, 2000; Sainsbury, 1996; Stephens, 2010).

The debate is conceptual to the extent that it questions the way classic welfare state

literature is interpreted in the PR approach. Room (2000) argues that, with a pure focus on

income security, scholars pay only selective tribute to the writings of Karl Marx and Karl

Polanyi. While sufficiently concerned with basic economic needs, they fail to recognise these

scholars’ concerns with the desire of individuals to “work creatively and cooperatively upon

their world, transforming it in order to gain and develop their self-consciousness” (Room,

2000, p. 336). In a similar vein, Stephens (2010) argues that, while building on the concept of

social citizenship, welfare state scholars tend to neglect that Marshall’s conceptualisation also

allows for a reading that includes the “right to satisfying work and human self-development”

(p. 518). Both scholars conclude that, to be fully grounded in the literature they refer to,

PR scholars need to incorporate public policies which enhance economic self-sufficiency and

access to paid work.

0

The normative debate about the right to paid work is less concerned with epistemology

than with employment and wage equality as desirable achievements of the welfare state. In a

critical review of the literature on comparative welfare state research Orloff (1993) uncovers

a systematic neglect of the family as a source of welfare, on the one hand, and a micro-cosmos

of income inequality, on the other. Those responsible for domestic work - “the vast majority

of whom are women” (p. 308) - are not protected against loss of income from earnings in

many welfare states, since they are not given the opportunity to generate own income at

first place. Critical reflections alongside Orloff’s build the foundations for a gender-sensitive

conceptualisation of the welfare state (Daly, 2000; Lewis, 1992; O’Connor, 1993; Sainsbury,

1996).

Public policies promoting women’s access to paid work are the central theme of the fem-

inist approach to welfare state research. However, scholars engage into a critical discussion

of these policies as well. This is the case, in particular, for studies on care work and the gen-

dered divisions of labour (Korpi, 2000; Orloff, 1993, 2010; Daly and Lewis, 2000). Regarding
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the long tradition of public care services in Sweden, Orloff (1993) argues that a pure focus

on women’s labour force participation ignores the country’s “high levels of sex segregation

of occupations, part-time employment and women doing the bulk of unpaid domestic work”

(p. 313). The authors raise awareness for a critical point that is relevant for the general

debate: Access to paid work may not be enough to eliminate inequalities. By transforming

care responsibilities into labour markets for jobs with low pay and status, policies merely

reproduce gendered inequalities that formerly occurred within households.

The functional line of the debate, finally, is put front by, among others, Bonoli (2005),

Esping-Andersen (1999), Scharpf and Schmidt (2000) and contributors to the volume Why

we need a new welfare state (2002). Similar to the other two, this line distances itself from the

conceptualisation of the welfare state in PR theory. However, rather than being concerned

with epistemology or normative claims, it points to the limits of income security in changing

economies and societies. Concerns with the ‘old risk’ of income loss were constructed under

the impression of economic growth and full employment in the early second half of the 20th

century. The emergence of ‘new’ social risks, such as lone parenthood and structural un-

employment, in contrast, got its impulse from profound economic and social changes in the

late second half. Highlighted in this context are: economic recessions following the 1970s’

oil-price crises (Esping-Andersen, 1999, p. 9), growing internationalisation of trade and in-

vestment (Scharpf and Schmidt, 2000) and increasing labour market participation among

women (Bonoli, 2005; Daly, 2000). They all contributed to the rise of a new paradigm in

public and academic debate: “[...] to maximize the rate of employment as the single most

important policy goal of any sustainable welfare state.” (Hemerijck et al., 2013, p. 43).

Central features of the new focus on employment and economic self-sufficiency are so

called ‘active labour market policies’ (ALMPs). As the name indicates, they imply a move

away from the old ‘passive’ protection against income loss towards more employment-oriented

state intervention into the labour markets. The term unifies a range of policies such as train-

ing, employment incentives, benefit limits and direct job creation (Kenworthy, 2010). Central

to the debate about these policies is their balance with the protection against ‘old risks’.

While seen by some as conflicted, or even incompatible (Iversen and Wren, 1998), others

emphasize that employment-oriented policies without income security only lead to miserable

working conditions and new inequalities (Hemerijck, 2002). This is where the functional and

normative debates overlap.
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The debate on access to paid work has important implications for the study of migrants

economic well-being. Foreigners start their way into the new society from a marginalised

position on the labour markets. Hence, “[..] just as in the case of women, policies that

“commodify” immigrants - that is, policies that improve their access to paid work - can be

a useful strategy.” (Sainsbury and Morissens, 2012, p. 114). ALMPs are found to be central

determinants of poverty reduction for new social risks groups especially for those holding

low or redundant skills (Rovny, 2014). Such findings justify a closer look at their effects

on inequalities between the foreign- and the native-born. Rather surprising is, therefore,

that they are almost neglected in research on migrants’ social rights (see Hemerijck et al.,

2013; Papadopoulos, 2011; Sainsbury, 2012). A reason for their inferior role could be that the

scholars all depart from the PR approach which does not pay much attention to employment-

oriented intervention into the labour markets. Another could be that ALMPs are simply

subsumed under the effects of the social-democratic model. Countries with this welfare state

model developed employment-oriented policies much earlier than the other two (Kenworthy,

2010). The effects of ALMPs could, thus, be seen as attached to universal benefits. In either

way, active welfare states deserve more attention when it comes to research on labour market

intervention and its effects on inequalities between migrants and the remaining population.

2.3 Varieties of Capitalism

The predominance of class conflicts in PR theory attracted a range of critical reactions by

the so-called Varieties of Capitalism (VoC) scholarship which opens up the way for a different

take on the topic of inequality between the foreign- and the native-born. VoC scholars aim

at “locating the firm at the center of the analysis” (Hall and Soskice, 2001, p. 5). Welfare

and equality are, much more than in the PR approach, seen as a side product of market

dynamics. The demand for skills plays a central role in the VoC framework. It determines,

broadly speaking, the direction of economic development. Hall and Soskice (2001) argue

that welfare states emerged and diversified in response to the development of skill formation

systems. The scholars develop two theoretical models to explain this interdependence: the

liberal market economy (LME) and the coordinated market economy (CME). The two are

seen as ‘ideal type’ poles of a spectrum along which ‘real type’ economies can be arrayed (p.

8).
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CMEs are characterised by specialised industries depending on high skills. Their de-

mand is met with industry- and firm-specific vocational training, authorised certification

of skill acquisition and a close coordination between schools and employers. Employment

conditions are determined in stable arrangements of collective bargaining between employ-

ers’ organisations and labour unions or set and monitored by the state. Central outputs of

this coordination are i) prospects to remain in a company for a substantive amount of time

(employment protection), ii) security in case of income loss (unemployment protection) and

iii) long-term earnings stability (wage protection). All three outputs combined minimise the

risk of investment into costly skill formation in absence of sufficient knowledge about future

economic development. The structures of CMEs produce and sustain egalitarian societies.

They systematise supply and demand on labour markets, offer a large array of publicly avail-

able skill formation opportunities and develop redistributive systems to protect the workforce

against the risk of income loss (Estevez-Abe et al., 2001, p. 150-158 ; Hall and Soskice, p. 8).

LMEs are dominated by large low-skill, low-pay sectors and mass production. Economic

structures of this kind are not necessarily dependent on specialised skill formation. Employ-

ers and employees are more prone to invest in general and flexible skills. LMEs, thus, lack

corresponding systems for employment, unemployment and wage protection. All working

conditions are set in private contracts. Hands-off policy strategies result in predominantly

flexible and de-regulated labour markets. LMEs are, further, inegalitarian to the extent that

they divide society into those with and those without a degree in higher education. Em-

ployers assess the potential of applicants based on a system that does not offer much skill

formation and diversification by itself. Postgraduate degrees thus become a highly valuable

asset. Those without such degrees are more likely to be trapped in low-paid jobs than they

would be in CMEs (Estevez-Abe et al., 2001, p. 150-158 ; Hall and Soskice, p. 8).

Economies in the Nordic and continental European countries are assigned to the CME

model by Hall and Soskice (2001), Ireland and the United Kingdom are categorised as LMEs

(p. 20-21). More recent contributions of the VoC scholarship identify a broader diversity for

the European context. Hall and Gingerich (2009) argue that economies in Southern Euro-

pean countries (Greece, France, Italy, Portugal and Spain) entail elements of both CMEs and

LMEs. They converge into a type of ‘mixed market economy’ (MME). A similar argument

is made by King (2007) for the ‘emerging market economies’ (EMEs) in central and eastern

Europe. They, too, are seen as hybrids, but “less as a separate ‘variety’ of capitalism as such

than a cluster of countries in transition with only partially formed institutional ecologies.”

(Hancké et al., 2007, p. 4).

12



International migration is not considered in the original VoC framework. However, some

contemporary scholars attempt to lay out how CMEs and LMEs are likely to respond to the

influx of foreigners (Boräng, 2012; Devitt, 2011; Freeman and Kessler, 2008; Kogan, 2007;

Menz, 2009). A first read of the literature reveals strong agreement upon that foreigners are,

from the perspective of employers in all economies, regarded “a flexible part of the labour

force, to be hired during booms and laid off when unemployment increases.” (Boräng, 2012,

p. 39). More important to the study of welfare states and migrant poverty, however, is the

systematic demand of foreign labour. The structures of LMEs and CMEs differ in their ef-

fects on labour migration and, consequentially, migrants’ access to paid work independently

from the demands created during economic cycles.

All scholars referred to in this subsection expect comparatively high systematic demand

for foreign labour in LMEs. Immigrants are viewed as less collectively organised and less

demanding by employers, or, in other words, as “cheap labour” (Boräng, 2012, p. 30). The

picture of foreign-labour matches with the demands of employers in LMEs. They depend

on workers who are willing to take on jobs in the low-skill sector rather than those holding

high skills and certificates. A supply of foreign labour helps employers to create and sustain

labour markets that are typical for LMEs. New markets in turn create new demand for

cheap, flexible and, not at least, exploitable foreign labour (Boräng, 2012, p. 30; Devitt,

2011, p. 588; Menz, 2009, p. 29). LMEs are, therefore, likely to generate a constant “quan-

tatively considerable” demand for foreign labour (Menz, 2009, p. 28). Labour markets in

LMEs have a large capacity to absorb immigrants of all skill levels. However, the dominance

of the free market tends to hamper decent pay and employment security and to blur the

boundaries between formal and informal work. Hence, upon arrival in their country of des-

tination, migrants may not encounter many employment barriers in LMEs, but struggle to

convert paid work into sufficient income for their households (Kogan, 2007, p. 69-70).
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CMEs, in contrast, are expected to develop less systematic demand for foreign workers.

In fact, it is rather questionable whether they are likely to develop ‘quantitatively consider-

able’ demand at all. Labour demand is concentrated on high skills, preferably acquired in the

economic system itself (Devitt, 2011, p. 28). Wage compression and employment protection

make foreign labour much less competitive and increase the likelihood of the native-born to

take on jobs at the low end of the income distribution (Menz, 2009, p. 10). This is enforced

by the presence of labour unions who are traditionally hesitant towards immigration and

‘cheap’ foreign labour (Freeman and Kessler, 2008, p. 671).

Demand for labour migration occurs in CMEs on a conditional rather than consistent

basis. One such condition is the level of substantive wage and employment protection. De-

vitt (2011) and Boräng (2012) argue that coordinated markets with collective agreements

for employment conditions and “watchdogs” (Boräng, 2012, p. 36) in the form of labour

unions are more effective in generating and monitoring employment and wage protection.

CMEs with state-monitored instead of collectively bargained employment and wage protec-

tion are therefore prone to develop de-regulated labour markets similar to those in LMEs

and a corresponding demand for foreign workers. A second condition is the system’s capacity

to respond to change. Employers in CMEs depend on a constant pool of skilled labour. The

capacity of the system to provide this labour force will determine whether foreign workers

are hired to meet the demand. The scholars, thus, argue that the demand for foreign labour

will be lower in CMEs with employment-oriented labour market intervention and high female

labour market participation (Boräng, 2012, p. 37-40; Devitt, 2011, p. 589-590). Employ-

ment prospects for immigrants correspond to the demand for foreign labour in CMEs. High

skills, wage compression and employment protection prevent migrants from gaining access

to the labour markets. Once provided with access, however, they can expect higher income

from their wage-earnings than in LMEs (Kogan, 2007, p. 70-71).
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The VoC framework provides research on migrants economic well-being with important

alternatives to the PR approach. The paradox of high inequality between the foreign- and

the native-born in otherwise egalitarian societies can be approached from a completely differ-

ent angle. CMEs are associated with broad income equality due to particular skill structures

on their labour markets and the economic protection of their domestic workforce. The ex-

act same structures also restrain labour migration and impede on migrants’ employment

prospects at their point of entry into the new country. Income inequalities between the

foreign- and the native-born are expected to shape accordingly.

2.4 Equal rights and cultural diversity

The contributions referred to so far are vital to this master thesis. They help to disentangle

the complex relationship between welfare and inequality. However, none of the main theories

and models in comparative welfare state research deals with policies which concern immi-

grants exclusively. In reference to Soysal (1994, 2012) one could argue that there is not much

harm done by this neglect. The scholar argues that migrants are, due to an overall empow-

erment of human rights in the second half of the 20th century, de facto treated as equals in

affluent democracies today. It is a line of argumentation that follows what Bauböck (2006)

describes as “convergence and liberalisation hypothesis” (p. 25). Critics of Soysal argue that

country-specific patterns of inclusion and exclusion have stayed the course despite growing

attention for universal human rights (Bauböck, 2006; Koopmans, 2005, 2010; Kostakopoulou

and Moritz, 2009; Perchining, 2006; Sainsbury, 2012). Reasoning and relevance of the two

opposing standpoints will be discussed more in detail in this subsection.

The development of theories and models about immigrant-specific policies is embedded

into a broader discussion about the management of immigration, equal rights and cultural

diversity. The discussion relates to, but is also essentially distinct from, the classic rational-

choice oriented migration theories developed by Borjas (1994), Piore (1979) and (Ravenstein,

1885). According to these scholars, people migrate from poorer to richer or from politically

unstable to politically stable countries in order to improve their situation. Political institu-

tions play an inferior role in this ‘push-pull’ model. The forces of migration are considered

to be of pure economic nature. Assumptions of the push-pull models are not refuted in prin-

cipal by those who argue for a policy-centred view on migration, but put into perspective.
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Central for the study of immigration in the European policy context is Hammar’s (1985)

differentiation between immigration policies and immigrant policies. Immigration policies

are designed to regulate “the selection and admission of foreign citizens” (Hammar, 1985,

p. 7). A typical example would be a ‘point system’ which restricts entry to skill and knowl-

edge levels (Green and Green, 1995). The effects of immigration policies on inequality are

disputed, since it remains a matter of debate whether such policies are at all effective tools

for the ‘management’ of migration. The push-pull model crowds out political theory in this

regard (Boswell, 2007; Castles, 2004; Hollifield, 1986; Green and Green, 1995; Ruhs, 2006).

Immigrant policies, in contrast, deal with “all issues that influence the condition of immi-

grants” (Hammar, 1985, p. 9). National and supranational immigrant policies regulate the

formal equivalence between foreigners and the native-born by removing or installing rules

for legal discrimination (Hammar, 1985, p. 10). The European Union is treated as a dis-

tinct source of immigrant policy in this context due to its variety of agreements regulating

the free movement of goods, services, capital and people (Kostakopoulou and Moritz, 2009;

Perchining, 2006).

Hypotheses of ‘convergence and liberalisation’ are largely uncontested regarding migrants

who are citizens of the European Union (EU). The Maastricht Treaty established EU citi-

zenship in 1992. It demands equal treatment for all persons moving from one EU Member

State to another. Similar regulations are put in place by special agreements such as those

of the European Economic Area (EEA). Migrants from participating countries enjoy rights

and duties comparable to those of EU citizens (Kostakopoulou and Moritz, 2009, p. 172-

176). Scholars pointing to enduring cross-country variation in Europe’s national immigrant

policies are mainly concerned with the inclusion and exclusion of third country nationals,

hence, immigrants from countries without corresponding agreements (Kostakopoulou and

Moritz, 2009, p. 176-179). As Perchining (2006) puts it: “In this respect Union citizenship

remained tied to the nation-state framework, which it otherwise intended to transcend.” (p.

68). Several models and theories compete over the explanation of divergence and conver-

gence of national immigrant policies and their effects on third country nationals.

A frequently cited attempt to develop a systematic comparison of immigrant policies is of-

fered in Brubaker’s Citizenship and nationhood in France and Germany (1992). The author

distinguishes between two ways of access to citizenship: by birth (ascription) or through

a legal process which can be more or less restrictive depending on the national context

(naturalisation). French citizenship is rooted in the country’s strong republican tradition

and ‘civic-terriotrial’ notion of nationality. Foreigners are granted full citizenship if they
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adopt the political and cultural norm. In contrast, access to German citizenship is much

more restrictive, due to an early notion of nationality paired with a late development of the

nation-state as such. Nationhood is understood in an ‘ethno-cultural’ rather than republi-

can sense, a contrast that results in stricter naturalisation rights and a priority for German

descendants (p. 75-84). Brubaker’s work is largely recognised in the international migration

literature, but also critically discussed. Soysal (1994) and Hammar (1990), among others,

oppose approaches like the one made by Brubaker for their narrow focus on citizenship and

naturalisation rights. Many ad-hoc regulations have, according to these scholars, provided

non-naturalised foreigners with de facto equal treatment concerning housing, employment

and access to benefits and services despite their legal status. They are, to use the term

coined by the scholars, ‘incorporated’ into the system.

Contemporary scholars fuse the work of Brubaker, Soysal and Hammar with help of

distinct dimensions of incorporation. One frequently cited attempt of this kind is the dif-

ferentiation between individual equality of access and cultural difference and group rights

discussed in (Koopmans and Statham, 2000) and Koopmans (2005). The first dimension

builds on the work of Brubaker. It captures the degree to which immigrant rights developed

on the basis of either an ethnic or civic-territorial sense of nationality. The second relates to

the cultural recognition of immigrants and ethnic minorities in society (Koopmans, 2005, p.

51). The study of Koopmans (2005) covers data for six European countries in 1980, 1990 and

2002. All of the countries strive, according to the scholar, increasingly for a civic-territorial

sense of equality combined with cultural pluralism. Germany and Switzerland moved away

from both an ‘ethnic’ notion of equality and cultural monism. France, the Netherlands and

the United Kingdom, in contrast, developed their civic-territorial notion of equality much

earlier, but combined it with cultural monism as well. (p. 73).

The literature on immigrant rights and incorporation contributes to research on migrants’

social and economic well-being with a systematic framework for the analysis of policies that

“regulate and facilitate immigrants’ inclusion in or exclusion from society” (Sainsbury, 2012,

p. 16). Corrigan (2014) argues that equal rights provide migrants with the prospects to

benefit from equalising effects of work- and citizenship-based benefits. Inclusive immigrant

rights, thus, play a “key mediating role for migrants vis-a-vis the welfare system” (p. 225).

As straightforward as this connection between PR theory and the literature on interna-

tional migration may sound, it is not the only way to reach a conclusion in this context.

Koopmans (2010), in contrast to Corrigan, argues that easy access to equal rights has neg-

ative consequences for foreigners when combined with a generous benefit system because it
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“may lead to dependence on welfare-state arrangements and thereby to social and economic

marginalisation” (p. 2). The argument can be viewed as a modified version of the paradox

of redistribution: More effort to include immigrants into the fabric of solidarity will give way

to less inclusion. Geddes and Bommes (2009), as an alternative to both scholars, argue that

equal rights are neither designed to affect economic well-being in any ways, nor could they

ever achieve such a goal in a “volatile and complex social environment” (p. 197). Hence, as

intruding as the moderating role of incorporation may sound, it is not necessarily causally

connected to the economic well-being of immigrants.
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3 Research findings on migrants’ social rights and eco-

nomic well-being

The studies reviewed in this section build on different combinations of power resource theory,

the debate on access to paid work, varieties of capitalism and the literature on incorporation.

Their central concepts and theories were introduced in the last section separately in order to

discuss origins, references and omissions of the studies. This structure can be simplified for

a review of empirical contributions to research on inequality between migrants and the rest

of the population. The studies follow, broadly speaking, two distinct approaches: a social

rights approach and an economic determinism approach. Each approach will be introduced

briefly in the following subsections before reviewing corresponding empirical contributions.

3.1 Social rights

The points of departure for, what will here be called, the social rights approach are Mar-

shall’s conceptualisation of social citizenship and the power resource theory. Migrants are

granted social rights to different degrees across countries depending on the dominant princi-

ple of entitlement in each welfare state model and the degree of equality granted by national

immigrant policies. More inclusive systems, so the line of argument, result in lower levels

of income poverty among migrants (Corrigan, 2014; Kesler, 2015; Sainsbury and Morissens,

2012). Kesler as well as Sainsbury and Morrisens compare poverty in ‘market income’ (be-

fore taxes and transfers) to poverty in ‘disposable income’ (after taxes and transfers) for

their analyses. It is a standard, even though not uncontested, technique in welfare state

research to measure the level of poverty reduction through state intervention (Kenworthy,

2008; Saunders, 2010, see also subsection 5.3).

Using univariate analyses for six OECD countries Sainsbury and Morissens (2012) find

that relative income poverty among immigrants is most reduced in the social-democratic

(Sweden and Denmark) and least in the liberal welfare states (United States and United

Kingdom) of their selection. The corporatist conservative welfare states (Germany and

France) end up in between (p. 121). The analyses of Kesler (2015) further underline the

differences between welfare state models with multivariate analyses that allow to control

for relevant socio-economic characteristics such as age, education, household structure and

migrants’ country of origin. The results show that foreigner-born poverty rates are lower in

Sweden than in Germany and the United Kingdom even before state intervention.
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The results of both studies indicate that the redistributive principles unfold their effects

on the foreign-born population in accordance with PR theory. However, they cannot provide

insight into the puzzling variation of inequalities between the foreign- and the native-born

across welfare states. Some of the findings point to this problem, but the scholars do not en-

gage into detailed interpretations. Sainsbury and Morissens (2012) find that migrant poverty

rates are particularly high above those of the native-born in the two social-democratic coun-

tries both before and after state intervention (p. 121). The scholars conclude briefly that

“Swedish and Danish policies do an excellent job in keeping native citizens out of poverty,

but only a good job when it comes to immigrants.” (p. 131). Kesler (2015), in a similar

vein, finds that foreign-born poverty rates after state intervention are lowest, but that ratios

between the foreign- and native-born poverty rates are highest in Sweden. Based on these

results, Kesler argues that “[...] the strong Swedish welfare state is not enough to counteract

the penalties that immigrants face in the Swedish labor market.” (p. 50). Hence, differences

in the effects of redistribution are considered and weighed against the challenges of the labour

market in each welfare state model. However, neither of the two is analysed more in detail.

An important detail of the study conducted by Sainsbury and Morissens (2012) is that it

allows to compare opposing pairs of incorporation systems for countries with similar welfare

state models. The focus of the study, however, lies more on introducing the detailed case

studies that follow rather than reaching conclusions of a broader comparative scope. The

descriptive statistics presented do not indicate systematic differences between ‘inclusive’ and

‘exclusive’ countries (p. 121). The study conducted by Corrigan (2014) provides more in-

sight into the mechanisms of incorporation in this context. Results from multi-level analyses

covering 17 European countries indicate that immigrant and social rights interact with each

other. Benefit generosity, an indicator for the ‘strength’ of the welfare state, reduces the

risk of poverty4 for third country nationals most in countries with inclusive incorporation

systems. The study provides depth to the discussion about immigrant rights and economic

well-being. It strengthens Corrigan’s argument about the moderating effect of equal rights

relative to Geddes and Bommes (2009) and Koopmans (2010) who constructed theirs around

descriptive statistics for fewer country cases.

4The figures presented in the publication are based on an index for material deprivation. However, the
author mentions that a replication with income poverty as the dependent variable returned the same results
(Corrigan, 2014, p. 235).
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3.2 Economic determinism

The perspective of the economic determinism approach differs fundamentally from the one

described above. Welfare states are not studied as a bundle of social rights, but as a central

element of the economic system. Building on the VoC framework the scholars argue that

demand for foreign labour is systematically reduced in coordinated economies, due to their

dependency on high skills as well as their effective training and protection of the domestic

workforce. Labour migration is, as a consequence, restrained and migrants’ employment

prospects are lower than in liberal market economies (Boräng, 2012; Devitt, 2011; Kogan,

2007).

The economic determinism approach is empirically supported in several ways. The point

of departure for Devitt’s (2011) study are univariate analyses of immigration patterns across

15 Member States of the European Union between 1997 and 2006. The author concentrates

on persons who migrate for the purpose of work, thus excluding entry categories such as asy-

lum or refuge, but also family re-unification (p. 580). Countries with liberal or mixed market

economies (Southern European Member States, the Untied Kingdom and Ireland) are found

to receive higher inflows of foreign workers compared to countries with coordinated market

economies and strong labour unions (the Nordic countries). Time-series cross-sectional anal-

yses in the study conducted by Boräng (2012) support the findings of Devitt (2011). The

author isolates three indicators for the labour market structure from the VoC framework:

union density, centrality of the wage bargaining system and spending on ALMPs. Analyses

for a joined index of these indicators across 17 OECD countries for the years 1985 to 2008

support the scholar’s hypotheses. Inflows of labour migrants5 are significantly reduced by

a higher value on the index (p. 111). In other words, economies attract particularly low

levels of labour migration if they are characterised by high substantive employment and wage

protection for the domestic labour force and high public spending on employment-oriented

labour market intervention.

5Measured in work permits per year (Boräng, 2012, p. 110)
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Results similar to those of Boräng (2012) and Devitt (2011) are presented in the OECD

study that was briefly introduced in subsection 1.1. Foreign-born respondents of the 2008

EU Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) in 15 EU countries6 where asked to state their reason

for migrating. The highest shares for ‘employment’ as a reason are found among the respon-

dents in Greece (51%) and Spain (47%), which are categorised as mixed market economies

by Hancké et al. (2007). The lowest shares, on the other hand, are found in two countries

with coordinated market economies and strong labour unions: Norway (8%) and Sweden

(10%) (OECD, 2012, p. 25).

Patterns for employment rates and job characteristics correspond to those of labour mi-

gration in the studies referred to above. The labour market index constructed by Boräng

(2012) correlates negatively with cross-sectional data on migrants’ labour market partici-

pation for the year 2006 (p. 117). Hence, economic structures which restrain labour mi-

gration are also associated with lower employment levels. Descriptive analyses summarised

by Devitt (2011) further indicate higher shares of domestic workers in Southern Europe

and “noteworthy employment” of migrants in the sector for care services in Ireland and the

United Kingdom (p. 582). These patterns match with the systematic demand for foreign

labour in the low-skill sectors of these countries as the author expected in reference to the

VoC framework. Multi-level analysis by Kogan (2007) with help of data from the EU-LFS

for the last decade of the 20th century further support the general split between countries

with flexible low-skilled labour markets and those with regulated high-skill labour markets.

Male migrants face significantly lower employment prospects in the latter, particularly if

they arrived only recently to the corresponding country.

6Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom (OECD, 2012, p. 25).
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4 A joined analytical framework for the study of in-

equality and immigration

The two approaches discussed in the last section appear to be incompatible at first glance.

Economic determinism is derived deductively from the VoC framework and classic, rational-

choice based migration theory. Welfare states are not primarily discussed as a source of

income and equality but as part of a wider structure that affects the demand for foreign

labour. Debated outcomes are migrants’ employment rather than income prospects. The

social rights approach, in contrast, is derived inductively from detailed studies of ‘ideal cases’

within the PR framework. Welfare states are studied in terms of their effects on economic

well-being among the foreign-born. Moreover, neither of the two approaches fully recog-

nises the contribution of the other. Social citizenship is almost completely omitted in the

economic determinism approach. The welfare state’s role in shaping both immigration and

employment prospects remains conceptually underdeveloped in the social rights approach.

Despite all the differences it is possible to synthesize the two approaches in a joint system-

atic framework for the study of poverty among the foreign-born relative to the one among

native-born as illustrated in figure 1 and discussed further below.

Figure 1: Analytical framework for the study of foreign- to native-born poverty ratios
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The central dependent variable in the framework is the foreign- to native-born poverty

ratio. It follows directly from the research question as it puts the levels of poverty among

the two sub-populations in relation to each other. The structure of the labour market forms,

quite literally, the ‘frame’ of the framework. All of the scholars referred to consider the

challenges of the labour market to some extent. Social rights scholars argue that all public

effort to increase migrants’ income prospects need to be weighed against their marginali-

sation on the labour markets at the point of entry into the country. Concrete analyses of

labour market structures, however, are rare in the social rights approach. This is where

the economic determinism approach steps in. Labour markets are systematically compared

in terms of their capacity to demand for and absorb foreign workers. Three central labour

market characteristics can be singled out in this context: Demand for high-skilled labour,

the strength of organised labour and female labour force participation.

High skills are associated with low levels of poverty among the working population in the

VoC framework. They require institutions for wage and employment protection to cushion

the risk of costly skill investment. Schools and employers are, further, closely coordinated

and programs for skill formation are made available for large parts of society (Estevez-Abe

et al., 2001). Foreigners, in contrast, are systematically left out. Employment in high skill

economies requires specific skill formation and authorised certification which are difficult to

achieve outside a country’s economic context (Menz, 2009). Labour migration and employ-

ment prospects for foreigners will be lower, in consequence.

Organised labour further sharpens the differences between the foreign- and the native-

born populations. Strong labour unions help improving the merits of employment and wage

protection for the native-born through effective implementation and monitoring (Devitt,

2011). They do so, in addition, by protecting the domestic work force against ‘cheap’ foreign

labour (Boräng, 2012). Systematic demand for foreign workers is restrained in economies

with strong labour unions.

Positive effects of female labour force participation on poverty reduction are highlighted

in the debate on access to paid work and ‘new social risks’. Bringing women into paid

work provides more members of society with the opportunity to form own household income

(Orloff, 1993). Scholars of the economic determinism approach, as a contrast, argue that the

recruitment of women, substitutes for the employment of foreign-labour (Devitt, 2011). High

female labour force participation among the native-born, thus, impedes on the formation of

market income among the foreign-born.
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All three characteristics of the labour market lower the level of poverty among the native-

born while impeding on the systematic demand for foreign workers and, in that way, on

employment opportunities for immigrants. Prospects for income from wage-earnings and,

consequentially, the level of poverty among the foreign-born will be shaped accordingly.

Foreign- to native-born poverty ratios are, therefore, expected to be particularly high in

economies with high demand for high-skilled labour, strong labour unions and high female

labour force participation among the native-born.

Active and passive intervention by the state into the labour markets unfold their effects

within and in interaction with the frame of labour market characteristics and the systematic

demand for foreign labour. They do so differently for the native- and the foreign-born by the

nature of their intervention, but also by their interplay with immigrant rights. Individual

hypothesis based on this framework are formulated together with more detailed explanations

in the following subsections.

4.1 Passive intervention

Unemployment benefits are considered a ‘passive’ form of labour market intervention in the

VoC approach, as they target workers’ income maintenance rather than promoting employ-

ability (Estevez-Abe et al., 2001, p. 153). It is considered as a source of demand for foreign

labour in the economic determinism approach, but plays only a marginal role. Boräng (2012)

and Devitt (2011) argue that a generous unemployment benefit system may, in principle,

affect the demand of foreign labour. Generous benefits can make potential employees shun

low-paid jobs and in that way increase the need for migrant workers. However, Boräng

(2012) finds no effect of passive intervention on the inflow of foreign labour when controlling

for the labour market structure (p. 112).

Benefits for the unemployed play a much larger role in the PR framework and, conse-

quentially, the social rights approach. Protection against the ‘old risk’ of income loss can,

depending on generosity level and policy design, effectively redistribute income and lower

the risk of poverty (Sjöberg et al., 2010). The hurdles of access to these benefits are, how-

ever, much higher for the foreign- than for the native-born. Unemployment benefits are

designed to cushion the risk of income loss for ‘insiders’ of the labour market, hence, those

who temporarily drop out of paid work (Rovny, 2014, p. 409). Benefit levels, further,
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depend on earnings-related contributions, if they are embedded into a social insurance pro-

gram. Such a requirement profits those with longer work histories (Sainsbury, 2012, p. 56).

Hence, generous unemployment benefits can be considered a tool that reduces poverty among

the native-born more effectively than among the foreign-born. The foreign- to native-born

poverty ration will, therefore, be higher in more generous unemployment benefit systems. A

corresponding hypothesis can be formulated in the following way:

H1: The foreign- to native-born poverty ratio increases with the generosity of

the unemployment benefit system.

4.2 Active intervention

Active labour market policies are seen as an obstacle for migrants in the economic deter-

minism approach. A government’s commitment to uphold a trained and active labour force

systematically impedes on the poaching of foreign workers, because it enables employers

to recruit from a larger and constantly (up-)skilled domestic labour force (Boräng, 2012).

Hence, policies which may raise active job search and prospective market income for the

native-born can potentially hamper the demand for foreign workers and, thus, have indirect

negative effects on migrants’ employment opportunities and income prospects. As in the

case of passive intervention, policies that potentially reduce poverty among the native-born

are not expected to do the same for the foreign-born.

H2: The foreign- to native-born poverty ratio increases with the extent of employment-

oriented state intervention into the labour markets.

The arguments of economic determinism and social rights scholars collide upfront in this

part of the analytical framework. Immigrants are outsiders to the labour markets at their

point of entry into a new country and therefore considered a new social risk group in the

social rights approach (Sainsbury, 2012, p. 114). Employment-oriented policies are seen as a

tool to combat their exclusion. Hence, migrants may profit more from direct effects of active

intervention than the native-born.
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The fine difference between the arguments made in the two approaches lies in the con-

ditions of employment. As highlighted in the debate about the right to work, employment-

oriented policies need to be combined with adequate pay and substantive employment pro-

tection for available jobs in order to sustain economic self-sufficiency. The advantages of

ALMPs for the foreign-born are, therefore, expected to be particularly high in countries

with strong labour unions. The interaction effect postulated in the following hypothesis

reflects this concern:

H3: The positive effect of employment-oriented state intervention on the foreign-

to native-born poverty ratio decreases with the strength of organised labour.

4.3 Immigrant rights

Neither immigrant policies nor immigration policies play a central role in the economic

determinism approach. Labour migration is, in the tradition of classic migration theory,

considered a product of push and pull factors which can hardly be steered intentionally by

policy-makers. Such arguments stand in contrast to the wealth of literature on immigrant

rights and incorporation as well as Sainsbury’s (2012) and Corrigan’s (2014) work on mi-

grants’ social rights and economic well-being. It can be argued, that the legal status of

foreigners, specified for the context of employment and equal access to the labour market,

makes a difference among countries with similar labour market structures. More inclusive

systems provide migrants with more income prospects and lower the level of poverty among

them. This consideration should be the first step of more comprehensive ones:

H4: The foreign- to native-born poverty ratio decreases with the extent of formal

labour market access for the foreign-born.

The findings of Corrigan (2014), further, indicate that migrant rights are indirectly re-

lated to poverty in the context of labour market intervention, because they moderate the

effects of benefits and services. If applied to the framework it can be argued that negative

effects of ALMPs are cushioned with a policy strategy that strengthens the position of mi-

grants on the labour markets, just as in the case of union density (H3):
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H5: The positive effect of employment oriented state intervention on the foreign-

to native-born poverty ratio decreases with the extent of formal labour market ac-

cess for the foreign-born.

In a similar vein, it can be argued that migrants enjoy similar entitlement to generous

unemployment benefits as the native-born once they are formally provided with the oppor-

tunity to work and pay earnings-related contributions. The effects of passive labour market

intervention on the poverty levels between the two populations will be evened out in more

inclusive systems.

H6: The positive effect of a generous unemployment benefit system on the foreign-

to native-born poverty ratio decreases with the extent of formal labour market

access for the foreign-born.
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5 Methodology

The theoretical framework developed in the last section is unique in the sense that it com-

bines concepts and theories across different perspectives and approaches of both comparative

welfare state research and the literature on international migration. The synthesis enables

a broad view on the determinants of poverty among migrants in relation to the standard of

living prevailing in their country of destination. Yet, while fruitful from a theoretical per-

spective, the combination has large drawbacks when it comes to empirical research. The two

fields are each confronted with methodological problems that are amplified in combination.

The most central ones will be tackled in this section to allow for a sound methodology and

choice of data sources.

5.1 Combining theories, combining empirical problems

A first basic difficulty of the analytical framework is its distinct confrontation with what

Lijphart (1971) calls the “many variables, small number of cases” problem (p. 685). Most

objects of study in the social sciences are - and this certainly true in cases of welfare, mi-

gration and poverty - bound to time and space. They cannot be studied in an experiment

without running into practical or ethical problems. Hence, neither the number of cases nor

the number of variables can be kept under control in a convenient way. Lijphart proposes two

alternatives in order to address this challenge: the comparative and the statistical method

(p. 683). The comparative method is applied if only a limited number of cases is available

for a certain area of study. It requires a choice and in-depth study of cases which are ‘ideal’

in respect to the theory. The drawback of the comparative method is its sensitivity to con-

founding variables. The researcher can never be sure whether effects occur as hypothesized

or due to unobserved co-variation. A move towards the statistical method can help solv-

ing the problem of too many variables. It requires a, preferably random, selection of cases

numerous enough to allow for statistical inference and control for confounding variables (p.

683-685).

Variation in political, economic and social systems is chronically limited to a small num-

ber of cases. The comparative method is therefore applied, or at least considered, in all

studies referred to in section 3. Sainsbury (2006), for example, selects the United States,

Sweden and Germany as representative cases of the ‘three worlds of welfare state capitalism’

in order to study the social rights of immigrants in different institutional settings. Kesler

(2015) studies the United Kingdom, Sweden and Germany for the same reasons. Both do so
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because they choose the variation in welfare state systems as their point of departure. This

approach, however, is not ideal for research on both welfare and migration. Effects of immi-

grant policies cannot be separated from those of the welfare states. Sainsbury (2012) tackles

this problem by selecting six cases: three to maximise the variation in welfare states with

two each for the variation in immigrant rights. Hence, studying the institutional setting of

migration and welfare alone requires a move towards a larger number of cases, letting alone

the need to control for confounding variables.

The second difficulty arises from the multitude of analytical levels addressed in the frame-

work. Variation in policies and labour market structures are studied on the national and

supranational level. Poverty and, thus, the central dependent variable, in contrast, is a

household-level concept. Corrigan (2014) and Kogan (2007) address this problem with multi-

level modelling. The technique pertains to the statistical method since the main variation

stems from a multitude of micro-level observations for which “nationality can simply be

treated as an additional variable on a par with other individual attributes” (Lijphart, 1971,

p.685). Micro-level determinants of poverty such as age, education and household structure

can be controlled for to isolate the marginal effects of macro-level variables.

Multi-level modelling seems to solve the methodological problems of the analytical frame-

work quite elegantly. By treating differences on the macro-level as characteristics assigned to

‘country-groups’ of households the many-variables-small-n problem can be addressed while

simultaneously controlling for confounding variables on both the micro- and the macro-level.

At close inspection, however, the technique runs into logical complications. A central as-

sumption of the economic determinism approach, and thus the ‘frame’ of the analytical

framework, is that labour market characteristics shape the composition of the foreign-born

population. In a multi-level model, in contrast, micro-level information about the foreign-

born population would be treated as given and kept under control. This logical inconsistency

reflects a profound conflict between structuralist approaches and multi-level models in the

social sciences. As Arts and Gelissen (2010) put it for the case of comparative welfare state

research: “Because welfare distributing effects are often described in terms of their intended

social stratification, a tautological element easily sneaks into the explanations.” (p. 583).
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To ensure consistency with the assumptions made for the theoretical framework the hy-

potheses will be tested with time-series cross-sectional (TSCS) analysis as, specified and

applied by Huber et al. (1993) and Hicks (1994) for the context of comparative welfare

state research and by Boräng (2012) for the economic determinism approach. TSCS analysis

solves the many-variables-small-n problem by combining cross-sectional with longitudinal

variance. Observations on the micro-level are aggregated to represent the population as a

whole. Strengths and weaknesses of TSCS in relation to the theoretical framework will be

discussed in detail in subsection 5.2.

5.2 Time-series cross-sectional analysis

The particular advantage of TSCS for the problems discussed in the last subsection is the

possibility to enlarge the number of observations in a way that the statistical method can be

applied. The total number of observations N in pooled TSCS analysis results from the sum

of points T in time for each individual case I (N = I × T ) which ensures that the number

of explanatory variables does not exceed the degrees of freedom required (Schmidt, 1997, p.

156). At its very basis, TSCS builds on ordinary least squares (OLS) regression for which

observations are pooled for each case at several points in time (Podestà, 2002, p. 6). Hence,

in its most basic form TSCS can be noted as

yit = β1 +
k∑

k=2

βkxkit + eit (1)

Where i refers to a certain case, t to the point in time of the observation and k to a spe-

cific explanatory variable. The intercept β1 and the slope coefficients β1 to βk are modelled

jointly for both the temporal and the spatial dimensions.

As several scholars have pointed out, TSCS analyses can not rest on pooled OLS estima-

tions alone (Boräng, 2012; Beck and Katz, 1995, 1996; Hicks, 1994; Kmenta, 1986; Parks,

1967; Podestà, 2006). The combination of spatial and temporal variation in one pooled

model violates several assumption of OLS which are vital for testing hypotheses of the an-

alytical framework. As discussed by Parks (1967) in a seminal study on TSCS analysis,

combining both dimensions is problematic due to correlated error terms and cross-sectional

heteroscedasticity. This can be exemplified for the analytical framework. Changes in the

institutional setting of one country may well affect a neighbouring or otherwise similar coun-
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try. As argued by Hicks (1994) it is not appropriate to assume that statistical models for two

countries as similar as Belgium and the Netherlands have uncorrelated cross-sectional error

terms (p. 174). The problem of correlated error terms also appears when looking at the

time-series of each case individually. PR theory builds on the assumption that welfare states

developed path-dependently. Time-series can therefore be expected to have auto-correlated

error terms (Hicks, 1994, p. 172). The focus on migration, finally, is in conflict with the

assumption of homoscedasticity because fluctuations over time may increase with the volume

of immigration (Boräng, 2012, p. 106).

Several solutions for the problems of correlated error terms and cross-sectional het-

eroscedasticity are discussed in the literature. Parks (1967) and Kmenta (1986) handle

the problems by replacing ordinary with feasible generalised least squares (FGLS) regression

and by separately modelling both temporally and spatially correlated error terms. The tech-

nique is criticised by Beck and Katz (1995, 1996) because FGLS regression assumes that the

variance-covariance matrix of the error terms is known and not estimated. Consequentially,

the standard errors are inflated which may lead to overconfident estimations. The authors

propose to use OLS regression with panel corrected standard errors instead. The latter take

both spatially correlated error terms and cross-sectional heteroscedasticity into account. Er-

ror terms for the time-series can be corrected with either a first-order autoregressive model

or a lagged dependent variable (LDV). The latter solution, however, is widely criticised.

Maddala (1998), for example, argues that by including an LDV in the model auto-correlated

error terms are corrected for the sacrifice of consistent estimators (p.61). In other words, the

LDV can lead to an overestimation of path-dependency.

The prescriptions for heteroscedasticity and correlated error terms discussed so far have

numerous applications in comparative welfare state research. A central challenge, however,

remains. Both the FGLS and the OLS solution operate with a single coefficient for both time

and space. This fallacy of pooled analysis is critical, according to Kittel (1999), since “the

coefficient gives no information about the relative contribution of the two dimensions to its

value” (p. 232). The problem is addresses by Boräng (2012) with a subdivision of the sample

into two time periods. In that way, two coefficients for two time periods can be estimated

and compared (p. 108). The solution, however, only works for large time periods. Both the

FGLS and the OLS technique have relevance only if the TSCS analysis is time-dominant

(T > I). Hence, to allow for a subdivision of time periods the total number of observations

over time needs to be more than twice as high as the number of cases (T > 2I).
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A solution that accounts for both the relative contribution of time and space and the

balance between I and T is provided by Hicks (1994) and Podestà (2002). The scholars

proposes to use random-effects (RE) and fixed-effects (FE) models in order to address the

error components of the two dimensions separately. Both can be noted as

yit = (β1 + µi + λt)
k∑

k=3

βkxkit + eit (2)

where µi refers to the cross-sectional and λt to the temporal variation. Either of the two

can be dropped depending on which dimension is expected to have more influence in the

model (Podestà, 2006, p. 21). In the FE model, slope coefficients remain fixed while the

intercepts are modelled as parameters of either time or space. Heteroscedasticity and corre-

lated error terms can be corrected with robust standard errors (see, Freedman, 2006). The

technique is equivalent to adding dummy variables for each case or each point in time to the

right-hand side of equation 1 (Podestà, 2002, p. 22). The disadvantage of the technique is

that dummy variables absorb the information they refer to. FE models should therefore only

be applied if the theoretical basis allows for the absorption (Plümper et al., 2005). A large

number of dummy variables can, further, crowd out other relevant variables, considering

that the degrees of freedom are limited. In the RE model both µi and λt are derived from

random distributions. The restriction of competing variables can be relaxed in this case. In

contrast, the model can neither be corrected for heteroscedasticity nor for correlated error

terms (Hicks, 1994, p. 177).

As the discussion in this subsection indicates, TSCS analysis can effectively confront the

problems of too few cases and too many variables. It is further in line with the assumptions

of the analytical framework as it rests on macro-level information and aggregated figures for

each (sub-)population. The choice for a sound statistical technique, however, cannot rest on

the discussions in this subsections. It needs to be informed by the quality of available data

as well. This is because, on the flip-side of a larger number of observations, TSCS requires

data availability both over time and across a, preferably numerous, set of country cases for

a range of variables. Suitable operationalisations and data sources are discussed in the next

subsections.
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5.3 Operationalisation and measurement

The first operationalisation concerns the depended variable: ratios of relative income

poverty. Poverty is, first and foremost, a household concept. People rarely live on their

own income alone. We tend to pool resources together with other cohabitants, partners,

family members, etc. Hence, for the context of poverty, households are “the unit about

which we should be most centrally concerned.” (Kenworthy, 2008, p. 1). Household income

can be measured both before and after taxes and transfers. The differentiation is relevant

for the study of household-level income portfolios, however, as noted by Brady et al. (2009):

“[i]t is unrealistic to reify these simulations of individual pre-fisc income into national-level

estimates of poverty, inequality, and redistribution” (p. 38). This is because welfare states

do not only affect redistribution, but also the distribution of income from wage-earnings.

Hence, to “really estimate the redistribution we would need to invent a counter-factual ‘vir-

gin’ distribution that was unaffected by social policies altogether” (Esping-Andersen and

Myles, 2009, p. 641). The analyses will, therefore, be limited to post-tax post-transfer

household income.

Poverty will be measured in accordance with the standard adapted by the Statistical

Office of the European Communities (Eurostat). A poverty threshold is set at 60% of the

national median equivalised7 household income. Every household below this threshold is

considered as poor. Such ‘headcount’ measure are widely recognised in poverty research due

to their comparability across a wide range of countries (Brady et al., 2009, p. 40). However,

they are also critically debated in the field, since their threshold levels can be set rather arbi-

trarily (Atkinson et al., 2002, p. 84). Moreover, they do not give any information about the

‘depth’ of poverty (Sen, 1976). Every person below the threshold is treated as equally poor.

TheJoint Report on Social Inclusion (2001) of the European Comission and the European

Council recognises these shortcomings of the Eurostat standard as well and, consequentially,

adopts the term “at risk of poverty” instead of poverty to indicate its drawbacks (p. 89).

The share of people living at risk of poverty is what the term ‘poverty rate’ refers to in the

following discussion.

7The equivalance scale used by Eurostat is the ‘OECD-modified scale’ for which the first adult in the
household is weighted with 1 and every additional person at the age of 14 or above with 0.5. Every child
younger than 14 is weighted with 0.3 (Atkinson et al., 2004, p. 84).

34



Data on poverty rates among migrants needs to stand a tough reliability test. Estima-

tions by the OECD (2015) indicate that, today, the foreign-born population is only one tenth

of the current EU population (p. 40). The imbalance has direct implications for the study

of migrant poverty. Predictions for such small populations can be systematically distorted

by statistical errors. A good data source with comparatively large sample sizes is the EU

Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) used by Corrigan (2014). EU-SILC

data is based on a common framework for coordination and harmonisation of national in-

come statistics. Data collection was initiated in 2003 by six European countries (Austria,

Belgium, Denmark, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg and Norway). Since 2005 data is collected

for all EU Member States and some neighbouring countries.8 The data covers both admin-

istrative and survey-based sources. It is standardized to the extent that the foreign-born

can be identified across all country cases. Furthermore, as shown by Lelkes (2007) with the

2004 dataset, EU-SILC samples for the foreign-born are large enough to keep estimated 95%

confidence interval bands at 1 percentage point above and below Eurostat standard poverty

rates, even if separated out for EU and non-EU sub-samples (p. 4). Hence, EU-SILC can be

used as a reliable data source for the study of poverty. Data from the study is taken from

the Eurostat database9.

The samples of each population are restricted to poverty rates (pr) for households of re-

spondents in working age (18-64) due to the focus on labour market participation. Foreign-

to native-born poverty ratios are calculated for households of the total foreign-born popula-

tion (
prforeign
prnative

). Eurostat further provides figures for non-EU migrants corresponding to the

number of Member States between 2007 and 2013 (EU 27) and since 2013 (EU 28) which is

helpful for testing hypotheses about immigrant rights. All countries in the dataset are part

of the European Economic Area during the time covered and all, except for Norway, are

also part of the EU.10 Hence, migrants from countries without corresponding agreements on

access to the labour markets need to be identified in order to study the effects of national

policies. The time frame covers two EU enlargements: 2004 and 2007. However, all Member

States before the enlargement in 2013 held a candidate status during the time covered.11

Poverty rates among migrants from outside the EU 27 will, therefore, be used as a proxy

for third country nationals. A corresponding poverty ratio is calculated (prnon−EU

prnative
) for the

analyses.

8Information taken from http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/income-and-living-conditions/ [accessed
September 22, 2015].

9See http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database [accessed September 22, 2015].
10Information taken from http://www.efta.int/eea [accessed September 22, 2015].
11http://ec.europa.eu/enlargement [accessed September 22, 2015].
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The generosity of the unemployment benefit system will be operationalized with

help of the benefit generosity index (BGI) developed by Scruggs (2006). Essentially, the in-

dex builds on the conceptualisations and analyses in Three worlds of welfare state capitalism

(1990). It combines indices for three social insurance programs: pensions, unemployment

and sick pay (p. 57). Being based on insurance programs the BGI cannot capture the un-

employment benefit system entirely. The specificity makes it, however, even more relevant

for the analytical framework. Social insurances require work tests and earnings-related con-

tributions. The (sub-)index for unemployment benefit generosity, thus, reflects precisely the

tensions between the core and the margins of the labour market which form the underlying

mechanism of hypothesis 4. Annual data on Scruggs’ unemployment benefit generosity index

are taken from the Comparative Welfare Entitlements Dataset (CWED)12

The operationalisation for employment-oriented labour market intervention is in-

formed by the discussion of ALMPs in Bonoli (2009) and Vandenbroucke and Vleminckx

(2011). The umbrella term of ALMP covers a range of policies with varying policy goals.

Assessing them in a single indicator can, therefore, considered to be rather complicated or

even inadequate (Bonoli, 2009, p. 57). In the sense of hypotheses 5 and 6, however, the

question is not necessarily about the kind of employment policy-makers have in mind when

designing and implementing policies. What lies at the center is the overall commitment to

structural change and job growth (Boräng, 2012, p. 37-39). This will ultimately determine

whether employers expect to be sufficiently provided with a domestic labour force. Boräng

(2012) approximates this commitment with spending on ALMPs as a percentage of the coun-

try’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP).

The approach of Boräng (2012) suits TSCS analyses rather neatly as it allows for an as-

sessment over time. The drawback is its sensitivity to trends, most importantly the change

in unemployment. More spending on ALMPs may simply reflect a higher cyclical ‘need’

for state intervention and not the governments’ commitment to certain policies. Vanden-

broucke and Vleminckx (2011) address this problem with an index that corrects for such

fluctuations: spending on active labour market policies per unemployed divided by GDP

per capita (p. 458). Values for the analyses in this master thesis were calculated with help

of this formula and data from the EU Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS), the Labour Market

Policy (LMP) database and the European System of National and Regional Accounts (ESA).

12See http://cwed2.org/ [accessed September 22, 2015].
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Migrants’ formal access to the labour market, finally, can be captured with the Mi-

gration Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) which is also used by Corrigan (2014) and Geddes

and Bommes (2009) for their analyses. The MIPEX composite is an aggregate of 167 indi-

vidual indicators for 8 policy areas created with help of standardised expert surveys covering

38 countries13. Five of the indicators address the policy area of labour market access directly.

Corresponding questions are: (1) What categories of foreign residents have equal access to

employment as nationals? (2) Are foreign residents able to accept any private-sector em-

ployment under equal conditions as nationals? (3) Are foreign residents able to accept any

public-sector employment under equal conditions as nationals? (4) What categories of for-

eign residents have equal access to self-employment as nationals? (5) Are foreign residents

able to take up self-employed activity under equal conditions as nationals? The MIPEX

indicator for labour market access is constructed with help of standardised ordinal-scaled

answers to these questions. It will serve as the lead indicator for testing hypotheses 4, 5 and

6. The data for the analyses was downloaded from the MIPEX website14.

The three indicators for the labour market structure will each be measured in accor-

dance with the requirements of the analytical framework and the standards applied in the

economic determinism approach. As can be derived from the discussion in section 4 each

of the three requires a different degree of sophistication. Measuring female labour market

participation is rather straightforward. In the context of this master thesis, the share of

(self-)employed among all working age (15-64) native-born women will suffice. A common

tool to measure the demand for skills in comparative studies is the International Standard

Classification of Occupations (ISCO). An occupation is defined as a “set of jobs whose main

tasks and duties are characterized by a high degree of similarity” (ILO, 2012, p. 11). The

classification adapted in 2008 comprises eight groups of which the first three are consid-

ered ‘high-skill’ occupations: Managers (1), Professionals (2) and Technicians and Associate

Professionals (3). All three require the completion of (at least) the first stage of tertiary

education (p. 14). As follows from theses specifications and the standard literature on the

topic, demand for high-skills is measured as the share of (self-)employed in either of these

occupations (see, Goos et al., 2009). Data for both indicators stems from the EU-LFS as well.

13See http://www.mipex.eu/what-is-mipex [accessed September 22, 2015].
14See http://www.mipex.eu/download-pdf [accessed September 22, 2015].
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Boräng (2012) approximates the strength of organised labour with a measure for union

density, hence, with “net union membership as a proportion of wage and salary earners in

employment” (p. 70). The proxy is limited to the extent that density only reflects the scope

of membership and not the role of organised labour on the labour markets. However, as the

author argues, membership plays an important role in providing unions with access to the

workplace which in turn determines their ability to function as ‘watchdogs’ for substantive

employment protection (p. 71). Data on union density is taken from the Data Base on

Institutional Characteristics of Trade Unions, Wage Setting, State Intervention and Social

Pacts, 1960-2011 (ICTWSS)15.

All data sources mentioned in this subsection allow for an analysis both over time and

across European countries. Hence, they fulfil the basic requirement for TSCS analyses. How-

ever, the statistical techniques applied for TSCS also vary depending on data quality and

coverage. Options and restrictions of the available datasets in reference to the statistical

techniques will be discussed in the next subsection.

5.4 Data coverage

15 European countries have systematic entries in all data sources: Austria, Belgium, Den-

mark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Norway, the Netherlands, Portugal,

Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom. However, complete datasets for all of these coun-

tries only cover two years: 2007 and 2008. Data on union density and unemployment benefit

generosity are not available for the years 2012 and 2013. Comparative information on labour

market access is not covered for the time before 2007. Moreover, EU-SILC data only covers

a subset of the countries for the year 2004. The same problem occurs for 2009-2011 data on

union density and 2011-2013 data for the ALMP index. The time frame, finally, is problem-

atic, because it stretches across the 2007/2008 financial crisis. Confounding effects of the

crisis on poverty levels would need to be kept under control. This task, however, is difficult

to fulfil under consideration of the limited degrees of freedom in TSCS analysis. Details and

coverage of the acquired data are summarised in table 1.

15See http://www.uva-aias.net/208 [accessed September 22, 2015].
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Table 1: Data sources and coverage for 15 European countries over 10 years

Indicator Data source Coverage (year: 20xx)

04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13

Poverty among the foreign-born EU-SILC (Eurostat) | −− |————————————————————|

Poverty among the native-born EU-SILC (Eurostat) | −− |————————————————————|

Female employment rate EU-LFS (Eurostat) |——————————————————————–|

Union density ICTWSS database |———————————| − − −−−− |

Demand for high-skills EU-LFS (Eurostat) |——————————————————————–|

Unemployment benefit generosity CWED database |—————————————————–|

ALMP index
LMP database (Eurostat)
ESA 2010 (Eurostat)
EU-LFS (Eurostat)

|———————————————| − − −−−−− |

Labour market access MIPEX |———————————————–|

As it turns out, variation over time is severely limited for research on migrant poverty in

the European context. Even with imputation of all missing values, the model would still be

cross-sectionally dominant (I > T ). Variation over time cannot be interpreted in a mean-

ingful way for such a model. As can be derived from the discussion in subsection 5.1, such

restrictions are best met with a fixed effects model implying intercepts for each year and

joined slope coefficients. Heteroscedasticity and correlated error terms can be corrected with

robust standard errors in this model. The problems of auto-correlation and absorbed tempo-

ral information can be neglected due to the short period of time covered (Hicks, 1994, p. 181).

Observations in 2005 are used for imputations on the poverty variables for the year

2004 for three countries (Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom) to maximise

coverage over time and space. Data on migrants’ labour market access in 2007 are imputed

for missing observations in the years before. This form of imputation is reasonable in this

context considering the relative stability of immigrant rights since the mid 1990s (Koopmans,

2013; Niessen and Huddleston, 2009). The final dataset is restricted to the years 2004-2008

in order to avoid complications caused by Europe’s economic development in the aftermath

of the financial crisis. Ultimately, the dataset covers a total number of 75 observations on

each variable.
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6 Results

Results of the analyses are presented for descriptive statistics in subsection 6.1. to give

an impression about the basic variation and co-variation over time and space. The set of

variables is adapted with control variables derived from a detailed discussion of these figures.

Results for TSCS regression analyses are then presented in subsection 6.2. The full dataset

with mean values and standard deviations for central tendency and dispersion over time and

space can be found in Appendix 1.

6.1 Descriptive statistics

Standard deviations across countries per year exceed those over time per country in all vari-

ables as can be expected regarding the short period of time covered (see Appendix 1) . The

discussion in this subsection will, therefore, concentrate on the differences between countries.

However, patterns of variation in poverty rates over time need some closer inspection before

combining them into one variable for inequality between the foreign- and the native-born.

As can be seen when comparing the tables 2 and 3 below, poverty rates among the foreign-

and the native-born vary in a joined pattern, but to a different extent in the two popula-

tions. Both poverty rates increase successively in Finland, Germany and Greece, while they

decrease in Portugal until 2007 and then spark again in 2008. Poverty changes in Sweden

occur simultaneously as well and change directions every year.

The difference between the changes in poverty rates lies in their fluctuation range. Higher

standard deviations in the foreign-born population indicate that the economic well-being of

migrants is more sensitive to changes than the one of the remaining population. The discus-

sions on demand for foreign labour in the economic determinism approach can help explaining

the phenomenon. Employers will poach foreign workers primarily to fill up shortages on the

labour markets during economic booms. On the flip-side, migrants are more likely to be laid

off in times of recessions than the native-born (Boräng, 2012, p. 39). Their income from

wage-earnings thus fluctuates more than the one of the native-born.
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Table 2: Poverty rates for the foreign-born population (in %)

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 23.1 23.3 20.9 21.3 30.5 23.8 3.9
Belgium 28.0 27.9 27.2 30.0 28.8 28.4 1.1
Denmark 21.9 21.3 21.3 24.4 26.7 23.1 2.4
Finland 22.5 19.7 23.2 23.2 27.3 23.2 2.7
France 25.7 24.0 24.6 23.6 24.2 24.4 0.8
Germany 16.0 16.0 17.5 21.5 21.1 18.4 2.7
Greece 22.9 25.4 26.8 31.9 30.4 27.5 3.7
Ireland 21.7 22.1 20.6 21.4 15.5 20.3 2.7
Italy 26.9 24.0 27.7 29.1 24.8 26.5 2.1
Netherlands 20.6 20.6 24.7 19.1 17.9 20.6 2.6
Norway 21.7 23.0 21.4 22.8 20.7 21.9 1.0
Portugal 18.6 16.5 15.1 12.1 15.8 15.6 2.4
Spain 27.3 24.8 26.3 26.9 29.3 26.9 1.6
Sweden 23.6 18.0 23.7 22.2 25.5 22.6 2.8
United Kingdom 24.0 24.0 22.9 24.1 19.5 22.9 2.0

Table 3: Poverty rates for the native-born population

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 9.1 9.1 8.9 8.3 9.4 9.0 0.4
Belgium 9.9 9.6 9.9 9.7 9.4 9.7 0.2
Denmark 9.3 10.3 10.3 10.0 10.1 10.0 0.4
Finland 9.5 10.2 10.8 11.0 11.2 10.5 0.7
France 10.7 9.9 10.4 10.9 10.1 10.4 0.4
Germany 11.5 11.5 12.2 14.7 14.9 13.0 1.7
Greece 16.7 16.4 17.7 17.3 17.4 17.1 0.5
Ireland 16.4 15.2 14.5 13.3 13.1 14.5 1.4
Italy 16.4 15.8 16.8 16.6 15.4 16.2 0.6
Netherlands 9.4 9.4 8.1 8.0 8.9 8.8 0.7
Norway 9.0 9.2 10.2 9.9 9.7 9.6 0.5
Portugal 16.5 15.7 15.6 15.4 16.3 15.9 0.5
Spain 17.5 15.7 15.1 14.9 15.3 15.7 1.0
Sweden 8.0 7.7 9.0 8.0 8.7 8.3 0.5
United Kingdom 15.0 15.0 14.5 13.8 14.2 14.5 0.5
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Variation over space in the native-born population seems to roughly follow the patterns

observed by PR and VoC scholars (Hall and Soskice, 2001; Hancké et al., 2007; Esping-

Andersen, 1990; Esping-Andersen and Myles, 2009). Average poverty rates exceed a level of

15% in Southern European countries with mixed-market economies: Greece, Italy, Portugal

and Spain. Ireland and the United Kindom, hence, the two countries with liberal welfare

states and liberal market economies, follow shortly with 14.5%. The rates are below 10 %

in three countries with coordinated market economies and social-democratic welfare states:

Sweden, Norway and Netherlands16 but also in Austria and Belgium which are assigned to

the corporatist-conservative cluster by Esping-Andersen. The models of comparative welfare

state research give less guidance for an analysis of poverty among the foreign-born. Poverty

rates higher than 25% can be found in Greece, Italy and Spain but also in Belgium. Those

at around or below 21% cover all clusters: Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands and Portugal.

The puzzle of higher inequalities in more egalitarian societies arises from the data when

turning to direct comparison. Table 4 gives an overview of mean values in foreign- to native-

born poverty ratios together with all other variables included in the analyses. The countries

can be roughly divided into two groups. Foreign-born poverty rates are more than twice

as high as the native-born poverty rates in the first group, leading to poverty ratios larger

than 2. The group includes Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, the Netherlands,

Norway and Sweden. The remaining countries, Greece, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Portugal,

Spain and the United Kingdom have values below this threshold. Mean values are included

in the table for central tendencies in each group and standard deviations for their dispersions.

Poverty ratios for the non-EU foreign-born are above the level of the foreign-born as

a whole in all countries with high inequality and follow the general split between the two

groups. The ratios are slightly below those of the whole foreign-born population in some

countries of the second group: Portugal, Italy and the United Kingdom. The values for

Spain nearly match. The figures point to a control variable that is included by both Boräng

(2012) and Kogan (2007) for their analyses of migrants’ labour market participation. All

of the countries mentioned are former colonial powers. Higher employment rates among

migrants from non-EU countries can, therefore, be explained with labour migration from

former colonies.

16Esping-Andersen did not assign the Netherlands to the social-democratic ‘world of welfare capitalism’,
but his critics pointed out that the country shares much more features with this cluster than with any of
the other two (see Arts and Gelissen, 2010).
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Figures for labour market characteristics are in line with the expectations formulated

in section 4. Countries in the group with higher foreign- to native-born poverty ratios also

have higher demand for high skills, higher union density and higher female labour market

participation among the native-born. Results for labour market intervention seem to meet

the expectations as well. Mean values in the group with high foreign- to native-born ratios

are higher for both unemployment benefit generosity and the ALMP index. Hence, more

active and passive labour market intervention is associated with more inequality between

the two populations. The figures for labour market access show little difference.

Table 4: Mean values for all main variables (2004-2008)

Country Foreign- to
native-born
poverty ratio

Demand
for high-
skilled
labour

Union
density

Female
employment
rate
(native-born)

Unempl.
benefit
generosity
index

ALMP
index

Indicator for
labour
market
access

All Non-EU in % in % in % in %

Belgium 2.93 3.53 43.7 53.0 56.5 13.6 19.4 60
Sweden 2.73 3.01 44.2 73.1 73.5 10.3 28.5 90
Austria 2.65 2.96 37.8 31.5 63.9 10.4 27.0 40
Netherlands 2.37 2.38 47.3 20.7 70.2 11.9 47.0 100
France 2.35 2.47 39.5 7.6 60.2 11.3 24.7 20
Denmark 2.31 2.37 43.4 69.9 74.4 10.8 59.4 80
Norway 2.29 2.64 42.8 54.3 74.0 13.9 35.3 80
Finland 2.20 2.31 43.7 71.0 68.0 9.2 22.5 100

Mean 2.48 2.71 42.8 47.7 67.6 11.4 33.0 71.3
Standard Dev. 0.26 0.43 3.0 24.9 6.8 1.6 13.7 29.0

Spain 1.72 1.76 31.6 14.7 52.0 11.4 14.8 90
Greece 1.61 1.67 32.9 24.5 46.8 7.4 3.6 30
Italy 1.63 1.60 39.4 33.6 45.8 5.7 16.3 80
United Kingdom 1.58 1.52 41.5 27.5 67.0 8.8 14.5 80
Germany 1.42 1.79 41.3 20.7 63.8 10.3 21.9 70
Ireland 1.40 1.69 37.2 33.1 58.6 10.6 29.2 50
Portugal 0.98 0.86 25.1 21.0 61.4 10.5 13.1 100

Mean 1.48 1.56 35.6 25.0 56.5 9.2 16.2 71.4
Standard Dev. 0.25 0.32 6.0 6.9 8.4 2.1 7.9 24.1
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The descriptive statistics give a first impression of the (co-)variation in the dataset and

help preparing the set of variables for TSCS analyses. Figures for the labour market structure

and state intervention seem to meet the expectations formulated for this study. However,

they need to be treated with caution for two reasons. Large dispersion on all variables makes

it, firstly, difficult to reach preliminary conclusions at this point. The mean values presented

for the two groups meet within a range of two standard deviations. A different selection of

years or country cases may, thus, produce completely different results. Descriptive statistics

give, secondly, now information about marginal effects of the variables. This is particular

relevant for the context of this study. As highlighted in both the VoC and the PR approach,

welfare states form a nexus with labour market structures. Unemployment benefits, for ex-

ample, are particularly generous in countries with strong unions (Esping-Andersen, 1990)

and high demand for high-skilled labour (Estevez-Abe et al., 2001). Whether the effects of

labour market intervention remain under control for labour market structures, as well, can

only be discovered with multivariate analyses.

As can be derived from the figures on variation over time, effects of the independent

variables need to be controlled for migrants’ particular risk of poverty during recession as

well as the higher demand for foreign labour during booms. A control variable for the unem-

ployment rate will therefore be added to the dataset as it is done by Boräng (2012) for the

same reason. An additional variable will be included to control for labour migration related

to colonial heritage. Both Boräng (2012) and Kogan (2007) use a dichotomous variable that

is coded with 1 for countries which experienced labour migration from former colonies since

their independence. Belgium, France, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and the United

Kingdom will, based on this information, be coded as ‘former colonial powers’ (see Kogan,

2007, 30).
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6.2 Regression results

Results of TSCS analyses with fixed effects (year dummies) and robust standard errors are

presented in this section for the full dataset: 15 country cases for 5 years (2004-2008). The

models are all cross-sectionally dominant and limited to a small number of countries. Each

country case, thus, has strong influence on the slope coefficients. Portugal, as the only coun-

try in the dataset, has foreign-born poverty levels below those of the native-born leading to

poverty ratios below 1 (see Appendix 1). Robustness tests under exclusion of this outlier

can be found in Appendix 2. Their results are reported in this section if necessary.

Regression results for the labour market structure are presented in table 5. Models 1

to 3 show significant positive effects for all three indicators. The structure of the labour

market, thus, appears as a relevant factor for the explanation of poverty differences between

the foreign- and the native-born. Effects of demand for high-skilled labour and union density

remain positive and significant in a model with all three indicators. The effect of female em-

ployment among the native-born, in contrast, drops to a low and insignificant level. There

is no reason to assume that female labour market participation has no effect on the poverty

ratio, especially when regarding the significant effect in model 3. Nevertheless, it will be

dropped from the remaining models in order to reduce redundant information (see model 4).

Table 5: Effects of labour market structure on the foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

Demand for high skilled labour 0.063∗∗∗ 0.051∗∗∗

(0.004) (0.006)

Union density 0.014∗∗∗ 0.008∗

(0.002) (0.003)

Female employment rate (native-born) 0.021∗∗

(0.005)

Unemployment rate -0.001 -0.044 -0.033 0.005
(0.008) (0.011) (0.021) (0.014)

Former colonial power -0.004 0.223 0.029 0.145
(0.076) (0.044) (0.063) (0.057)

Intercept -0.463 1.667∗∗∗ 0.917 -0.413
(0.234) (0.125) (0.451) (0.233)

N 75 75 75 75
adjusted R2 0.36 0.24 0.12 0.40
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)
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Unemployment benefit generosity is tested in a stacked regression both with and without

control for the labour market index. Results are summarised in table 6. The variable is found

to significantly increase the foreign- to native-born poverty ratio. The reduction of the effect

from Model 4 to Model 5 further indicates that the effect partly runs through the structure

of the labour market. The increase in R2 values from 0.28 to 0.48 further indicates that the

model improves substantively when adding the variables for labour market structure.

Table 6: Effects of passive state intervention on the foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 5 Model 6
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

Unemployment benefit generosity 0.105∗∗ 0.083∗∗∗

(0.021) (0.010)

Demand for high skilled labour 0.047∗∗

(0.006)

Union density 0.008∗

(0.003)

Unemployment rate -0.056 0.018
(0.015) (0.009)

Former colonial power -0.091 0.105
(0.057) (0.056)

Intercept 1.335∗∗ -1.168
(0.332) (0.271)

N 75 75
adjusted R2 0.20 0.48
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)

Results for the ALMP index are displayed in table 7. The index is found to increase the

foreign- to native-born poverty ratio significantly even if controlled for the labour market

structures. Furthermore, testing for an interaction between the ALMP index and union

density reveals a negative effect of the interaction term (Model 8). The role of this term can

be illustrated with a graph for estimated effects of the ALMP index on foreign- to native-born

poverty ratios at different levels of union density. As can be seen in figure 2, the effect of

the ALMP index changes from positive to negative at higher levels of union density. Poverty

among migrants, however, barely decreases from a level 2.5 times higher than the one of the

native-born at 70% union density.
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Table 7: Effects of active state intervention on the foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 7 Model 8
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

ALMP index 0.017∗∗∗ 0.023∗

(0.002) (0.009)

ALMP index × Union density -0.0003∗

(0.0001)

Union density 0.019∗∗

(0.004)

Demand for high-skilled labour 0.035∗

(0.006)

Unemployment rate -0.006 0.031
(0.010) (0.017)

Former colonial power -0.012 0.136
(0.066) (0.051)

Intercept 1.629∗∗∗ -0.550
(0.133) (0.254)

N 75 75
adjusted R2 0.15 0.41
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)

Figure 2: Interaction effect between the ALMP index and Union Density
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Results for immigrant rights can be found in table 8. Formal labour market access

for non-EU migrants has a significant negative effect on the poverty ratio between non-EU

migrants and the native-born (model 9). The low adjusted R2, in contrast, indicates, that the

model only explains 5% of the variation between countries. Moreover, the effect disappears

once Portugal is excluded from the dataset (see Appendix 2, model 9). The variable has

a negative and significant effect for both datasets once the model is controlled for labour

demand and union density (model 10; see also Appendix 2, model 10 ). In other words,

formal labour market access can, at least to a certain extent, help reducing the foreign- to

native-born poverty ratio among countries with similar labour market structures. Models

for the moderating effects of formal labour market access do not return significant results

(model 11 and model 12).

Table 8: Effects of immigrant rights on the (non-EU) foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

Labour market access -0.005∗ -0.013∗∗ -0.020∗∗ -0.010∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.005) (0.002)

Unemployment benefit generosity 0.093
(0.063)

Labour market access × 0.001
Unemployment benefit generosity (0.001)

ALMP index 0.026
(0.014)

Labour market access × 0.000
ALMP index (0.000)

Demand for high-skilled labour 0.058∗ 0.052∗∗ 0.052∗

(0.020) (0.019) (0.021)

Union density 0.020∗∗ 0.019∗∗∗ 0.020∗∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.003)

Unemployment rate -0.070 0.036 0.059∗ 0.079∗∗∗

(0.018) (0.021) (0.023) (0.006)

Former colonial power -0.168∗ 0.340 0.297 0.359
(0.046) (0.101) (0.084) (0.104)

Intercept 3.105∗∗∗ -0.294 -1.162 -0.877
(0.201) (1.048) (1.292) (0.690)

N 75 75 75 75
adjusted R2 0.05 0.45 0.59 0.46
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)

48



A final word concerns the control variables. Neither unemployment nor the dummy for

colonial heritage show any significant results in the expected direction for the models which

include the whole foreign-born population (models 1 to 8). Once inserted into regressions for

inequality between non-EU migrants and the native-born, however, they turn out to be con-

siderable predictors for the poverty ratios (models 9 to 12). The results for unemployment

are rather unsurprising for the models 9 to 12 once we consider that non-EU migrants are

not protected against lay-offs in the same way as EU-citizens (Perchining, 2006, p. 62). Fur-

thermore, colonial heritage will obviously explain more of the differences between migrants

and the native-born once we exclude European origin from the equation. The question is

rather whether the results have implications for the first eight models which do not consider

the heterogeneity of the migrant population at all. Results for alternative regression analyses

with poverty ratios for non-EU migrants and the native-born are presented in Appendix 3.

They return no considerable deviation from the original models presented in this section.
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7 Discussion

All central hypotheses about passive and active state intervention into the labour are sup-

ported by the results presented in the last section. The role of intervention is reflected in

marginal effects on inequality between migrants and the remaining population in regression

models which control for the labour market structure. This needs to be emphasized first.

Inequalities are primarily determined by the country’s skill profile, union density and female

labour market participation among the native-born. Models for these variables explain most

of the variation in inequality. The findings reflect the importance of income from wage-

earnings for foreign-born households as well as the challenges of migrants’ labour market

integration in coordinated market economies. The persistence of state intervention effects

under control for labour market characteristics, in contrast, indicates that welfare states are

more than reflections of these economic structures. They shape inequalities independently

from the structures they are embedded in.

Passive labour market intervention in form of generous unemployment benefits increases

the foreign- to native- born poverty ratio, as expected with hypothesis 1. This can be ex-

plained with the conditionality of benefit access. Earnings-related benefits and work tests

make it difficult for migrants to profit from the equalising effects of redistribution in this

context. The results underline the challenges of income security programmes for labour mar-

ket outsiders as it is discussed at length in research on ‘new social risks’ (see Rovny, 2014).

Active, employment-oriented, intervention into the labour market increases inequalities

between the foreign- and the native-born as expected with hypothesis 2. The findings in-

dicate that active intervention follows a hierarchy. The domestic labour force, particularly

the young and unskilled are targeted primarily. Their activation crowds out both incentives

for employers to hire foreign workers and incentives for foreign workers to enter a country

at first place (Boräng, 2012, p.37). The effect of ALMPs on the poverty ratio is found to

be context-depended. It decreases with the strength of organised labour, a result that is

in line with hypothesis 3. Policies that aim at bringing people into paid work are a par-

ticular advantage for foreigners if wage and employment protection for available jobs are

implemented and monitored by strong labour unions. Organised labour, however, is by itself

an obstacle for the foreign-born. It tends to impede on the poaching and employment of

foreign labour. The level of inequality between the foreign- and the native-born is found

to be high in countries with strong labour unions, independently from the extent of active

labour market intervention.
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The findings for active labour market intervention can also help explaining why this policy

tool gains so little attention in the social rights approach. As presented subsection 6.1, coun-

tries with the highest mean values on the ALMP index, Denmark (59%), the Netherlands

(47%) and Norway (35%), all have average poverty rates among foreigners that are twice

as high as the poverty rates in the remaining population. The figures relate directly to the

volume of labour migration and, it that way, also to income prospects from wage-earnings for

immigrants. As Boräng (2012) argues for the economic determinism approach: “Since active

labour market policy has been most important in countries that constitute negative cases in

terms of labour migration, it is not surprising that the factor has been overlooked.” (p. 40).

A parallel argument can be applied to the social rights approach. Migrants’ comparatively

low income prospects in countries with high spending on ALMPS may have kept scholars

from considering them as effective tools of poverty reduction. Results of the regression anal-

yses help filling this void. ALMPs are found to reduce inequalities between the foreign- and

the native-born among cases with strong unions and high inequalities even though the effect

is comparatively weak.

The results for immigrant rights support hypothesis 4. Formal access to the labour mar-

ket reduces the poverty ratio between non-EU migrants and the native-born. In contrast,

neither hypothesis 5 nor hypothesis 6 can be supported with the analyses. The results are

highly relevant for the discussion about immigrant rights and their effect on migrants’ eco-

nomic well-being. They contrast the arguments made by Geddes and Bommes (2009) and

Koopmans (2010). Inclusive immigrant rights do make a difference once we broaden the

comparative scope to more country cases and consider the labour market conditions. For-

mal rights can help explaining inequalities among countries with otherwise similar economic

structures. Furthermore, their role as moderators for welfare effects (see Corrigan, 2014) are

called into question.
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As it turns out, welfare states and immigrant rights do seem to shape the inequalities

we observe between the foreign- and the native-born. The effects on poverty ratios should,

however, not obscure the capacity of welfare states to reduce poverty itself. This becomes

clearer once we study the two populations separately across countries. Figure 3 shows aver-

age poverty rates (2004-2008) among the populations plotted against corresponding values

on Sruggs’ (2006) unemployment benefit generosity index. A bivariate OLS regression line

was added to the plot together with its formula and R2 value in order to give an impression

of the broad relationship between the variables. Portugal was excluded from the overview,

as its aggregated data greatly skews the bivariate regressions. The leverage of the country

case is not apparent in the pooled and multivariate analyses (see Appendix 1).

Figure 3: Scatter plot of unemployment benefit generosity and poverty
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The figure gives an impression of the decomposed poverty ratios and the determinants

of economic well-being in each group. Poverty rates among the foreign-born exceed those

among the native-born in all countries. This explains why the poverty ratios are larger

than 1 in all cases included in this overview. The negative slope coefficient for the native-

born shows that poverty does, in fact, decrease with higher levels of benefit generosity as it

would be expected in reference to the social rights approach. Moreover, the bivariate model

explains 40% of the variation in poverty among the countries included. The relationship be-

tween benefit generosity and poverty among the foreign-born resembles these patterns only

marginally. Poverty decreases in this population as well, but the effect is much weaker and

the model explains only 3% of the variation for this group.

Separating an analysis of the effects shows, firstly, that unemployment benefits do not,

in some paradoxical way, increase poverty among the foreign-born. It is, much rather, the

low capacity of the welfare state to reduce poverty among the foreign-born on a par with the

native-born that explains larger inequalities between the two populations. The difference in

poverty reduction, secondly, warrants the direct comparison between the foreign- and the

native-born as it was intended with the research question and measured with poverty ratios.

Tensions in society due to economic inequalities between the two groups are not captured

accurately if we study migrants’ social rights and economic well-being isolated from or only

loosely compared the rest of society.

A final remark of the discussion concerns the constraints of data collection. All findings

discussed in this section need to be seen in perspective to the limits of the study. Robustness

checks show that all models are stable even if deviant cases are excluded (see Appendix 2).

However, the figures presented are still derived from regression analyses with few country

cases for a small period of time. The study can, therefore, only partly tap into the “systemic

and processual facets of reality” (Hicks, 1994, p. 184). Neither long-term changes in the

systems of social stratification nor the breadth of migration and welfare across the European

continent are fully captured with such an approach. The selection of cases was further purely

informed by the availability of suitable data for research on migrant poverty in the European

context. It is, therefore, clearly affected by each country’s (non-)participation in the data

collection process of the EU-SILC. It cannot stand for any larger population of country cases

in Europe. The study does, on the other hand, widen the comparative scope of research on

migrants’ social rights and economic well-being. It complements the growing number of case

studies with an application of the statistical method for the largest set of countries available

in the EU-SILC dataset.
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8 Conclusion and implications for future research

Studying the role of welfare states in the lives of immigrants means twisting the debate

about welfare and migration. Concerns about the threat that migration may impose on

welfare and security for the wider public are turned into a question about the social and

economic well-being of foreigners relative to the standards prevailing in their host country.

More concretely, this master thesis aimed at answering the question about how inequalities

between the foreign- and the native-born may or may not be affected by public policies that

intervene into the labour markets.

The findings of this thesis, firstly, contrast the idea of a new paradox of redistribu-

tion. Generous unemployment benefits, a typical component of ‘strong’ welfare states, do

not increase poverty among immigrants, they fail to reduce it to the same extent as in the

remaining population. Inequalities between the two groups are, in consequence, higher in

countries with more generous welfare states even though inequality is lower in the population

as a whole. Labour market intervention is, secondly, found to have ambiguous effects on the

foreign-born population, if it aims at providing those at the margins of the labour market

with access to decently paid work. Employment-oriented policies are primarily targeted at

the domestic work force. Incentivising the native-born to acquire new skills and to accept

low-paid jobs puts them in direct competition with the foreign-born population. More active

intervention, thus, increases the level of inequality between the two groups.

The master thesis, further, highlights the role of labour market characteristics. Inequal-

ities between the foreign- and the native-born are larger in economies which depend on

high-skilled labour, an economically active domestic work force and close coordination be-

tween employers and employees. This is can be explained with a lack of demand for foreign

labour. Hiring foreign workers is not cost efficient in a system that sustains its demand for

qualified workers with the domestic labour force. Migrants are, therefore, neither provided

with light entry into the labour market nor encouraged to migrate for employment reasons at

first place. The fallacy of research on migrants’ social rights lies in the interrelation between

the welfare state and these structures. Economies which depend on high skills, coordination,

and activation are also prone to develop strong welfare states. Inequalities observed in direct

comparison of individual countries are, therefore, not necessarily related to the design and

scope of benefits and services themselves, but to the economic structures that nourished

their development.
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If economic structures are found to largely determine both immigration and income for-

mation in interaction with the welfare state, then, a central question remains: What does,

in the end, help reducing inequalities? The findings of this master thesis indicate that immi-

grants profit from regulations that improve their access to paid work by removing any source

of discrimination on the labour markets. Concrete advice at this point, however, needs to

be put into the context of the large variety of challenges that migrants face in different

labour market structures. Measures to reduce inequality depart from very different levels of

inequality at first place which may also explain that direct effects are so difficult to detect in

descriptive statistics about inclusive immigrant rights and their outcomes (see, e.g. Geddes

and Bommes, 2009). Hence, improving immigrant rights and alleviating them to those of

the remaining population needs to be the corner stone of any policy that aims at reducing

tensions related to economic inequalities. A sound policy strategy can, however, not rest

on the assumption that equal rights themselves are enough to improve migrants economic

well-being. The merits and challenges of the labour market need to be taken into account.

This master thesis was written with the intention to path the way for research on mi-

grants’ social rights that bridges two gaps: one between small-n case studies and broader

comparative analyses and another between those scholars who concentrate on social rights

and those who focus on the economics of migration. The complexity of the topic requires

such new ways. What is well known about the effects of the welfare state cannot be applied

directly to the context of migration and may thus be a false friend when choosing and com-

paring country cases. Solutions to the problem lie in the combination of different and even

competing approaches in welfare state research and the literature on international migration.

They complement each other for the development of an analytical framework that captures

economic structures and social rights as well as policies specifically targeted at the migrant

population.
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editor, Migration and citizenship, IMISCOE reports, pages 67–81. Amsterdam University Press,
Amsterdam.

Piore, M. J. (1979). Birds of passage: Migrant labor and industrial societies. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge and New York.
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Appendices

A Data tables, means and standard deviations

Table A.1: Poverty rates for the native-born population (in %)

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 9.1 9.1 8.9 8.3 9.4 9.0 0.4
Belgium 9.9 9.6 9.9 9.7 9.4 9.7 0.2
Denmark 9.3 10.3 10.3 10.0 10.1 10.0 0.4
Finland 9.5 10.2 10.8 11.0 11.2 10.5 0.7
France 10.7 9.9 10.4 10.9 10.1 10.4 0.4
Germany 11.5 11.5 12.2 14.7 14.9 13.0 1.7
Greece 16.7 16.4 17.7 17.3 17.4 17.1 0.5
Ireland 16.4 15.2 14.5 13.3 13.1 14.5 1.4
Italy 16.4 15.8 16.8 16.6 15.4 16.2 0.6
Netherlands 9.4 9.4 8.1 8.0 8.9 8.8 0.7
Norway 9.0 9.2 10.2 9.9 9.7 9.6 0.5
Portugal 16.5 15.7 15.6 15.4 16.3 15.9 0.5
Spain 17.5 15.7 15.1 14.9 15.3 15.7 1.0
Sweden 8.0 7.7 9.0 8.0 8.7 8.3 0.5
United Kingdom 15.0 15.0 14.5 13.8 14.2 14.5 0.5

Mean 12.3 12.0 12.3 12.1 12.3
SD 3.6 3.1 3.1 3.2 3.1

Table A.2: Poverty rates for the foreign-born population (in %)

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 23.1 23.3 20.9 21.3 30.5 23.8 3.9
Belgium 28.0 27.9 27.2 30.0 28.8 28.4 1.1
Denmark 21.9 21.3 21.3 24.4 26.7 23.1 2.4
Finland 22.5 19.7 23.2 23.2 27.3 23.2 2.7
France 25.7 24.0 24.6 23.6 24.2 24.4 0.8
Germany 16.0 16.0 17.5 21.5 21.1 18.4 2.7
Greece 22.9 25.4 26.8 31.9 30.4 27.5 3.7
Ireland 21.7 22.1 20.6 21.4 15.5 20.3 2.7
Italy 26.9 24.0 27.7 29.1 24.8 26.5 2.1
Netherlands 20.6 20.6 24.7 19.1 17.9 20.6 2.6
Norway 21.7 23.0 21.4 22.8 20.7 21.9 1.0
Portugal 18.6 16.5 15.1 12.1 15.8 15.6 2.4
Spain 27.3 24.8 26.3 26.9 29.3 26.9 1.6
Sweden 23.6 18.0 23.7 22.2 25.5 22.6 2.8
United Kingdom 24.0 24.0 22.9 24.1 19.5 22.9 2.0

Mean 23.0 22.0 22.9 23.6 23.9
SD 3.2 3.4 3.6 4.8 5.2
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Table A.3: Poverty rates for the non-EU foreign-born (in %)

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 24.8 25.7 23.8 24.7 33.7 26.5 4.1
Belgium 37.1 40.5 36.1 40.0 18.1 34.4 9.3
Denmark 25.5 22.5 22.3 26.0 21.7 23.6 2.0
Finland 24.4 25.7 31.6 30.8 8.0 24.1 9.5
France 30.2 28.8 27.9 28.6 13.5 25.8 6.9
Germany 23.6 23.6 23.9 27.6 14.9 22.7 4.7
Greece 25.5 28.7 28.7 33.6 26.5 28.6 3.1
Ireland 29.2 27.6 21.2 29.7 15.3 24.6 6.2
Italy 28.6 23.8 27.7 29.1 21.1 26.1 3.5
Netherlands 21.4 21.4 26.9 23.1 10.3 20.6 6.2
Norway 28.4 30.0 27.4 28.2 11.9 25.2 7.5
Portugal 18.9 16.3 12.5 10.8 10.3 13.8 3.7
Spain 29.5 25.8 28.2 26.9 27.6 27.6 1.4
Sweden 28.9 23.0 28.7 27.4 15.9 24.8 5.5
United Kingdom 24.5 24.5 23.3 23.6 14.2 22.0 4.4

Mean 26.7 25.9 26.0 27.3 17.5
SD 4.3 5.3 5.3 6.2 7.3

Table A.4: Foreign- to native-born poverty ratios

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 2.54 2.56 2.35 2.57 3.24 2.65 0.34
Belgium 2.83 2.91 2.75 3.09 3.06 2.93 0.15
Denmark 2.35 2.07 2.07 2.44 2.64 2.31 0.25
Finland 2.37 1.93 2.15 2.11 2.44 2.20 0.20
France 2.40 2.42 2.37 2.17 2.40 2.35 0.11
Germany 1.39 1.39 1.43 1.46 1.42 1.42 0.03
Greece 1.37 1.55 1.51 1.84 1.75 1.61 0.19
Ireland 1.32 1.45 1.42 1.61 1.18 1.40 0.16
Italy 1.64 1.52 1.65 1.75 1.61 1.63 0.08
Netherlands 2.19 2.19 3.05 2.39 2.01 2.37 0.40
Norway 2.41 2.50 2.10 2.30 2.13 2.29 0.17
Portugal 1.13 1.05 0.97 0.79 0.97 0.98 0.13
Spain 1.56 1.58 1.74 1.81 1.92 1.72 0.15
Sweden 2.95 2.34 2.63 2.78 2.93 2.73 0.25
United Kingdom 1.60 1.60 1.58 1.75 1.37 1.58 0.13

Mean 2.00 1.94 1.98 2.06 2.07
SD 0.60 0.54 0.58 0.58 0.70

65



Table A.5: Non-EU foreign- to native-born poverty ratios

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 2.73 2.82 2.67 2.98 3.59 2.96 0.37
Belgium 3.75 4.22 3.65 4.12 1.93 3.53 0.93
Denmark 2.74 2.18 2.17 2.60 2.15 2.37 0.28
Finland 2.57 2.52 2.93 2.80 0.71 2.31 0.91
France 2.82 2.91 2.68 2.62 1.34 2.47 0.65
Germany 2.05 2.05 1.96 1.88 1.00 1.79 0.45
Greece 1.53 1.75 1.62 1.94 1.52 1.67 0.18
Ireland 1.78 1.82 1.46 2.23 1.17 1.69 0.40
Italy 1.74 1.51 1.65 1.75 1.37 1.60 0.16
Netherlands 2.28 2.28 3.32 2.89 1.16 2.38 0.82
Norway 3.16 3.26 2.69 2.85 1.23 2.64 0.82
Portugal 1.15 1.04 0.80 0.70 0.63 0.86 0.22
Spain 1.69 1.64 1.87 1.81 1.80 1.76 0.09
Sweden 3.61 2.99 3.19 3.43 1.83 3.01 0.70
United Kingdom 1.63 1.63 1.61 1.71 1.00 1.52 0.29

Mean 2.35 2.31 2.28 2.42 1.49
SD 0.79 0.82 0.81 0.83 0.73

Table A.6: Demand for high-skill labour (in %)

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 39.4 38.2 37.7 36.8 36.8 37.8 1.1
Belgium 42.1 44.1 44.4 44.4 43.4 43.7 0.9
Denmark 42.5 43.9 44.3 43.1 43.3 43.4 0.7
Finland 42.5 43.7 43.9 44.1 44.2 43.7 0.7
France 38.4 39.1 39.5 39.7 40.8 39.5 0.9
Germany 41.3 41.4 41.3 41.1 41.6 41.3 0.2
Greece 32.1 32.2 33.1 33.1 33.8 32.9 0.7
Ireland 41.1 38.2 37.7 33.8 35.2 37.2 2.8
Italy 38.9 38.4 39.8 40.3 39.8 39.4 0.8
Netherlands 47.9 46.8 46.7 47.3 48.1 47.3 0.6
Norway 42.6 42.8 41.9 42.8 43.9 42.8 0.7
Portugal 25.9 26.3 25.2 24.0 24.3 25.1 1.0
Spain 31.0 30.9 31.2 31.9 32.7 31.6 0.8
Sweden 43.9 44.1 44.2 44.4 44.7 44.2 0.3
United Kingdom 40.4 40.8 41.8 42.0 42.5 41.5 0.9

Mean 39.3 39.4 39.5 39.2 39.7
SD 5.6 5.7 5.8 6.2 6.1
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Table A.7: Union density (in %)

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 34.1 33.3 31.0 29.9 29.1 31.5 2.2
Belgium 53.1 52.9 54.1 52.9 51.9 53.0 0.8
Denmark 71.7 71.7 69.4 69.1 67.6 69.9 1.8
Finland 73.3 72.4 71.7 70.3 67.5 71.0 2.3
France 7.8 7.7 7.6 7.6 7.6 7.6 0.1
Germany 22.2 21.7 20.7 19.9 19.1 20.7 1.3
Greece 24.5 24.6 24.7 24.5 24.0 24.5 0.3
Ireland 34.8 33.7 32.7 32.1 32.4 33.1 1.1
Italy 34.1 33.6 33.2 33.5 33.4 33.6 0.3
Netherlands 21.6 21.4 20.7 20.2 19.7 20.7 0.8
Norway 55.0 54.9 54.9 53.7 53.3 54.3 0.8
Portugal 21.4 21.2 20.8 20.8 20.5 21.0 0.4
Spain 15.3 14.7 14.3 14.7 14.6 14.7 0.3
Sweden 76.9 75.6 73.2 71.0 68.8 73.1 3.3
United Kingdom 28.3 27.1 27.4 27.4 27.2 27.5 0.5

Mean 38.3 37.8 37.1 36.5 35.8
SD 22.3 22.2 21.8 21.3 20.6

Table A.8: Women’s employment rate in the native-born population (in %)

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 60.4 62.7 64.1 65.4 66.9 63.9 2.5
Belgium 54.9 56.0 56.2 57.2 58.2 56.5 1.3
Denmark 73.4 73.2 74.8 75.0 75.7 74.4 1.1
Finland 66.8 67.0 67.8 68.9 69.3 68.0 1.1
France 58.7 59.7 59.9 61.0 61.5 60.2 1.1
Germany 60.5 62.1 63.9 65.6 66.7 63.8 2.5
Greece 45.4 45.7 47.0 47.6 48.5 46.8 1.3
Ireland 56.0 58.3 59.1 60.0 59.7 58.6 1.6
Italy 45.1 45.1 46.0 46.2 46.8 45.8 0.7
Netherlands 68.1 68.6 69.8 71.7 73.0 70.2 2.1
Norway 73.4 72.9 73.1 74.7 76.0 74.0 1.3
Portugal 61.3 61.1 61.4 61.4 61.9 61.4 0.3
Spain 47.8 50.7 52.6 54.3 54.5 52.0 2.8
Sweden 72.9 72.6 73.1 74.3 74.5 73.5 0.9
United Kingdom 66.9 67.0 67.1 66.9 67.0 67.0 0.1

Mean 60.8 61.5 62.4 63.3 64.0
SD 9.7 9.2 9.1 9.2 9.3
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Table A.9: Unemployment benefit generosity index

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 10.5 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.4 0.0
Belgium 13.7 13.7 13.6 13.5 13.7 13.6 0.1
Denmark 11.6 11.3 11.2 10.7 9.3 10.8 0.9
Finland 9.4 9.4 9.2 9 8.8 9.2 0.3
France 11.3 11.3 11.4 11.4 11.3 11.3 0.1
Germany 10.8 10.3 10.1 10.1 10.3 10.3 0.3
Greece 7.3 7.4 7.6 7.3 7.4 7.4 0.1
Ireland 10.2 10.2 10.6 11 10.9 10.6 0.4
Italy 5.4 5.4 5.9 5.8 5.8 5.7 0.2
Netherlands 12 12 11.9 11.8 11.8 11.9 0.1
Norway 13.6 13.6 14 14.2 14.2 13.9 0.3
Portugal 10.4 10.4 10.4 10.7 10.7 10.5 0.2
Spain 10.9 11.6 11.7 11.3 11.7 11.4 0.3
Sweden 11.7 11.3 11 9.1 8.6 10.3 1.4
United Kingdom 8.8 8.9 8.8 8.7 8.7 8.8 0.1

Mean 10.5 10.5 10.5 10.3 10.2
SD 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.2 2.2

Table A.10: Active labour market policy index (in %)

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 23.4 23.2 27.8 28.0 32.7 27.0 3.9
Belgium 18.0 18.2 18.2 20.3 22.5 19.4 2.0
Denmark 55.9 54.6 64.7 56.8 65.0 59.4 5.1
Finland 21.3 20.7 22.3 24.0 24.2 22.5 1.6
France 24.5 22.8 23.7 26.5 25.7 24.7 1.5
Germany 23.3 21.5 19.5 20.7 24.6 21.9 2.1
Greece 3.4 1.5 3.9 4.6 4.5 3.6 1.2
Ireland 32.2 31.6 29.5 29.2 23.5 29.2 3.5
Italy 17.5 16.0 16.1 16.5 15.2 16.3 0.8
Netherlands 46.5 41.5 45.2 49.0 52.8 47.0 4.2
Norway 34.7 31.0 31.9 41.2 37.5 35.3 4.2
Portugal 16.1 14.4 12.5 10.5 11.9 13.1 2.2
Spain 12.0 15.1 17.2 17.4 12.4 14.8 2.6
Sweden 27.2 27.9 32.1 30.0 25.2 28.5 2.7
United Kingdom 19.3 17.8 11.8 11.8 11.9 14.5 3.7

Mean 25.0 23.9 25.1 25.8 26.0
SD 13.2 12.5 14.9 14.3 16.1
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Table A.11: MIPEX indicator for labour market access

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 40 40 40 40 40 40 0.0
Belgium 60 60 60 60 60 60 0.0
Denmark 80 80 80 80 80 80 0.0
Finland 100 100 100 100 100 100 0.0
France 20 20 20 20 20 20 0.0
Germany 70 70 70 70 70 70 0.0
Greece 30 30 30 30 30 30 0.0
Ireland 50 50 50 50 50 50 0.0
Italy 80 80 80 80 80 80 0.0
Netherlands 100 100 100 100 100 100 0.0
Norway 80 80 80 80 80 80 0.0
Portugal 100 100 100 100 100 100 0.0
Spain 90 90 90 90 90 90 0.0
Sweden 90 90 90 90 90 90 0.0
United Kingdom 80 80 80 80 80 80 0.0

Mean 71.3 71.3 71.3 71.3 71.3
SD 25.9 25.9 25.9 25.9 25.9

Table A.12: Unemployment rate (in %)

Country 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 Mean SD

Austria 5.5 5.6 5.3 4.9 4.1 5.1 0.6
Belgium 8.4 8.5 8.3 7.5 7 7.9 0.7
Denmark 5.5 4.8 3.9 3.8 3.4 4.3 0.9
Finland 8.8 8.4 7.7 6.9 6.4 7.6 1.0
France 8.9 8.9 8.8 8 7.4 8.4 0.7
Germany 10.4 11.2 10.1 8.5 7.4 9.5 1.5
Greece 10.6 10 9 8.4 7.8 9.2 1.1
Ireland 4.5 4.4 4.5 4.7 6.4 4.9 0.8
Italy 8 7.7 6.8 6.1 6.7 7.1 0.8
Netherlands 5.7 5.9 5 4.2 3.7 4.9 0.9
Norway 4.3 4.5 3.4 2.5 2.5 3.4 1.0
Portugal 7.8 8.8 8.9 9.1 8.8 8.7 0.5
Spain 11 9.2 8.5 8.2 11.3 9.6 1.4
Sweden 7.4 7.7 7.1 6.1 6.2 6.9 0.7
United Kingdom 4.7 4.8 5.4 5.3 5.6 5.2 0.4

Mean 7.4 7.4 6.8 6.3 6.3
SD 2.3 2.2 2.1 2.0 2.3
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B Robustness test under exclusion of Portugal

Table B.1: Effects of labour market structure on the foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

Demand for high skilled labour 0.055∗∗∗ 0.028∗

(0.007) (0.011)

Union density 0.014∗∗∗ 0.011∗∗

(0.002) (0.003)

Female employment rate (native-born) 0.030∗∗

(0.004)

Unemployment rate -0.005 -0.021 0.013 -0.003
(0.008) (0.004) (0.011) (0.008)

Former colonial power 0.020 0.340 0.211 0.253
(0.069) (0.049) (0.073) (0.027)

Intercept -0.107 1.537∗∗∗ 0.050 0.444
(0.346) (0.077) (0.340) (0.419)

N 70 70 70 70
adjusted R2 0.18 0.25 0.18 0.29
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)
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Table B.2: Effects of active state intervention on the foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 5 Model 6
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

Unemployment benefit generosity 0.113∗∗ 0.097∗∗∗

(0.019) (0.011)

Demand for high skilled labour 0.015
(0.010)

Union density 0.011∗∗

(0.003)

Unemployment rate -0.030 0.009
(0.010) (0.010)

Former colonial power 0.035 0.244
(0.062) (0.029)

Intercept 1.098 -0.132
(0.273)∗ (0.430)

N 70 70
adjusted R2 0.22 0.41
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)

Table B.3: Effects of passive state intervention on the foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 7 Model 8
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

ALMP index 0.015∗∗ 0.040∗∗

(0.002) (0.009)

ALMP index × Union density -0.0006∗∗

(0.0001)

Union density 0.031∗∗

(0.005)

Demand for high-skilled labour -0.017
(0.013)

Unemployment rate 0.008 0.040
(0.011) (0.016)

Former colonial power 0.101 0.313
(0.070) (0.028)

Intercept 1.589∗∗∗ 0.769
(0.152) (0.403)

N 70 70
adjusted R2 0.10 0.34
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)
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Table B.4: Effects of immigrant rights on the (non-EU) foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 Model 12
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

Labour market access -0.002 -0.013∗∗ -0.015∗ -0.009∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003)

Unemployment benefit generosity 0.124∗

(0.054)

Labour market access × 0.0003
Unemployment benefit generosity (0.0005)

ALMP index 0.029
(0.015)

Labour market access × 0.0002
ALMP index (0.0001)

Demand for high-skilled labour 0.056 0.035 0.043
(0.029) (0.025) (0.033)

Union density 0.020∗∗ 0.020∗∗∗ 0.020∗∗

(0.003) (0.002) (0.003)

Unemployment rate -0.036∗ 0.037 0.056 0.081∗∗∗

(0.014) (0.025) (0.030) (0.007)

Former colonial power -0.055 0.345 0.321 0.382
(0.045) (0.073) (0.068) (0.066)

Intercept 2.637∗∗∗ -0.234 -0.896 -0.651
(0.260) (1.373) (1.452) (1.082)

N 70 70 70 70
adjusted R2 0.03 0.31 0.49 0.33
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)
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C Models 1-8 with non-EU foreign- to native-born poverty

ratios

Table C.1: Effects of labour market structure on the (non-EU) foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

Demand for high skilled labour 0.079∗ 0.066∗

(0.023) (0.021)

Union density 0.017∗ 0.009∗

(0.005) (0.003)

Female employment rate (native-born) 0.025∗

(0.011)

Unemployment rate 0.039 -0.017 -0.005 0.045
(0.020) (0.018) (0.031) (0.022)

Former colonial power -0.158 0.107 -0.122 0.006
(0.077) (0.111) (0.073) (0.105)

Intercept -1.138 1.602∗∗ 0.718 -1.084
(1.060) (0.305) (0.899) (1.046)

N 75 75 75 75
adjusted R2 0.29 0.17 0.07 0.32
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)
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Table C.2: Effects of active state intervention on the foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 5 Model 6
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

Unemployment benefit generosity 0.169∗∗ 0.142∗∗

(0.046) (0.029)

Demand for high skilled labour 0.059∗

(0.019)

Union density 0.008∗

(0.002)

Unemployment rate -0.021 0.068
(0.020) (0.025)

Former colonial power -0.279∗∗ -0.062
(0.042) (0.100)

Intercept 0.679 -2.380
(0.602)∗ (1.238)

N 75 75
adjusted R2 0.23 0.46
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)

Table C.3: Effects of passive state intervention on the foreign- to native-born poverty ratio

Model 7 Model 8
(r. Std. Err.) (r. Std. Err.)

ALMP index 0.020∗∗ 0.035∗

(0.004) (0.012)

ALMP index × Union density 0.027∗

(0.008)

Union density -0.0006∗

(0.0002 )

Demand for high-skilled labour 0.041∗

(0.017)

Unemployment rate 0.026 0.077∗

(0.013) (0.019)

Former colonial power -0.170∗ -0.015
(0.057) (0.091)

Intercept 1.565∗∗∗ -1.250
(0.185) (1.002)

N 75 75
adjusted R2 0.09 0.34
Significance levels : ∗ : 0.05 ∗∗ : 0.01 ∗ ∗ ∗ : 0.001 (one-tailed)
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Appendix 4: STATA code

******************************

****Descriptive statistics****

******************************

** Per year

foreach x in native foreign tcn pratio pratio_tcn skill udenisty female ubenefit almp ///

access rights colony uempl {

foreach y in 1 2 3 4 5{

sum ‘x’‘y’

}

}

gen id=_n

reshape long native foreign tcn pratio pratio_tcn skill udenisty female ubenefit almp ///

access colony rights uempl, i(cntry) j(wave)

** Per country

foreach x in native foreign tcn pratio pratio_tcn skill udenisty female ubenefit almp ///

access rights colony uempl {

foreach y in AT BE DE DK EL ES FI FR IT IE NL NO PT SE UK {

tab ct if ct=="‘y’"

sum ‘x’ if ct=="‘y’"

}

}

******************************

*****Regression analyses******

******************************

*Robustness test

//drop if ct=="PT"

*Set TSCS condition

xtset id wave

*Labour market regulation

xtreg pratio skill uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio female uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio skill udenisty female uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio skill udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

**Non-EU migrants

xtreg pratio_tcn skill uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn female uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn skill udenisty female uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn skill udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)
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*Passive intervention

xtreg pratio ubenefit uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio ubenefit skill udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

**Non-EU migrants

xtreg pratio_tcn ubenefit uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn ubenefit skill udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

*ALMP

xtreg pratio almp uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio almp uempl udensity colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio c.almp##c.udensity skill uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

preserve

xtreg pratio c.almp##c.ud skill uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

margins, at(almp=(10/70) udensity=(10 30 50 70))

return list

matrix predictions = r(at) , r(b)’

clear

svmat predictions, names(col)

rename r1 r_pratio

twoway (line r_pratio almp if udenisty==10)(line r_pratio almp if udenisty==30) ///

(line r_pratio almp if udenisty==50) (line r_pratio almp if udenisty==70)

restore

**Non-EU migrants

xtreg pratio_tcn almp uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn c.almp##c.udenisty skill uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

*Migrant rights

xtreg pratio_tcn rights uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn rights skill udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn rights ubenefit skill udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn c.rights##c.ubenefit skill udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn almp skill udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)

xtreg pratio_tcn c.rights##c.almp skill udenisty uempl colony, i(wave) fe vce(cluster wave)
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