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Abstract

‘Migrant integration statistics’ presents different aspects of the European Union (EU) statistics on the
integration of migrants. The successful integration of migrants into society in the host country is key
to maximising the opportunities of legal migration and making the most of the contributions that
immigration can make to EU development. In this publication, migrant integration is measured in terms of
employment, education, social inclusion and active citizenship in the host country. The analysis is based on
2015 statistics from the Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS), statistics on income and living conditions (EU-SILC)
and Eurostat’s migration statistics.

In addition, this publication provides an analysis on the labour market situation of migrants and their
immediate descendants based on the outcomes of the 2014 ad-hoc module of EU-LFS.

Data are presented for the European Union and its Member States as well as for the EFTA countries.
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Introduction

Changing migratory patterns, which may occur
suddenly and vary greatly in terms of size and
composition, pose great challenges to host societies
and policymakers, who need quality information
on which to base their decisions. Information on
the basic demographic characteristics of migrants
is not sufficient to fulfil those needs. More specific
socio-economic statistics on migrants and their
descendants are of utmost relevance to reflect the
complexity of these patterns and the nature of the
migrant integration process.

This publication provides an overview of the
European Union (EU) statistics on the integration
of migrants. Successful migrant integration into the
society of host countries is the key to maximising
the opportunities of legal migration and making
the most of the contributions that immigration can
bring to EU development.

Statistical measurement of the level of migrant
integration is aimed at providing policy-makers
with reliable and comparable statistical information.

The continued development and integration of the
European migration policy remains a key priority
to meeting the challenges and harnessing the
opportunities that migration represents globally.
The integration of third-country nationals living in
EU Member States legally has gained importance in
the European agenda in recent years.

The Common Basic Principles for the Immigrant
Integration Policy, which were adopted by the
Justice and Home Affairs Council in November
2004 and reaffirmed in 2014, form the foundations
of the EU’s policy cooperation on integration. They
also form the basis for the member countries to
assess their own efforts. They include the main
aspects of the integration process, including
employment, education, access to institutions,
goods and services, and to society in general.
Most importantly, the Common Basic Principles

This in turn facilitates reaching appropriate and
targeted policy decisions. Based on available data,
migrant integration in this publication is presented
in terms of employment, education, social inclusion
and active citizenship in the hosting country.

This publication is made up of this introduction
and two main chapters. The introduction provides
information on the development of EU migrant
integration policy, indicators to monitor migrant
integration, key concepts, data sources and their
limitations. In addition, it provides a brief insight
into latest migratory patterns in the EU including
migration flows and stocks of immigrant population.
Chapter 1 provides an introduction to EU statistics
on the integration of migrants. Chapter 2 is based
on data collected by Eurostat from the 2014 Labour
force survey ad-hoc module on the ‘Labour market
situation of immigrants and their immediate
descendants’. The previous 2008 LFS Ad-hoc module
on the ‘Labour market situation of immigrants’ was
also used to compare data over time.

define integration as a two-way process of mutual
accommodation by all migrants and by residents of
the EU Member States.

InJuly 201, the Commission proposed a
European agenda for the integration of third-
country nationals, focusing on actions to increase
economic, social, cultural and political participation
by migrants and emphasising local action. This
new agenda highlights challenges that need to be
addressed if the EU is willing to fully benefit from
the potential offered by migration and the value of
diversity.

On 7 June 2016 the European Commission adopted
an Action Plan on the integration of third-country
nationals. The Action Plan providesacomprehensive
framework to support Member States’ efforts in
developing and strengthening their integration
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policies, and describes the concrete measures the
Commission will implement in this regard. While
it targets all third-country nationals in the EU, it
contains actions to address the specific challenges
faced by refugees.

The Plan includes actions across all policy areas that
are crucial for integration:

Pre-departure and pre-arrival measures,
including actions to prepare migrants and the
local communities for the integration process;

Education, including actions to promote
language training, participation of migrant

The 2009 Stockholm Programme for the period
2010-14 embraced the development of core
indicators for monitoring the results of integration
policies in a limited number of relevant policy
areas (e.g. employment, education and social
inclusion).

The Zaragoza declaration adopted in 2010 by the
European Ministerial Conference on Integration
in Zaragoza identified a number of policy areas
relevant to migrant integration and agreed on a
set of common indicators to monitor the situation
of immigrants and the outcome of integration
policies.

In 2011, the European Commission in the pilot
study Indicators of immigrant integration
examined proposals for common integration
indicators and reported on the availability and
quality of the data from agreed harmonised
sources necessary for the calculation of these
indicators. The following report Migrants in
Europe — A statistical portrait of the first and
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children to early childhood education and
care, teacher training and civic education;

Employment and vocational training, including
actions to promote early integration into the
labour market and migrant entrepreneurship;

Access to basic services such as housing and
healthcare;

Active participation and social inclusion,
including actions to support exchanges with
the receiving society, migrant participation in
cultural life and fighting discrimination.

second generation provided a statistical analysis
on a broad range of characteristics of migrants
living in the EU and EFTA countries.

The proposals in the pilot study were further
developed and elaborated in a project, the
conclusions of which were presented in the report
Using EU indicators of immigrant integration
published in 2013. The project’s objectives were
to boost the monitoring and assessment of the
situation of migrants, along with the relative
outcomes of integration policies.

In July 2015, the European Commission, jointly
with the Organisation for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD), released the report
‘Indicators of Immigrant Integration 2015 —
Settling In”. While in the thematic chapters of this
publication the analysis is focused on the foreign-
born population, there is a specific chapter
dealing with the situation of non-EU citizens
in the EU, aimed specifically at monitoring the
Zaragoza indicators.
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Introduction

Key concepts of migrant integration statistics are
explained at the beginning of each chapter where
they are used.

For the purpose of this publication the data on
migrants are generally presented for the following
age categories:

15-29: this group represents the population
of young migrants and is targeted by the EU
Youth Strategy

20-64: this group has been selected because
it is relevant to the first Europe 2020 target

Data used for the indicators on migrant integration
come mainly from the EU labour force survey (EU-
LFS) and the EU statistics on income and living
conditions survey (EU-SILC), complemented by
administrative data sources.

As regards the dimensions of employment and
education, the data are based on the results of
the EU-LFS. The EU-SILC covers topics relevant to
social inclusion: people at risk of poverty or social
exclusion, income distribution and monetary
poverty, living conditions and material deprivation.
The EU-SILC also provides data on the health
status of the foreign population, in the form of
‘selfperceived health status'.

EU migration statistics are collected on an annual
basis and are supplied to Eurostat by the national
statistical authorities of the EU Member States.
Most EU Member States base their statistics on
administrative data sources such as population
egisters, registers of foreigners, registers of
residence or work permits.

(employment of 75% of this population by
2020);

25-54: this is considered as the most
appropriate group for the analysis of the
situation of migrants of working age as it
minimises the effect of migration for non-
economic reasons (e.g. study or retirement)
and forms a more homogeneous group, large
enough to produce reliable results;

55-64 and 55 years or over: these age groups
focus on the older migrants.

The EU labour force survey

The main source of information on the structure and
trends of the EU for labour market is the EU-LFS. EU-
LFSisalarge quarterly sample survey that covers the
resident population aged 15 and above in private
households in the EU, EFTA (except Liechtenstein)
and candidate countries. It provides population
estimates for the main labour market characteristics,
such as employment, unemployment, inactivity,
hours of work, occupation, economic activity and
other labour related variables, as well as important
socio-demographic characteristics, such as sex,
age, education, household characteristics and
regions of residence. Regulations set by the
European Council, the European Parliament and
the European Commission define how the LFS
is carried out, whereas some countries have their
own national legislation for the implementation of
this survey.
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The LFS 2014 ad hoc module on the
labour market situation of migrants
and their immediate descendants

The LFS 2014 ad hoc module on the labour
market situation of migrants and their immediate
descendants was an improvement of the LFS 2008
ad hoc module on the labour market situation
of migrants, aiming at boosting the quality of
the data, and in particular the cross-country
comparability and implementability of the module.
The target population of the LFS 2014 ad hoc
module consisted of all persons aged 15-64. The
ad hoc module variables were collected for all
persons in the household in the target group age.
The collection of data on the COB of the father and
the mother enabled the identification of second-
generation migrants. Other variables of the LFS
2014 ad hoc module relevant to the migrant
integration indicators are:

level of educational attainment of the parents;
over-qualification;
obstacles to getting suitable jobs;

language skills in the host country language
and participation in language courses.

EU statistics on income and living
conditions

The EU-SILC survey is the main source for the
compilation of statistics on income, social inclusion
and living conditions. It provides comparable
micro data on income, poverty, social exclusion,
housing, labour, education and health. EU-SILC is

Migrant integration
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implemented in the EU Member States, Iceland,
Norway, Switzerland and Turkey. It provides
two types of annual data: cross-sectional data
pertaining to a given time or a certain time period
with variables on income, poverty, social exclusion
and other living conditions and longitudinal data
pertaining to individual-level changes over time,
observed periodically over a four-year period.

Eurostat migration statistics

Eurostat produces statistics on a range of issues
related to international migration flows, non-
national population stocks and the acquisition
of citizenship. Data are collected on an annual
basis and are supplied to Eurostat by the national
statistical authorities of the EU Member States.

Since 2008 the collection of data has been based
on Regulation (EC) No 862/2007. Together with
the Commission Implementing Regulation (EU)
No 351/2010, they define a core set of statistics on
international migration flows, population stocks of
foreigners, the acquisition of citizenship, residence
permits, asylum and measures against illegal entry
and stay. Although EU Member States may continue
to use any appropriate data according to national
availability and practice, the statistics collected
under the Regulation must be based on common
definitions and concepts. Most EU Member
States base their statistics on administrative data
sources such as population registers, registers of
foreigners, registers of residence or work permits,
health insurance registers and tax registers. Some
countries use mirror statistics, sample surveys or
estimation methods to produce migration statistics.
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Introduction

As already mentioned, the production of migrant
integration indicators is generally based on sample
surveys or on population registers/registers of
resident foreign citizens. A key advantage is the
exploitation of data from the EU-LFS and EU-SILC.
Both surveys are highly harmonised and optimised
for comparability. However, for both types of data
sources (administrative and survey data) there are
certain limitations.

With regard to survey data, limitations arise with
respect to the coverage of migrant populations.
By design, both the EU-LFS and EU-SILC target the
whole resident population and not specifically the
migrants. Coverage issues of survey data arise in the
following cases:

Recently arrived migrants: this group of
migrants is missing from the sampling frame
in every hosting country resulting in under-
coverage of the actual migrant population in
the EU-LFS and EU-SILC.

Collective households: the EU-SILC only covers
private households. Persons living in collective
households and in institutions for asylum
seekers and migrant workers are excluded
from the target population. This also results in
under-coverage of migrants in the survey.

Non-response of migrant population: a
significant disadvantage of the surveys is the
fact that a high percentage of the migrant
population does not respond to them.
This may be due to language difficulties,

misunderstanding of the purpose of each
survey, arduousness in communicating with
the interviewer, and fear on behalf of migrants
of a possible negative impact on their
authorisation to remain in the country after
participating in the surveys.

Sample size: given the nature of the EU-LFS
and EU-SILC as sample surveys, these cannot
fully capture the characteristics of migrants
in EU Member States with very low migrant
populations.

Information on COC and COB: this information
is asked from all persons in private households
sampled in the EU-LFS, whilst in the EU-SILC this
information is collected only for those aged 16
and over, resulting in an under-estimation of
the number of migrants by COC and COB.

With regard to administrative data, one main
problem refers to the comparability of the data
used to estimate migrant integration indicators.
The administrative data sources are not harmonised
and there are also variations in methods and
definitions. For example, some countries produce
estimates for the migrant population to account
for non-response, while others leave this problem
untreated. Coverage gaps are reported by certain
EU Member States with regard to some types
of excluded international migrants (e.g. asylum
seekers). In other cases, there are significant
numbers of departed migrants not covered by the
registration systems.
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Immigration in the EU-28

Migration is influenced by a combination of
economic, environmental, political and social
factors: either in @ migrant’s country of origin (push
factors) orin the country of destination (pull factors).
Historically, the relative economic prosperity and
political stability of the EU are thought to have
exerted a considerable pull effect on immigrants.

Figure I: Number of immigrants, EU-28, 2006-15
(millions)

5.0
4.5
4.0
35
3.0
2.5
2.0
1.5
1.0
0.5

In destination countries, international migration
may be used as a tool to solve specific labour
market shortages. However, migration alone will
almost certainly not reverse the ongoing trend of
population ageing experienced in many parts of
the EU.

[0
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0.0

Source: Eurostat (online data codes: migr_imm1ctz)

A total of 4.7 million people immigrated to one
of the EU-28 Member States during 2015, while at
least 2.8 million emigrants were reported to have
left an EU Member State. These total figures do
not represent the migration flows to/from the EU
as a whole, since they also include flows between
different EU Member States.

Over the last decade, intensity of immigration
flows varied. About 3.7 million people immigrated
to one of the EU-28 Member States during 2006.

W Migrant integration
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This number increased to 4.1 million during 2007
when it reached its peak. Over the following
two years the number of immigrants gradually
decreased and in 2010 it levelled off at 3.3 million
where it remained until 2012. In 2013 the number
of immigrated people started increasing again,
with growth accelerating in 2014 and 2015.
During 2015 the number of immigrants reached
4.7 million, representing the highest value since
2006 as well as the highest year to year increase
(+900 thousand compared with 2014).
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Among the 4.7 million immigrants of 2015, there
were an estimated 24 million non-EU citizens,
1.4 million citizens of a different EU Member State
from the one to which they immigrated, around
860 thousand people who migrated to an EU
Member State of which they had the citizenship
(for example, returning nationals or nationals born
abroad), and some 19 thousand stateless persons.

Germany reported the largest total number of
immigrants (1543.8 thousand) in 2015, followed
by the United Kingdom (631.5 thousand), France

Number of immigrants, 2015
(thousands)
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(363.9 thousand), Spain (342.1 thousand) and Italy
(280.1 thousand). Germany reported the highest
number of emigrants in 2015 (3472 thousand),
followed by Spain (3439 thousand), the United
Kingdom 299.2 thousand), France (298.0 thousand)
and Poland (258.8 thousand). A total of 17 EU
Member States reported more immigration than
emigration in 2015, but in Bulgaria, Ireland, Greece,
Spain, Croatia, Cyprus, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
Latvia and Lithuania, the number of emigrants
outnumbered the number of immigrants.

Germany
France
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Italy

Poland
Netherlands
Austria
Belgium
Sweden
Romania
Denmark
Ireland ()
Greece
Hungary
Portugal
Czech Republic

United Kingdom

(") Provisional.
Source: Eurostat (online data codes: migr_imm1ctz)
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Estonia
Cyprus
Switzerland
Iceland
Liechtenstein
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Figure lll: Number of immigrants, 2015
(per 1000 inhabitants)
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EU-28
Malta
Austria
Germany ()
Ireland
Denmark
United
Spain

Cyprus
Sweden
Belgium

Estonia

Netherlands
Lithuania
Slovenia

Luxembourg

() Estimated.
() Provisional.

Source: Eurostat (online data codes: migr_imm1ictz and migr_poplctz)

Relative to the size of the resident population,
Luxembourg recorded the highest rates
of immigration in 2015 (42 immigrants per
1000 persons), followed by Malta (30 immigrants
per 1000 persons) and Germany (19 immigrants
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per 1000 persons) — see Figure Ill. The highest
rates of emigration in 2015 were reported for
Luxembourg (22 emigrants per 1000 persons),
Cyprus (20 emigrants per 1000 persons) and Malta
(20 emigrants per 1000 persons).
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There were 35.1 million people born outside the
EU-28 living in an EU Member State on 1 January
2016, while 19.3 million people had been born in
a different EU Member State than the one they
were residing in. In Hungary, Ireland, Luxembourg,
Slovakia and Cyprus, the number of persons born
in another EU Member State was higher than the
number born outside the EU-28.

The number of people residing in an EU Member
State with non-EU citizenship on 1 January 2016
was 20.7 million, representing 4.1% of the EU-28
population. In addition, 16.0 million persons were
living in an EU Member States on 1 January 2016
with the citizenship of another EU Member State.

In absolute terms, the largest number of
non-nationals living in the EU Member States on

1 January 2016 was found in Germany (8.7 million),
the United Kingdom (5.6 million), Italy (5.0 million),
Spain (4.4 million) and France (4.4 million). Non-
nationals in these five Member States collectively
represented 76% of the total number of non-
nationals living in all of the EU Member States, while
the same five Member States had a 63% share of
the EU-28's population.

In relative terms, the EU Member State with the
highest share of non-nationals was Luxembourg,
as non-nationals accounted for 47% of its total
population. A high proportion of non-nationals
(10% or more of the resident population) was also
observed in Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Austria, Ireland,
Belgium and Germany.

Share of non-nationals in the resident population, 1 January 2016
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Migrant integration

This chapter provides an introduction to the
EU statistics on the integration of migrants. The
successful integration of migrants into the society
of the host country is key to maximising the
opportunities of legal migration and making the
most of the contributions that immigration can
make to EU development. Migrant integration
is measured in terms of employment, health,
education, social inclusion and active citizenship in
the host country.

Two different concepts can be used to define the
migrant population:

the concept of country of birth (COB);

the concept of country of citizenship (COC).

Based on these concepts, two broad groups of
migrant population can be defined. The data
analysis in the articles on migrant integration is
performed either by COB or COC, based on data
availability and reliability per case.

According to the concept of COB, the population
can be divided into the following groups:

Native-born: the population born in the
reporting country;

Foreign-born: the population born outside the
reporting country, of which

EU-born: the population born in the EU,
except the reporting country;

Non-EU-born:
outside the EU.

the population born

Foreign population by COB is the population most
commonly described as migrants, as these persons
have migrated to their current country of residence
at some stage during their lives. It includes persons
with foreign citizenship as well as persons with the
citizenship of their country of residence, either from
birth or acquired later in life.

According to the concept of COC, the population
can be divided into the following groups:

Nationals: the citizens of the reporting country;

Foreign citizens: the non-citizens of the
reporting country, of which

EU citizens: the citizens of the EU
Member States, except the reporting
country;

Non-EU citizens: the citizens of non-EU
Member States.

Foreign population by COC are foreign citizens
residing in the EU Member States and EFTA
countries. As citizens of another country, the
members of this group are in a different situation
than nationals with regard to their legal rights. This
is particularly the case for non-EU citizens (third-
country nationals). Persons in this group may have
migrated into their country of current residence or
may have been born there.
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The represents the

persons) as a percentage of the total population.

The activity rate of the EU-28 population varies
significantly according to citizenship. As illustrated
in Figure 1.1, during the last eight years, citizens
of non-EU countries have systematically recorded
lower activity rates than the nationals and mobile
foreign EU citizens. Since 2009, this gap has been
increasing  noticeably. Comparing  nationals
and non-EU citizens, the gap increased from
3 percentage points (pp) in 2008 to 8 pp in 2015

Migrant integration

(i.e. employed and unemployed

(and from 6 pp in 2008 to 12 pp in 2015 compared
with mobile EU citizens).

In 2015, the activity rate of non-EU citizens
amounted to 69.8% (a decrease compared with
70.5% in 2014). There is an opposite trend amongst
mobile EU citizens, for whom the activity rate
increased from 81.3% in 2014 to 81.6% in 2015.

Evolution of activity rates of the population (aged 20-64), by groups of country of

citizenship, EU-28, 2008-15
(%)
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In 2015, the activity rate of mobile EU citizens was
4 pp higher than that of the nationals, indicating
greater labour market participation for this group
of migrants. The activity rates of both these groups

have increased, and the gap between them has
become larger over the last eight years from 3 pp
in 2008 to 4 pp in 2015.

Figure 1.2: Activity rates of non-EU citizens (aged 20-64), by sex, 2015
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() Low reliability.
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifsa_argan)

The activity rate of women in 2015 was generally
lower than that of men, regardless of their country
of residence. This highlights that gender equality
in employment integration has not yet been fully
achieved.

This is even more evident for migrant women, since
at EU-28 level, women with non-EU citizenship
have a lower activity rate than male non-EU

citizens by 25 pp, illustrating a wide gap in the
labour participation of the migrant population by
sex (see Figure 1.2). At country level, in 2015, the
largest gender gaps in labour participation for
non-EU citizens were observed in Luxembourg
(35 pp), Malta (32 pp) and France (31 pp). The
countries with the smallest gender gap for the non-
EU citizen population were Cyprus (2 pp), Latvia
(10 pp) and Portugal (14 pp).

Migrant integration B
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Evolution of unemployment rates of the population (aged 20-64), by groups of

country of citizenship, EU-28, 2008-15
(%)
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(") Except reporting country.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifsa_urgan)
The is the number of unemployed people as a percentage of the

economically active population (i.e. both employed and unemployed persons, but excluding
economically inactive persons, such as students and pensioners).

The overall EU-28 unemployment rate, in 2015, for
the 20-64 age group, reached 9.2 %, a decrease of
0.8 pp compared with 2014.

In 2015, the unemployment rate of non-EU citizens
was 189%. This group experienced the largest
increase in unemployment over the 2008-15
period (see Figure 1.3) and also the largest decrease

Migrant integration

— along with EU citizens — from 2014 to 2015.
The unemployment rate of non-EU citizens was
around 12 pp higher than that of the nationals
during 2011-13, but the gap was reduced to 10 pp
in 2015. The unemployment rate was also higher
for mobile EU citizens compared with nationals:
1.5 pp more in 2015.
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Figure 1.4: Youth unemployment rate in the population (aged 15-29), by groups of country of

birth, 2015
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: yth_empl_100)

For the Member States for which data are
available, the highest unemployment rate of the
young non-EU-born population was recorded in
Spain (42.0%) and Greece (38.7 %) (see Figure 1.4).
With 13.0 %, the unemployment rate of the young
non-EU-born population in the Czech Republic
was the lowest in the EU.

The EU-28 unemployment rate of the young
EU-born population was identical to that of
the native-born population aged 15-29 (15.7 %).

In France, the Netherlands, Austria and Sweden,
the unemployment rate of the young EU-born
population was substantially higher than for the
native-born population while in Spain, Croatia, Italy
and the United Kingdom, the unemployment rate
of the native-born population was substantially
higher than for the EU-born population.

Migrant integration B
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Gap in long-term unemployment between foreign-born and native-born

populations, 2015
(percentage points)
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Note: Data for Bulgaria, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania and Slovakia not available.

(") Low reliability for foreign-born.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifsa_upgacob)

refers to the number of people who are out of work and have been

actively seeking employment for at least a year.

Long-term unemployment, as a percentage of
total unemployment, has increased for the foreign-
born population from 36.6% in 2009 to 489% in
2015, after a decrease from 2008 to 2009.

The cross-country comparison of the share of
long-term unemployment in 2015 depicts a
situation that varies significantly across those EU
Member States for which data are available. In
nine countries in particular, the share of long-term
unemployment was lower for the foreign-born
population aged 20-64 compared with the native-
born population. By far the most significant gap

tegration

in long-term unemployment between foreign-
born and native-born population was observed
in Cyprus, where the percentage of long-term
unemployment of the foreign-born population
was almost 11 pp lower than for the native-born.

In the majority of the other EU Member States
however, the foreign-born population has been
more affected by long-term unemployment than
the native-born population. The largest gaps were
found in Denmark (14 pp), Sweden and Latvia
(both 13 pp) and the Czech Republic (12 pp) (see
Figure 1.5).
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Figure 1.6: Youth employment rate (population aged 15-29), by groups of country of birth, 2015
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The EU-28 employment rate of the young
non-EU-born  population (394%) was lower
than for the EU-born (56.4%) and native-born
(47.2%) populations. With 58.6% Estonia was
the EU Member State that reported the highest
employment rate among young non-EU-born,
followed by Hungary (57.6 %) and Cyprus (54.9 %)
(see Figure 1.6). The lowest employment rates of
young non-EU-born migrants were observed in
Spain, Italy, France, Belgium and Poland (all under
35%).

In Hungary, Cyprus, Croatia and Greece, the youth
employment rate of non-EU-born migrants was
higher than that of young people born in another
EU country (EU-born). In the case of Croatia the
employment rate of the non-EU-born was even

higher than that of the native-born youth (by
18 pp). In Hungary, Cyprus and Greece youth
employment rates among the non-EU-born were
also higher than among native-born by more than
12 pp. In Italy, Estonia, Luxembourg and Spain the
non-EU-born had a higher youth employment
rate compared with the young native-born as
well, but the differences were below 7 pp.

The youth employment rates of native-born were
higher than those of the non-EU-born population
in 15 EU Member States. This difference was
highest in the Netherlands, Poland, the United
Kingdom, Sweden and Austria, where the gap
ranged from 20 pp in the Netherlands to 14 pp
in Austria.

Migrant integration B
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1.2 Employment conditions

Figure 1.7: Share of self-employment, by groups of country of citizenship, 2015
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Source: Eurostat (online data codes: Ifsa_esgan and Ifsa_pganws)

The share of self-employed as a share of employed
persons among non-EU citizens increased by 2 pp
from 2008 to 2015, reaching 12 % (see Figure 1.7).

At Member State level, the highest self-
employment shares of non-EU citizens were
recorded in the Czech Republic and Poland (41.9%
and 31.7% respectively). In both countries, the gap

in self-employment between non-EU citizens and
nationals was the highest in the EU (26 pp and
14 pp respectively). A completely reverse pattern
was observed in Greece and ltaly, where the
self-employment rate of nationals was significantly
higher than that of non-EU citizens (21 pp and
11 pp respectively).

W Migrant integration

23


http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=lfsa_esgan&lang=en
http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=lfsa_pganws&lang=en

Migrant integration

Looking at the self-employment status for the year
2015, it appeared mostly as a matter of own-account
work, since the share of own-account workers (1) in
the total self-employed population was 71.2% for
nationals, 77.0% for mobile EU citizens and 71.6%

for non-EU citizens. The share of self-employed
persons with employees was less than 29% of the
total self-employed population in all cases (see
Figure 1.8).

Figure 1.8: Shares of self-employed persons, by status and citizenship, EU-28, 2015

(%)

100

80

60

40

20

Nationals

[ Employers

(") Except reporting country.
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Part-time and temporary employment may be
considered either as a threat or an opportunity
for employees, since these indicators can be seen

EU citizens (')

Non-EU citizens

Il Own-account workers

either as a means of social integration or as an
indicator of under-employment.

(") Own-account workers are persons working on own account (in their own business, farm or professional practice) who are sole owners of

the unincorporated enterprises in which they work.
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Temporary employees as percentage of the total number of employees, by age and
groups of country of citizenship, 2015

(%)
Nationals Foreign citizens Of which:
EU citizens (") Non-EU citizens
population at age
of which of which of which of which
gj < < gj < < F‘,’ < < F? < <
S & | & | S| & | & | 8| 4| &8 4|4
~ n ~N n ~N n ~N n
EU-28 129 11.6 6.3 18.7 18.1 10.3 159 15.3 85 214 206 12.2
Belgium 76 6.2 3.0 159 157 © 1340 134 © 213 204
Bulgaria 43 4.1 35
Czech Republic 9.7 8.6 70 150 135 157 0 144 1400 124
Denmark 74 6.2 3.0 107 103 : 93 92 1220 113
Germany 10.6 8.7 34 178 166 6.4 171 16.7 53 186 166 83
Estonia 2.8 24 : 56 6.6 : : : : 5.7 6.8
Ireland 78 64 5.1 8.2 72 : 69 6.1 : 114 99
Greece 10.8 10.0 84 219 21.7 : 244 257 : 214 208
Spain 235 235 9.5 36.8 355 273 32.2 304 236 396 386 29.7
France 151 12.5 83 253 255 151 169 17.7 306 302 21.0
Croatia 198 1838 8.3
Italy 13.5 12.8 55 164 159 93 19.7 19.0 121 14.7 14.3 8.1
Cyprus 11.2 10.5 6.5 457 467 : 19.0 18.8 . 802 81.1
Latvia 35 238 39 38 : : : : : 39
Lithuania 20 1.6
Luxembourg 75 4.8 : n3 10.1 : 10.5 9.5 : 201 171
Hungary 1.2 102 108
Malta 6.7 54 6.3 : : : : : : :
Netherlands 163 142 6.0 262 248 219 21 ©322 0 299
Austria 5.8 4.7 26 89 8.2 : 92 8.6 : 84 77
Poland 276 256 166
Portugal 21.1 197 108 380 366 © 322 303 o397 384
Romania 14 1.2
Slovenia 165 136 8.6 328 313 : : : o321 307
Slovakia 104 94 75 : : : : : :
Finland 13.7 124 7.0 214 21.6 : 17.0 173 : 26.1 26.0
Sweden 13.9 1.0 6.8 30.8 303 16.2 19.2 19.3 : 416 401
United Kingdom 5.0 40 4.7 9.5 89 6.7 8.8 8.1 : 10.7 10.2

(") Except reporting country.
"'~ data not available, not reliable or confidential.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifsa_etpgan)
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At EU-28 level, temporary employment of persons
aged 20-64 was higher for non-EU citizens
(21.4%) than for national employees (12.9%). The
largest difference was observed in Cyprus, where
80.2% of employees with non-EU citizenship
were temporary workers, compared with only
11.2% for the nationals. Out of 22 EU Member
States for which data are reliable, large gaps in
temporary employment between non-EU citizens
and nationals were also reported in Sweden
(28 pp), Poland (21 pp), Portugal (19 pp), Spain
(17 pp), the Netherlands and Slovenia (both 16 pp).
In the other EU Member States, the differences
were below 15 pp. In all reporting countries the

share of non-EU migrant temporary workers was
higher than that of the nationals. In 2015, Ireland
was the only EU Member State where the share of
temporary employees in the group of foreign EU
citizens was lower than for the country’s nationals
(a difference of 1 pp).

In addition, for countries for which data are
available, a strong age pattern may be observed
within temporary employment data, since there
is a strong over-representation of the younger
population (aged 25-54) in temporary employment
within the employed population. This is even more
evident amongst foreign citizens (see Table 1.1).

Figure 1.9: Young temporary employees (aged 15-29) as percentage of the total number of

employees, by sex and groups of country of birth,
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young people not available for: Bulgaria, Germany, Estonia,
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Slovakia.
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: yth_empl_050)
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At EU-28 level, temporary employment decreased
from 35.7% in 2008 to 343% in 2015 for the
young non-EU-born population and from 26.5%
in 2008 to 24.0% in 2015 for the young EU-
born population. By contrast, the proportion
of temporary employment for the young
native-born population increased slightly, from
29.7% in 2008 to 32.6% in 2015.

At Member State level different patterns stand out
when COB and gender are analysed (see Figure 1.9).
The highest proportions of temporary employment
in the young non-EU-born population were found
in the Netherlands (62.6% for men), Cyprus and
Portugal (both around 60% of total employment
for both genders, regardless of the COB — the rate
for young women in Cyprus even exceeded 70 %).

In 2015, 350% of non-EU-born young women
were temporary workers versus 33.6% of native-
born young women. In the case of young men, the
non-EU-born group (33.7%) had a higher share of
temporary workers compared with 31.7% for the
native-born group. In Cyprus, regardless of gender,
the gap in youth temporary employment between
native- and non-EU-born was the highest of all
countries for which data are available (around 36 pp
for men and 49 pp for women).

Migrant integration

From the perspective of population groups by COC,
the proportion of part-time employment among
the foreign employed population (mobile EU and
non-EU citizens) was higher than for nationals. At
EU level, foreign citizens held a significantly higher
proportion of part-time employment at the age
of 20-64 than the nationals (25.8% vs 184%,
respectively). Furthermore, the highest percentages
of part-time employees were observed for foreign
citizens with non-EU citizenship (28.3 %).

However, in some EU Member States the trends
were reversed (see Table 1.2). Belgium, the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Cyprus, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Slovenia and the United Kingdom
reported higher part-time employment among
the employed nationals than among foreign
citizens, with differences reaching a high of
7 pp in Luxembourg. For the age group 55-64,
part-time employment was higher for employed
nationals than for foreign citizens in seven of the
EU Member States where data was available. Two
Benelux countries had the highest differences
within the 55-64 age group (10 pp in Luxembourg
and 7 pp in Belgium) followed by Austria (5 pp).
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Part-time employment, by groups of country of citizenship and age group, 2015

28

(%)
Nationals Foreign citizens Of which:
EU citizens (") Non-EU citizens
population at age
of which of which of which of which
‘? < < gj < < gj < < gj < <
B SRR SRS S R
~N n ~N n ~N n ~N n
EU-28 184 16.9 21.8 258 252 288 232 225 272 283 276 307
Belgium 241 223 342 238 229 268 234 224 253 247 240
Bulgaria 2.1 1.8 2.8
Czech Republic 52 44 77 4.7 43 52
Denmark 20.5 159 199 24.6 219 21.8 184 273 252
Germany 265 259 301 299 298 318 263 260 293 338 337 362
Estonia 9.6 85 9.2 6.7 51 14 6.5 49
Ireland 21.3 190 259 215 206 257 19.8 190 279 255 24.3
Greece 84 8.0 73 224 21.5 240 206 213 229 215 268
Spain 14.7 14.2 1.6 220 212 282 21.0 199 279 227 220 286
France 17.8 164 220 262 252 294 212 204 241 295 282 36.1
Croatia 58 49 8.9 : :
Italy 169 173 126 295 290 320 274 270 259 305 301 346
Cyprus 13.5 116 166 104 100 129 125 7.2 6.9
Latvia 7.0 59 10.0 7.8 84 8.0 8.6
Lithuania 76 6.4 1.1
Luxembourg 216 202 300 144 137 203 144 135 209 144 148
Hungary 5.6 46 103
Malta 13.6 129 13.7 16.6 141 : : :
Netherlands 471 436 492 421 397 470 389 366 468 466 440 474
Austria 274 273 294 298 302 245 288 292 232 312 318
Poland 6.6 54 104
Portugal 94 73 16.5 15.0 14.4 151 15.0
Romania 8.5 6.9 15.1
Slovenia 9.3 69 134
Slovakia 57 50 73 :
Finland 126 94 154 168 161 19 126 220 196
Sweden 22.8 199 246 27.2 259 254 226 218 224 318 298 320
United Kingdom 239 21.7 311 22.8 219 282 199 191 28.2 277 264 283

(') Except reporting country.

‘.~ data not available, not reliable or confidential.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifsa_eppgan)
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Comparing the 2015 part-time employment of the
non-EU-born male and female population, across
the EU Member States for which data are available,
the proportions of part-time employment for
females were higher than for males (see Figure
1.10). The widest gender gaps were found in the

Migrant integration

Netherlands (47 pp), Austria (41 pp), Belgium
(34 pp) and ltaly (31 pp), while the narrowest were
in Croatia (2 pp) and Finland (7 pp). Cyprus is an
exception with part-time employment higher in
the male population (men: 15 %; women: 9 %).

Figure 1.10: Part-time employment as a percentage of the total employment of the non-EU-

born population aged 20-64, by sex, 2015
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(") Low reliability for males.
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifsa_eppgacob)

W Migrant integration

29


http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=lfsa_eppgacob&lang=en

30

Migrant integration

1.3 Education

The analysis of the educational attainment
level (?) focuses on the population aged 25-54
in the EU-28 Member States by COB. As can be
observed in Figure 1.11, the highest proportion of
people having completed at most lower secondary
education (ie. having attained only pre-primary,
primary or lower secondary education) was
observed among the non-EU-born population
(35.5%) in 2015. This share was 16 pp higher than for
the native-born and 14 pp higher than the EU-born
(except the reporting country) population.

The proportions were reversed for educational
attainment at the level of upper secondary and
post-secondary education, at 33.2% for the non-
EU-born population, 15 pp lower than for the
native-born population.

At the level of tertiary education, the EU-born
population recorded the highest share of such
graduates (36.7%). This proportion was 4 pp
higher than for the native-born population and
5 pp higher than for the non-EU-born population.

Figure 1.11: Population (aged 25-54) by educational attainment level and groups of country of

birth, EU-28, 2015
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(?) The highest level of education completed successfully is associated with obtaining a certificate or a diploma, when there is a certification.
In cases where there is no certification, successful completion is associated with full attendance.
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Rates of pre-primary, primary and low secondary education — comparison of
foreign-born with native-born population (aged 25-54), 2015
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Note: Bulgaria, Germany, Lithuania, Poland, Romania and Slovakia: low reliability
or confidential for data on foreign-born; Germany: data for foreign-born not

available.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: edat_Ifs_9912)

Comparing the native- with the foreign-born
population, Figure 1.12 shows the situation in the
EU Member States in 2015 for the population aged
25-54 having low educational attainment (i.e.
who only attained pre-primary, primary or lower
secondary levels of education). Malta (45.3%), Italy
(44.6 %), Greece (44.3%) and Spain (40.9%) had the

highest proportions of foreign-born people with
low educational attainment. The gap between
the shares of foreign- and native-born population
with low educational attainment were the highest
in Greece (22 pp), Sweden and France (both 20 pp)
and Finland (19 pp).
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Figure 1.13: Educational attainment level of non-EU-born population (aged 25-54), 2015
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: edat_Ifs_9912)

Focusing on the non-EU-born population by level
of educational attainment, Figure 1.13 shows that
the EU Member States attracting proportionally
higher numbers of highly educated non-EU-born
migrants were lIreland, Poland and the United
Kingdom with shares of tertiary education among
the non-EU-born population in 2015 of 65.3%,
56.7% and 54.3% respectively. On the other hand,
ltaly, Greece and Slovenia recorded the lowest
shares of tertiary educational attainment within

the non-EU-born with 13.5%, 12.7% and 12.0%
respectively.

In contrast, ltaly (51.0%), Malta (48.7%), Greece
(471%) and Spain (45.5%) recorded the highest
shares of the non-EU-born population having
attained only pre-primary, primary and lower
secondary education, while the lowest shares were
registered in the Czech Republic (10.8%), Ireland
(6.6 %), Latvia (5.9%) and Estonia (4.6 %).
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Figure 1.14: Share of population (aged 30-34) with tertiary educational attainment, by country

of birth, 2015
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Note: ranked on decreasing share of ‘native-born’ population with tertiary degree.
Bulgaria, Estonia, Croatia, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia and Slovakia: low
reliability for data on foreign-born. Germany and Romania: data not available.

Source: Eurostat (online data codes: edat_Ifs_9912 and edat_lIfs_9913)

One of the objectives of the strategic framework
for European cooperation in education and training
and the Europe 2020 Strategy is to make sure that
the proportion of 30-34-year-olds with tertiary
educational attainment should reach at least 40%
by 2020. Migrants will have a vital role to play in
reaching this goal since in some EU Member States
they form a significant proportion of the resident
population. As can be observed in Figure 1.14, in
some EU Member States such as Denmark, Estonia,

Ireland, Latvia, Luxembourg, Poland, Sweden and
the United Kingdom, the abovementioned target
has already been met by both the native- and
foreign-born populations. (3)

In eight EU Member States the foreign-born
population made up an even higher proportion of
the 30-34-year-olds with tertiary education than
their peers in the native-born population.

(3) However, it has to be noted that these results refer to the given cohort (i.e. people that are currently in the age group 30-34) which by the

year 2020 will no longer be represented in the target age group.
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The countries with the largest gaps in that regard
were Poland (63.2% vs 43.3%), Estonia (59.2% vs
44.7%), Latvia (54.6% vs 40.8%) and Luxembourg
(574% vs 48.5%). These were followed by the
United Kingdom, Malta, Denmark and Ireland. The
lowest shares of tertiary educated foreign-born
were recorded in Croatia (23.6%), Slovenia (19.9%),
Iltaly (14.49) and Greece (12.1 %).

[t should be noted that in several EU Member States,
no information is available on the shares of tertiary
educated foreign-born population (for 30-34-year-
olds) as data for the foreign-born population are
not reliable.

The participation rate in lifelong learning is expressed as the percentage of people who received
education or training (formal or non-formal) during the four weeks preceding the survey.

In 2015, the Nordic EU Member States (Denmark,
Sweden and Finland) reported by far the highest
participation rates in lifelong learning among the
population aged 25-54, regardless of their COB,
with close to one third of the native-born in this
age category participating in lifelong learning
(see Figure 1.15).

Available data showed that in Belgium, Denmark,
Finland, Ireland, Portugal and the United Kingdom,
more non-EU-born people aged 25-54 participated
in lifelong learning than the native-born.

Note that the participation in language courses
and other integration-focused learning activities
was also included in the concept of lifelong
learning.

The lowest rates (in EU Member States for which
data are available) for the non-EU-born population
aged 25-54 were reported iwn Cyprus (4.0%), the
Czech Repubilic (3.6%), Croatia (2.8%) and Greece
(1.5%).
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Figure 1.15: Participation in lifelong learning of population (aged 25-54), by country of birth,
2015
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: trng_lIfs_13)
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Early leavers (aged 18-24) from education and training, by country of birth, 2015

(%)
Native-born Fotelgn-born
Total EU-born Non-EU-born
EU-28 10.1 19.0 171 19.8
Belgium 9.0 18.2 16.3 194
Bulgaria 13.5
Czech Republic 6.1
Denmark 77
Germany 8.6
Estonia 1.3
Ireland 7.0 6.8
Greece 6.8 241 : 249
Spain 175 333 36.1 326
France 8.7 16.5 : 16.6
Croatia
Italy 12.7 313 264 330
Cyprus 31 16.7
Latvia 10.0
Lithuania 55
Luxembourg 6.9 15.6 15.6
Hungary 1.6
Malta 199
Netherlands 8.0 9.7 : 114
Austria 55 19.0 : 24.5
Poland 53
Portugal 13.5 16.2 : 16.1
Romania 191
Slovenia 43
Slovakia 6.9
Finland 8.7
Sweden 59 139 109 144
United Kingdom 1.2 76 11.8 4.5

‘:"—data not available, not reliable or confidential.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: edat_Ifse_02)
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Early leavers from education and training are defined as persons aged 18-24 having attained
at most lower secondary education and not being involved in further education or training in

the four weeks preceding the survey.

Early leavers from education and training are
defined as persons aged 18-24 having attained at
most lower secondary education and not being
involved in further education or training in the four
weeks preceding the survey.

In 2015 among EU Member States for which data
are available, the highest shares of foreign-born
early leavers from education and training were
found in Spain (33.3%), Italy (31.3%) and Greece
(24.1%). Due to small sample sizes or low reliability
of data, a more detailed analysis of the statistics at
country level is very limited. Taking into account
only the EU Member States with reliable data, the

most significant differences between the foreign-
born and native-born populations were reported
in Italy (19 pp higher for the foreign-born), Greece
(17 pp) and Spain (16 pp). In Spain, the young EU-
born made up the highest share of early leavers
from education and training (around 36%) of all
the population groups for which reliable data are
available.

As shown in Table 1.3, the share of native-born
young early leavers from education and training
was only higher than that of their foreign-born
counterparts in the United Kingdom (11.2% vs
7.6%) and Ireland (7.0% vs 6.8 %).

Young people (aged 15-29) neither in employment nor in education and training,

by country of birth, 2015
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: edat_Ifse_28)
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The indicator of

corresponds to the percentage of the population of a given age group (in this case aged 15-29)
who are not employed and not involved in further education or training.

The indicator of young people neither in
employment nor in education and training (NEET)
corresponds to the percentage of the population
of a given age group (in this case aged 15-29)
who are not employed and not involved in further
education or training.

In 2015, about 14% of the native-born young
people aged 15-29 in the EU-28 were NEET. This
share was significantly higher for the foreign-born
young population and in particular for those not
born in the EU, for which it exceeded 24% (see
Figure 1.16).

According to the available data at country level
in 2015, the highest shares of foreign-born young
people (@aged 15-29) NEET were observed in Greece
(36.9%), Italy (35.2%) and Spain (29.2%), while the
lowest rates were registered in Sweden (12.7 %),
Denmark (10.8%) and Luxembourg (10.0%). In all
the EU Member States for which data are available,
NEET rates were higher for the foreign-born than
for the native-born population, with the largest
gaps recorded in Latvia (15 pp), Greece (14 pp) and
Slovenia (12 pp).
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1.4 Housing and living conditions

Housing is an important element for the well-
being of individuals. The evaluation of the quality
and cost of each person’s living space is crucial for
measuring living standards and social inclusion.

In 2015 in the EU-28, 70.5% of nationals aged
20-64 lived in  owner-occupied dwellings,
compared with 32.1% of all foreign citizens of the
same age group (see Figures 1.17 and 1.18).

Tenure status is generally an important indicator
of social inclusion. However, it needs to be

cautiously considered with other characteristics
that are specific to the country of residence and
certain features of that country’s entire population.
Available statistics show that while less than
one third of nationals in the EU are tenants, the
proportion of tenants in the population of foreign
citizens is significantly higher. Around two out of
three foreign citizens live in rented dwellings, while
the remaining are owners.

Figure 1.17: Tenure status of nationals aged 20-64 of the reporting country, 2015
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Figure 1.18: Tenure status of foreign citizens aged 20-64, 2015
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(") Estimated data.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_Ivpsi5)

At the EU Member State level in 2015, 51.0% of in Slovenia, where 79.7% of the foreign citizens
nationals in Germany were tenants, followed by were tenants, followed by Italy (78.9%), Austria
Denmark, Austria and France (40.8%, 38.1% and (77.6%), Greece (775%) and Ireland (76.7%). By
38.0%, respectively), while in Romania only 3.7% of  contrast, the highest proportions of owners within
nationals were tenants, followed by Croatia (9.9%), the population of foreign citizens — among EU

Slovakia (10.7 %) and Lithuania (10.8 %). Member States with reliable data — were recorded
. . 0 . 0 :
The highest proportion of tenants in 2015 within l(gs gs(,;ot))ma (853%), Latvia (800%) and Croatia

the population of foreign citizens was observed
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Overcrowding rate by groups of country of birth and age groups, 2015

(%)
Native-born Foreign-born Of which:
EU-born (1) Non-EU born
population at age
< of which < of which < of which < of which
T < < T < < T < < T < <
A S B SRS S R
o n o wn o un o wn
EU-28 165 173 99 222 232 117 179 187 245 256
Belgium 09 1.0 0.6 4.2 4.7 11 1.3 11 11 6.3 7.1 1.0
Bulgaria 429 471 236
Czech Republic 177 194 84 29.5 314 145 230 262 99 390 380
Denmark 8.8 78 2.0 17. 176 2.3 8.6 76 0.8 211 21.2 4.0
Germany 6.7 6.7 4.0 15.8 16.5 75 13.7 151 55 177 176 109
Estonia 12.7 13.7 5.8 1.2 139 8.2 114 14.4 85
Ireland 2.1 2.2 0.8 6.3 6.0 35 51 4.7 26 9.8 9.5 :
Greece 280 282 188 508 503 469 345 346 540 533 535
Spain 44 4.5 27 10.7 105 56 34 36 00 141 137 9.0
France 6.5 6.8 23 156 173 9.0 6.1 64 317 193 216 114
Croatia 429 445 294 438 467 353 398 430 445 475 363
Italy 274 284 179 471 484 312 431 455 192 488 496 368
Cyprus 1.2 1. 0.6 29 22 16 24 17 0.0 34 2.8 3.7
Latvia 413 435 246 382 453 311 297 392 478 312
Lithuania 264 270 134 237 325 154 239 350 150
Luxembourg 31 3.5 1.1 1.2 10.8 94 9.7 9.5 76 16.1 151 184
Hungary 404 453 214 512 526 494 524
Malta 33 34 2.3 4.5 4.5 26 2.1 2.8 6.7 59
Netherlands 35 29 09 6.4 6.2 2.5 3.8 4.2 27 72 6.7 2.5
Austria 9.0 8.8 5.0 36.3 37. 23.1 235 214 179 434 455 257
Poland 421 448 285 426 42.8
Portugal 9.5 10.2 44 159 14.5 1.9 85 74 18.5 174 129
Romania 508 545 301
Slovenia 126 134 66 289 318 205 140 158 91 333 362 247
Slovakia 384 405 215 363
Finland 70 6.8 39 135 122 62 N8 12 144 129 55
Sweden 114 102 33 241 258 69 127 137 30 286 296 104
United Kingdom 4.7 4.8 19 198 204 64 235 225 63 176 190 6.4

(') Except reporting country.

':'—data not available, not reliable or confidential.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_Ivho16)
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The
household.

A person is considered as living in an overcrowded

its disposal a minimum of equal to:
one room for the household;

one room per couple in the household;

is defined as the percentage of the population living in an overcrowded

if the household does not have at

one room for each single person aged 18 and more;

one room per pair of single people of the same gender between 12 and 17 years of age;

one room for each single person between 12 and 17 years of age and not included in the

previous category;

one room per pair of children under 12 years of age.

The foreign-born population is generally more
likely to live in an overcrowded household than
the native-born population. The overcrowding
rate is usually correlated with other social inclusion
indicators, in particular on income, and similarly to
those indicators this rate is higher for the foreign-
born population.

In 2015 in the EU, the overcrowding rate for
the foreign-born population aged 20-64 was
22.2% compared with 165% for the native-
born population. Among the foreign-born, the

non-EU-born population recorded a significantly
higher overcrowding rate (24.5 %) than the migrants
born in one of the EU Member States (17.9%) (see
Table 1.4).

The highest overcrowding rates for the foreign-
born population were observed in Hungary (51.2 %),
Greece (50.8%) and Italy (47.1 %). In contrast, Cyprus
(29%), Belgium (4.2%), Malta (4.5 %), Ireland (6.3 %)
and the Netherlands (6.4 %), with rates below 10%,
reported the lowest overcrowding rates of the
foreign-born.
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Evolution of housing cost overburden rate by groups of country of citizenship (total

population aged 20-64), EU-28, 2009-15
(%)

35
30

25

20
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Non-EU citizens

Note: EU-27 for 2009.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_Ivho25)

The

2012

— EU citizens (except reporting country)

2013 2014 2015

- Nationals

is defined as the share of the population living in households

where the total cost of housing accounts for more than 40 % of a household’s disposable income.

The rate illustrates changes to the living conditions
of individuals, e.g. decreases in disposable income
or increases in living costs. The evolution of the
housing cost overburden rate is thus used to
illustrate the changes in housing cost during the
last seven years for which data are available (see
Figure 1.19). The housing cost overburden rates
for nationals were significantly lower than those
of non-EU citizens. The gap in the housing costs

Migrant integration

overburden rates between nationals and non-EU
citizens decreased regularly from 2010 to 2013,
falling from 214 to 16.7 pp. However, from 2013
to 2014 the housing cost overburden for non-EU
citizens increased substantially (far more than for
nationals), resulting in the widening of the gap to
almost 2010 levels (19.3 pp). During the following
year the gap slightly closed and in 2015 it stood at
18.8 pp.
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People living in households with very low work intensity by groups of country of
citizenship and age groups, 2015

(%)
Of which:
Nationals Foreign citizens
EU citizens (1) Non-EU citizens
population at age
of which of which of which of which
Sﬁ o o S\? o o ?’ o o 9’, o o
® 9 9 ® 9 9 ® 9 9 ® 9 9
] A ] A < i < A
EU-28 11.0 1.1 20.6 124 122 : : : : 14.9 14.8
Belgium 138 139 267 263 262 343 172 175 289 412 406
Bulgaria 11.0 106 151
Czech Republic 64 6.7 15.8 6.7 6.2 : 14.1 12.8 : 0.5 0.6
Denmark 13.0 13.0 19.8 18.1 18.7 : 13.8 12.3 ¢ 205 224
Germany 10.2 10.7 18.8 13.1 12.6 194 8.6 8.1 : 18.6 184
Estonia 64 64 151 10.8 110 160 : : o No 111 16.2
Ireland 19.1 188 254 16.2 15.7 : 14.8 14.1 232 242
Greece 190 186 344 165 163 242 250 257 © 150 0 146 228
Spain 17.0 64 267 13.1 12.3 13.1 13.5 12.0 : 12.8 12.5
France 8.6 86 220 16.1 152 245 76 78 © 209 195
Croatia 15.0 156 266 15.7 16.8
Italy 134 133 224 6.5 68 1.2 6.5 6.9 : 6.5 6.7 8.6
Cyprus 1.2 11.0 239 12.2 123 238 109 na 256 14.2 14.2
Latvia 7.3 75 12.6 121 121 17.8 : : : 12.0 120 177
Lithuania 9.5 103 204
Luxembourg 76 82 259 56 54 177 56 54 190 56 51
Hungary 89 92 196
Malta 85 8.8 170 13.5 134 : 12.5 13.1 : 14.7 139
Netherlands 1.6 1.2 192 8.5 73 © 103 79 : 6.3 6.5
Austria 73 8.0 19.0 141 14.5 369 10.5 99 : 16.6 17.7
Poland 8.0 84 192
Portugal 1.6 Mn7 253 9.0 9.5 : 10.1 104 : 8.8 9.3
Romania 79 82 218
Slovenia 8.7 9.1 256 6.0 6.3 : 1.2 10.1 : 5.0 55
Slovakia 6.8 69 144 : : : : : :
Finland 1.7 1n3 179 249 234 : 12.2 12.2 T 343 325
Sweden 51 52 74 199 179 : 109 9.7 ;251 229
United Kingdom 10.8 10.7 15.5 1.1 114 258 8.0 78 289 15.9 16.7

(') Except reporting country.
‘.’ —data not available, not reliable or confidential.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_Ivhl[15)
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People living in households with very low work intensity are those living in households where
the adults have worked less than 20 % of their total work potential during the past year.

Using available data for 2015 for the age group 18—
59, the rate of people living in households with very
low work intensity in the EU was 11.0% for nationals,
compared with 124% for all foreign citizens and
14.9% for non-EU citizens (see Table 1.5).

At country level, the highest rates of foreign citizens
living in households with very low work intensity
were reported in Belgium (26.3%) and Finland

The

(24.9%). Luxembourg (5.6%), Slovenia (6.0%), Italy
(6.5%) and the Czech Republic (6.7 %) reported the
lowest rates among the EU Member States.

As regards non-EU citizens, the highest rates —
among EU Member States with reliable data —
were observed in Belgium (41.2%) and Finland
(34.3%), while the lowest rates were found in the
Czech Republic (0.5%) and Slovenia (5.0 %).

refers to the situation of people who are

either at risk of poverty, or severely materially deprived or living in a household with a very
low work intensity. The AROPE rate, the share of the total population at risk of poverty or social

exclusion, is the headline indicator monitoring the

poverty target. It is defined as the

share of people with an equivalised disposable income (after social transfer) below the at-
risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable
income after social transfers. This indicator does not measure wealth or poverty, but low
income in comparison to other residents in that country, which does not necessarily imply a

low standard of living.
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From the perspective of COC, according to available
data (see Figure 1.20), the greatest gaps in AROPE
rates between citizens of the reporting country
(nationals) and non-EU citizens were generally
observed in Sweden (45.0 pp), Belgium (44.9 pp),
followed by Spain (37.8 pp), Luxembourg (34.3 pp)
and Greece (33.7 pp). By contrast, the AROPE gaps
were the smallest in the Czech Republic (2.7 pp), the
Netherlands (10.0 pp) and Malta (10.3 pp).

The AROPE rate for foreign citizens aged 20-64
in the EU was significantly higher (39.5%) than
the corresponding rate for nationals (23.4%) (see
Table 1.6). The population of non-EU citizens was
particularly affected by the high AROPE rate (48.4%).

One of the headline targets of the Europe 2020
Strategy is the reduction of poverty by lifting at least
20 million people out of poverty or social exclusion.

Gaps of AROPE rates between nationals, EU citizens and non-EU citizens, 2015

(percentage points)

50

40

30

20

EU-28 ()
Sweden
Belgium
Spain
Luxembourg
Greece
Denmark
France
Finland

Gap between nationals and EU citizens

Slovenia
Austria
Portugal

Italy

Cyprus
Germany
Ireland

United Kingdom
Malta
Netherlands
Czech Republic

Il Gap between nationals and non-EU citizens

Note: Romania: data not available. Countries with unreliable data are not displayed.

() EU citizens: low reliability; non-EU citizens: estimate.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_peps05)
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People AROPE by groups of country of citizenship and by age group, 2015

(%)
Nationals Foreign citizens Of which:
EU citizens () Non-EU citizens
population at age

T S 2By ¥ & By I ¥ By ¥ F T

S & w3 S W w3 & W w3 & @ in3

o (o} n o o n (o] o n (o] o 7o)
EU-28 234 219 202 395 385 : : : . 484 476
Belgium 18.6 17.0 18.3 41.3 394 387 294 260 323 61.7 59.6
Bulgaria 370 354 466 : : : : : : : :
Czech Republic 13.3 12.6 12.7 16.6 171 : 17.8 16.3 : 15.6 17.8
Denmark 19.7 16.5 n5 42.3 420 203 333 283 263 486 494
Germany 209 184 206 314 313 273 228 222 200 427 424 428
Estonia 19.2 17. 314 30.8 304 37.8 : : 313 31.0 379
Ireland 257 239 209 282 270 343 255 240 348 417 412 :
Greece 37.2 352 283 63.8 64.4 58.1 484 485 276 66.7 67.1 66.5
Spain 286 280 185 531 514 455 400 383 396 619 600 576
France 17.5 15.6 13.2 394 384 409 249 227 388 483 469 442
Croatia 282 269 325 36.7
Italy 28.2 279 221 477 470 479 398 394 319 511 50.3 553
Cyprus 273 249 255 431 427 249 389 386 226 499 488
Latvia 259 242 367 336 317 409 : : . 338 319 408
Lithuania 262 244 342
Luxembourg 13.5 1.2 10.8 254 241 21.8 214 200 200 475 449
Hungary 286 270 24]
Malta 201 190 238 25.8 234 294 223 178 292 307 295
Netherlands 185 162 1.2 247 234 197 231 197 229 267 276
Austria 14.4 12.2 15.2 39.8 396 425 382 358 540 410 425 354
Poland 238 227 21.7
Portugal 26.7 247 258 453 424 372 208 : © 499 473
Romania 350 344 341
Slovenia 185 161 228 471 463 452 399 363 © 486 485 453
Slovakia 17.5 17.2 15.2 : : : : : : :
Finland 173 147 150 377 367 400 269 243 © 461 460
Sweden 13.3 11.2 15.1 460 463 333 282 289 233 579 563
United Kingdom 218 202 188 283 263 323 232 202 325 361 352 319

(") Except reporting country.
':'—data not available, not reliable or confidential.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_peps05)
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Median income by groups of country of citizenship and age groups, 2015

(EUR)
Nationals Foreign citizens . Of which: .
EU citizens (1) Non-EU citizens
population at age
of which of which of which of which
Slafs| 3 a3z | 2|a]sz
S ] h ih ] i i ] h ih
(o] n o wn (o] un (o] n
EU-28 17131 17305 17584 15380 15683 : : : o 13162 13325
Belgium 24348 24736 23653 16731 16979 17629 20662 21411 18538 12590 12664
Bulgaria 3726 3767 3749 : : : : : :
Czech Republic 8037 8186 7760 7273 7172 . 8018 8018 . 7063 6696
Denmark 30633 31371 33514 22402 23059 28939 23533 25816 121365 21288
Germany 22101 22653 21395 18842 18845 20325 21467 21769 21411 15019 15019
Estonia 9370 9672 8781 7304 7617 6917 : : © 7283 7631 6911
Ireland 23479 24170 23273 19836 20054 19097 20247 20803 18377 18163 17665
Greece 7954 7980 8359 4826 4826 4464 5833 5767 : 4633 4667 4050
Spain 14357 14373 15588 8754 8912 10346 10602 10864 11370 7694 7865
France 22132 22145 23617 16416 16308 16487 21824 21134 23320 14734 14763 14823
Croatia 5831 5955 5536 4934
Italy 17247 17178 18388 11490 11639 10800 12003 12211 12720 11282 11480 9579
Cyprus 15336 15554 15600 10680 10547 13856 11261 10889 14794 9700 9814
Latvia 6638 6798 6077 5914 6070 5697 : : ;5886 6036 5697
Lithuania 5909 6093 5546
Luxembourg 41255 41980 42160 29171 29403 30738 30537 30876 31087 21520 22122
Hungary 4729 4789 4813
Malta 14790 14954 13926 14111 14463 © 14924 15478 112271 12677
Netherlands 22474 22691 23336 20369 20369 ©212260 21226 . 18586 18904
Austria 25977 25869 26918 17057 17293 16686 18877 19735 116402 16256 16683
Poland 5728 5791 5722
Portugal 8804 8877 8880 7178 7620 : 10881 : : 6530 7255
Romania 2459 2462 2670
Slovenia 12783 13004 12127 8680 8798 9194 9504 10933 1 8439 8608 9194
Slovakia 7366 7349 7584
Finland 25705 26462 26937 19519 20465 21025 22708 23512 1 16510 17094
Sweden 29208 28905 35112 18660 18660 24741 24755 25767 1 15486 15864

United Kingdom 23313 23923 23488 21170 22235 19991 21732 22469 19991 21094 21350

(") Except reporting country.
‘:'—data not available, not reliable or confidential.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_di15)
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While foreign EU citizens have higher median
incomes than the nationals, the median incomes
of non-EU citizens seem considerably lower. As
shown in Table 1.7 at EU level *) the median
income of nationals was higher (EUR 17131) than
the corresponding income of the foreign citizens
(EUR 15380) in 2015.

Looking atindividual EU Member States, the greatest
gaps between median income of the nationals and

Migrant integration

foreign citizens were found in Luxembourg (EUR
12 084), Sweden (EUR 10548), Austria (EUR 8920)
and Denmark (EUR 8231). The smallest gaps (below
EUR 900) were observed in Malta, Latvia, the Czech
Republic and Croatia. As for the gap in the median
income among the foreign citizens’ population, in
all EU Member States for which data were available,
the foreign EU citizens aged 20-64 had a higher
median income than the non-EU citizens.

Figure 1.21: At-risk-of poverty rate of children aged 0-17, by groups of country of citizenship of

their parents, 2015
(%)

EU-28 ()
Spain

Sweden

Greece
Lithuania (?)

Slovenia

Denmark

France
Italy
Portugal

Croatia

United Kingdom
Poland (3)(3)

Luxembourg
Hungary (2)
Estonia

Cyprus (3)

Finland

Latvia

Ireland

Germany (3)

Czech Republic
Netherlands (%) _]

Romania

Bulgaria _|

Slovakia

0 10 20

[ Children with migratory background

Note: Bulgaria, Romania and Slovakia: data not available for foreign
children.

() Children with migratory background: estimate.
Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_li33)

30 40 50 60

I Children of nationals

(?) Children with migratory background: low reliability.
(3) 2014.
(4) Provisional.

(*) The income reference period is a fixed 12-month period (such as the previous calendar or tax year) for all countries except the United
Kingdom for which the income reference period is the current year of the survey and Ireland for which the survey is continuous and

income is collected for the 12 months prior to the survey.
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Children (aged 0-17) with a migratory background
are exposed to a particularly high risk of poverty. A
child is considered to have a migratory background
if at least one of the parents living with him/her
is a foreign citizen. A child is considered to be
national if both parents living in the household
are nationals or, if there is only one parent in the
household, that parent is a national. As children
usually do not have incomes of their own, they
are assumed to share the income of their parents
and others in the household. The at-risk-of-poverty
rates for children with a migratory background are
significantly higher than for children whose parents
are both nationals at the EU level and in most of
the EU Member States. While the at-risk-of-poverty

rate for children of nationals was 189% in 2015,
the corresponding rate for children with migratory
background stood at 374 % (see Figure 1.21).

Spain (53.3%), Sweden (52.6 %) and Greece (52.4 %)
reported the highest at-risk-of-poverty rates for
children with migratory background. On the other
hand, the children’s poverty rate was lowest in the
Netherlands (16.8%). It should be noted that in
Latvia and the Netherlands children with migratory
background had the smallest gaps in at-risk-of-
poverty rates compared with children of nationals,
while the largest gaps between migrant children
and children of nationals were recorded in Sweden,
Denmark, Slovenia and Greece.

Figure 1.22: In-work at-risk-of-poverty rate, gap between native and foreign-born population

aged 20-64, 2015
(percentage points)

EU-28 (")

Spain
Greece

Italy

Cyprus
Austria
Denmark
Slovenia
Luxembourg
France
Sweden
United Kingdom
Germany
Malta
Belgium
Czech Republic
Finland
Croatia
Netherlands
Portugal
Slovakia (3)
Hungary
Ireland
Latvia
Lithuania
Estonia
Poland (3)

-10 -5 0

Note: Data not available for Bulgaria and Romania.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_iw16)

5 10 15 20 25

(") Foreign-born population: estimate.
(2) Foreign-born population: low reliability.
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The in-work at-risk-of-poverty rate is the share of persons who are at work and have an
equivalised disposable income below the risk-of-poverty threshold, which is set at 60 % of the

national median equivalised disposable income.

The in-work at-risk-of-poverty rate represents the
employed population facing the risk of poverty. In
2015 in the EU it stood at 8.4 % for the native-born
population aged 20-64 compared with 18.2% for
the foreign-born population, i.e. the rate of the
foreign-born population was 9.8 pp higher than
that of the native-born population (see Figure 1.22).

The

The greatest differences between foreign- and
native-born populations were found in Spain
(21.1 pp), Greece (18.0 pp), Italy (16.4 pp) and Cyprus
(15.5 pp). However, Ireland, Latvia and Lithuania
had differences below 2.0 pp, meaning that both
foreign-and native-born populations were exposed
to a similar level of in-work at-risk-of-poverty rates.

is an indicator that expresses the inability to afford some items

considered by most people to be desirable or even necessary to lead an adequate life. It
distinguishes between individuals who cannot afford a certain good or service, and those who
do not have this good or service for another reason, e.g. because they do not want or need it.

The indicator represents the percentage of the population that cannot afford at least three of

the following nine items:

pay their rent, mortgage or utility bills;
keep their home adequately warm;
face unexpected expenses;

eat meat or proteins regularly;

go on holiday;

television set;

washing machine;

car;

telephone.

Those who are unable to afford four or more items are considered to be

Material deprivation plays a key role in defining the
poverty and social exclusion goal of the Europe
2020 Strategy, which is to reduce the number of
people at risk of poverty by 20 million.

As seen in Table 1.8, foreign citizens tended to face
higher rates of severe material deprivation in the EU
than the nationals, with the highest rates for foreign
citizens in Greece (524 %). In Malta, Ireland and the
United Kingdom the patterns were inverted, with
the nationals having slightly higher rates of severe
material deprivation.

Within the population of foreign citizens, severe
material deprivation tended to be most widespread
among non-EU citizens (179%). Among the
countries with sufficiently reliable data, by far the
highest rates of severe material deprivation of
non-EU citizens were observed in Greece (55.6 %),
followed by Portugal (29.8 %), Belgium (29.4 %) and
Iltaly (25.2%). The lowest were recorded in Sweden
(5.3%), the Czech Republic (6.7 %), Malta (8.3 %) and
the United Kingdom (8.8 %).
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Severe material deprivation rate by groups of country of citizenship and age groups,

2015
(%)
Nationals Foreign citizens Of which:
EU citizens (") Non-EU citizens
population at age

T ¥ By ¥ F By I ¥ By ¥ F Ty

s b |2s| & | 4|28 S| 4 (88| 4| 4|58

~N o n ~N o n ~N [l n ~N N n
EU-28 79 77 6.4 12.7 128 17.9 17.8
Belgium 4.7 49 2.6 15.0 14.7 10.7 6.6 52 73 294 290
Bulgaria 316 305 377 :
Czech Republic 53 51 5.0 84 89 104 9.6 6.7 84
Denmark 38 35 15 138 152 59 39 30 44 205 219
Germany 4.8 4.8 32 59 58 43 26 2.0 25 10.2 10.2 8.6
Estonia 35 31 4.7 929 93 103 10.3 97 105
Ireland 76 79 4.1 6.9 6.8 5.6 6.3 58 59 9.8 11.3
Greece 209 206 163 524 528 473 353 368 158 556 555 559
Spain 57 5.8 32 17.7 17.5 73 14.2 15.3 26 201 19.0 16.7
France 43 39 30 160 166 102 106 1.1 60 193 196 167
Croatia 13.6 13.0 14.9 232 :
Italy 109 105 9.1 225 228 205 161 155 134 252 259 237
Cyprus 159 15.5 8.7 189 19.1 7.8 199 20.8 6.3 174 16.6
Latvia 14.8 13.8 176 20.0 18.3 21.0 201 18.5 211
Lithuania 124 109 170
Luxembourg 1.0 1.2 04 3.2 2.7 2.1 1.8 1.7 11 1.0 76
Hungary 190 185 167
Malta 84 8.0 6.3 0.6 6.1 25 55 4.5 2.2 83 79
Netherlands 3.0 3.1 1.7 9.5 89 4.0 6.3 30 64 135 156
Austria 2.8 26 2.1 10.1 9.3 10.8 94 9.6 2.8 10.6 9.1 15.6
Poland 79 74 8.6 0.0
Portugal 9.1 83 9.5 276 26.8 184 164 298 290
Romania 210 208 206
Slovenia 57 52 6.8 12.7 1.7 199 12.6 11.8 12.8 n7s 224
Slovakia 82 78 89 : :
Finland 24 24 1.5 8.1 54 10.5 39 0.8 n3 89
Sweden 0.6 0.6 04 38 37 1.0 1.6 23 0.0 53 44
United Kingdom 6.1 6.2 24 57 56 9.6 3.6 3.6 n3 8.8 8.6 64

(') Except reporting country.

"'~ data not available, not reliable or confidential.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: ilc_mddd15)
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The acquisition of citizenship represents evidence
of effective migrant integration and recognition
in the hosting countries, offering them fully active
citizenship rights. In 2014 around 890 thousand
foreign citizens received citizenship of the hosting
country out of a total of 34 million foreign citizens
residing in EU-28 Member States (stateless and
unknown citizenship categories included). The
ratio between these two categories, defined as the
naturalisation rate, was 2.6 % in 2014, slightly lower
than the 3.0% recorded in 2013.

Ireland with 10.5% and the Netherlands with 8.7 %
were the two EU Member States which recorded the

Migrant integration

highest naturalisation rates of prior non-EU citizens,
while two other Member States had a naturalisation
rate above 7%: Sweden (8.1%) and Spain (7.5 %).
The highest naturalisation rate for prior EU citizens
was observed in Hungary (8.3%), followed by
Sweden (3.7 %), while Luxembourg, Malta, Finland
and Latvia also presented naturalisation rates of at
least 1.0%.

Only Hungary and Latvia recorded a higher
naturalisation rate for prior EU citizens than for prior
non-EU citizens (see Figure 1.23).

Naturalisation rate by broad groups of former citizenships, 2014
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: migr_acqs)
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Top citizenships with share of long-

2015
(%)
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term residents higher than 30% at EU-28 level,

Peru
Stateless
Egypt
Bolivia
®

Western Sahara
Eritrea

Ghana
Philippines

RNC (")

Ecuador

Somalia

Albania

Moldova

Nauru (3

Burkina Faso
Bangladesh
Morocco

FYR of Macedonia

Marshall Islands (2)

Note: Long-term residents in the United Kingdom not included.

(") Recognised non-citizens.

Senegal:
Gambia
Monaco (2)|
Pakistan:
Argentina_|
Chile]
Seychelles:
Nigeria
China () |
Andorra:
Sri Lanka
Russia |
Ethiopia |
Ukraine:

Uruguay_|
Bosnia and Herzegovina

Colombia
Tuvalu (2)
Mongolia

(® Low numbers of long-term residence permits: Nauru 6, Tuvalu 7, Marshall Islands 11,

Monaco 17, Western Sahara 86.
(3) Including Hong Kong.

Source: Eurostat (online data codes: migr_resvalid and migr_reslong)

At the end of 2015 around 7.7 million non-EU
citizens were long-term residents in the EU,
representing more than 40 % of all non-EU citizens
with valid residence permits.

Non-EU citizens are usually granted a residence
permit with a certain length of validity in the
host country, depending on the national legal
framework. A long-term residence permit is
understood to have a validity length of 5 years
or more and consequently offers safer residence
status to non-EU citizens and by extension, more
similar socio-economic rights and responsibilities
to nationals (advanced active citizenship rights).
Around 7.7 million long-term residence permits
were issued to non-EU citizens and were valid in
the EU at the end of 2015, i.e. 12% more than at the
end of 2014 when 6.9 million long-term residence
permits were valid.

The ratio between the number of long-term
residents and the total of residents with residence

permits at the end of the year ie. ‘the share of
long-term residents’ was 409% in 2015, slightly
higher than in 2014 and 2013 (38.8% and 36.3%
respectively).

Figure 124 presents the share of long-term
residence for nearly 40 different citizenships which
recorded shares of long-term residence of over
30% at EU level. Recognised non-citizens represent
a special category of non-EU citizens, living
mainly in Estonia and Latvia, having similar rights
as nationals (with some exceptions related for
instance to the exercise of EU rights like free travel
within the Schengen area). This explains a high
share of long-term residents (97 %) of this category
at EU level. Ecuador was the citizenship with the
second highest share of long-term residents at
EU-28 level with 67%, followed by other seven
citizenships with a significant share (with 50% or
greater): Somalia, Albania, Peru, stateless, Moldova,
Nauru and Burkina Faso.
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This chapter looks at the first- and second-
generation immigrant populations living in the EU
and analyses separately those of EU and non-EU
background.

‘First-generation immigrants’ are people born in a
country other than their country of residence and
whose residence period in the host country is, or
is expected to be, at least 12 months. ‘Second-
generation immigrants’ are native-born persons
with at least one foreign-born parent.

In addition to this breakdown by generation, the
chapter looks into the differences between people
with an EU and a non-EU migration background.
In this context, the migration background of first-
generation immigrants are based on their country
of birth as follows:

'EU background' if the country of birth is in the
EU and

‘non-EU background' if it is not.

‘EU mobile citizens’ refers to people born in the EU,
who live in another Member State than the one
they were born in as a result of the free movement
rights granted to EU citizens. Therefore, the terms
‘first-generation immigrant born in the EU" and ‘EU
mobile citizens’ are used interchangeably in this
chapter.

The migration background of a native-born
resident is based on the country of birth of her/his
parents as follows:

if neither parent is foreign-born, the native-
born resident has a native background.

First- and second-generation immigrants

if at least one parent is foreign-born, the native-
born resident is considered to have:

an EU background if at least one parent
is born in the EU (including in the
reporting country), and

anon-EU background if both parents are
born outside the EU.

In summary, a person's migration status together
with their migration background results in the
following five immigrant populations:

first-generation immigrants born in the EU
(born in a country other than their country of
residence and whose residence period in the
host country is, or is expected to be, at least
12 months);

first-generation immigrants born outside
the EU (e.g. born in a non-EU country);

second-generation immigrants of EU origins
(e.g. native-born population with at least one
foreign parent where at least one parent is
born in an EU country, including the reporting
one);

second-generation immigrants of non-EU
origins (e.g. native-born population with both
parents born outside the EU);

native-born of native background (i.e. native-
born population whose parents are both also
native-born).
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2.1 Main characteristics

The EU immigrant population (') (including those
born abroad and their immediate descendants)
reached about 55 million in 2014, up from about 40
million in 2008. This period comes immediately after
the flow of East European immigrants following the
EU enlargements in 2004 and 2007. Accordingly,

the EU immigrant population increased by almost
two fifths (37.2%) between 2008 and 2014, while
the EU native-born population with native origins
decreased by 2.8% during the same period (see
Figure 2.1).

Figure 2.1: Relative difference across time by migration status and background, 2014 compared

with 2008
(%)

Native-born
with native
origins
-2,8

Note: missing data for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.

Source: Eurostat, 2008 and 2014 LFS ad hoc module

(") Because Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands did not participate in the 2014 LFS ad hoc module, the data for these countries are
excluded from the EU aggregates when analysing the absolute differences across time (i.e. 2014 compared with 2008). When comparing
the structural distributions, all participating countries are included in the EU aggregates, irrespective of the reference year or whether the

data are provided for both reference years.
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Overall, in 2014, at least one in six people (or 17.6 %)
residing in the EU was an immigrant, compared
with about one in seven people (or 13.2%) in
2008 (see Figure 2.2). Analysing the immigrant
population as a whole shows that 44 out of every
100 immigrants in the EU were first-generation
immigrants born outside the EU. This was the
largest group of immigrants, and accounted for
7.7 % in the total EU population. By contrast, second-
generation immigrants of non-EU origin were the
smallest of the four groups of immigrants: only ten
in a hundred immigrants (or 9.5%) were second-
generation of non-EU origin. In 2008, this figure was

only 04 pp higher (9.9 %). This actually represents a
334 % increase in numbers for this category, as the
proportion of the immigrant population as a whole
in the total has increased significantly. In 2014,
second-generation immigrants represented 6.1 %
of the total population in the reporting countries,
0.9 pp more than in 2008. The total numbers of
first-generation immigrants of both EU and non-
EU origins on the other hand increased by at least
50%, and combined they represent 11.5 % of the
total population of the reporting countries in 2014.
This represents 3.5 pp more compared to 2008.

Figure 2.2: EU population distribution by migration status and background, 2008 and 2014

(%)

2014

2008

0 10 20 30 40

= First-generation immigrants, born within EU
u Second-generation immigrants, of EU origin
= Native-born with native origins

50 60 70 80 90 100

First-generation immigrants, born outside EU
Second-generation immigrants, of non-EU origin

Note: for 2014, all EU aggregates do not include data for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.

Source: Eurostat, 2008 and 2014 LFS ad hoc module
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Figure 2.3: Distribution of EU-28 immigrant population by residence country, 2014
(%)

All other
Member States Gezrgn Oz,ny

20 %

Spain
10 %

United-Kingdom
19 %

Italy
1%

France
19 %

Note: data not available for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.
Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module (online data code: Ifso_14pcobp)

In 2014, almost four fifths (or 79.7 %) of immigrants  largest Member States in terms of population,
in the EU were living in just five Member States, and together they accounted for 65% of the total
namely Germany (20.5%), the United Kingdom population aged from 15 to 64 and living in the
(194%), France (193%), Italy (10.8%) and Spain 25 Member States that took part in the survey.
(9.7%) (see Figure 2.3). These five were also the

W Migrant integration 59



http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=lfso_14pcobp&lang=en

m First- and second-generation immigrants

60

Comparing the median age of the five migration
groups shows that, in both reference years, the
youngestgroupwassecond-generationimmigrants
whose parents were both born outside the EU. At EU
level, 2014 estimates indicate that these immigrants’
median age was 32.3 years, compared with 404
years for the native-born population without any
migration background (see Figure 2.4). On average,
the second-generation immigrant population was
younger than all other migrant groups, despite

the fact that those of EU origin were significantly
older than those of non-EU origin (37.6 years and
32.3 years, respectively). Moreover, this migration
group was the only one whose median age
decreased slightly between 2008 and 2014, while
for ‘first-generation immigrants’ the median age
increased by up to 1.2 year. The median age of
the first-generation immigrant population and the
native-born population with a native background
were similar.

Figure 2.4: Median age by migration status and background, EU, 2008 and 2014
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of EU origin
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Native-born with native
origins

Second-generation immigrants

2008 =2014

Note: for 2014, all EU aggregates do not include data for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.

Source: Eurostat, 2008 and 2014 LFS ad hoc module
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In 2014, native-born immigrants of non-EU origin
were about eight years younger (median age) than
both the foreign-born population and the native-
born population with a native background. As a
natural consequence of this, the share of the core
working-age (25-54) population among native-
born immigrants of non-EU origin was lower than
among the other two populations. On average,
57.2% of second-generation immigrants were aged

First- and second-generation immigrants m

from 25 to 54, compared with about 73.9% of first-
generation immigrants and 62.9% of the native-
born population with a native background (see
Figure 2.5). Furthermore, the second-generation
immigrant population of non-EU origins had the
lowest share of young workers (54-64) with only
46% compared with 20.7% in the native-born
population with a native background, which was
the highest share.

Figure 2.5: Distribution by age group, migration status and background, EU, 2008 and 2014

(%)
100
80
54,7 55,0
60
60,8 58,0
73,1 49 743 63,5
40
20
0
2008 2014 2008 2014 2008 2014 2008 2014 2008 2014
born within EU born outside EU with at least one parent | with both parents born
born within EU outside EU
First-generation immigrants Second-generation immigrants Native-born with native
origins

= From 15 to 24 years

= From 25 to 54 years

= From 55 to 64 years

Note: all EU aggregates do not include data for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.
The difference up to 100 % is given by non-response and unknown cases.

Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module (online data code: Ifso_14pcobp)
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The fact that the first-generation immigrant
population had a larger share of core working-age
workers (25-54) at the expense of both young
workers (15-24) and older workers (55-64) was the
main factor differentiating them from the native-
born population with a native background. Thus,
74.3% of first-generation immigrants born outside
the EU were in the core working-age group (25-54),
which is 1.2 pp more than among first-generation
immigrants born in the EU and 114 pp more
than among native-born people with a native
background. In a similar way to median age, the share
of young workers (15-24) increased slightly between
2008 and 2014 for second-generation immigrant
of 'EU origin' (1.7 pp), while being approximately
constant for those of ‘non-EU origin” and decreasing
for all other groups.”

In 2014, the gender ratio for the native-born
population of native origin was balanced, with
only 0.2 pp more men than women (see Figure
2.6). By contrast, the proportion of women
among the immigrant population, irrespective
of the generation or migration background, was
clearly higher than the proportion of men. The
only exception was among second-generation
immigrants of EU origin, where there were
0.2 pp more men than women. Therefore, there
were about 3 pp more women than men among
second-generation immigrants of non-EU origin,
while for the foreign-born population, irrespective
of migration background, the difference doubled
t0 6.6 pp (also in favour of women).

Figure 2.6: Distribution by sex, migration status and background, EU-28, 2008 and 2014
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Note: the EU aggregates do not include data for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.
The difference up to 100% comes from non-response and unknown cases.

Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module (online data code: Ifso_14pcobp)
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Looking at the trends over time, we see that the
gender ratio was more balanced in 2008 than in
2014. Only the native-born population of native
and EU origin was stable over time with an almost
perfect gender balance. In contrast, the proportion
of women in all migration groups except ‘first-
generation immigrants’ increased. The increase
was greatest among first-generation immigrants
born outside the EU where the relative difference
between women and men almost tripled from
24 ppin 2008 t0 6.6 pp in 2014.

Figure 2.7 indicates the strong tendency of the
immigrant population towards settling in cities
where labour markets are larger and infrastructure
(e.g. hospitals, schools, universities, commodities)
is better consolidated. Thus, in 2014 about three
fifths (61.3%) of immigrants of non-EU background
were living in cities as opposed to almost a quarter
(24.7 %) in towns and one seventh (13.9%) in rural
areas. Just under a half (47.6%) of immigrants of
EU origin were also living in cities compared with

Figure 2.7: Distribution by degree of urbanisation, migration status and background, EU-28, 2014

(%)
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Rural areas

born within the EU | born outside the EU

First-generation immigrants

Rural

of EU origin

Second-generation immigrants

only about two fifths (38.5%) of the native-born
population without any migration background.

A little more than half of each generation
(56.3% of first-generation and 53.1% of second-
generation) was settled in cities. This preference
becomes clear when considering that, at EU level,
the native-born population with native background
was distributed more or less proportionally across
the three urban areas, with only a very slight
preference for cities (38.5 % in cities, 30.5% in towns
and 31.0% in rural areas). The share of immigrants
living in towns differed only slightly across the four
migration groups, but immigrants of EU origin,
irrespective of the generation, were more likely to
settle in rural areas than those of non-EU origin:
23.0% of immigrants of EU background and 13.9%
of immigrants of non-EU background were living in
rural areas. Some 18.2% of the total immigrants in
the EU lived in rural areas. This was 12.9 pp less than
among the native-born population with a native
background.

Rural

areas 10.0 Rural

of non-EU origin

Native-born with
native origins

Note: all EU aggregates do not include data for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.

Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module (online data code: Ifso_14purb)
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Citizenship expresses the relationship between
an individual and a state and gives the individual
specific legal rights and duties. The most important
rights associated with citizenship are the protection
by the state and unrestricted access to the territory
and implicitly to the labour market. Even if alternative
statuses (e.g. residence permit, work permit)
may provide sufficient security of residence and
strong protection against expulsion, ultimately it is
‘naturalisation’ that transforms a foreigner (3 into a
citizen. Citizenship also brings additional privileges,
such as diplomatic protection, the right to vote and
access to public sector jobs, to name but a few.

In the EU, not all foreigners have the same interest
in obtaining the citizenship of their host country.
More exactly, the acquisition of citizenship only
secondarily concerns foreigners who are already
EU citizens (i.e. citizens of an EU Member State).
This is because EU citizens are already protected by
legislation in force in all Member States and, with a
few exceptions, should have largely the same legal
rights as the citizens of the reporting country. Thus,
the citizenship issue primarily concerns foreigners
who are not EU citizens.

Figure 2.8: Distribution by migration status, migration background and citizenship, EU-28, 2014
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Note: all EU aggregates do not include data for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.
The difference up to 100% comes from non-response and unknown cases.

Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module (online data code: Ifso_14purb)

(3) Foreigners are defined as people who do not hold the citizenship of the country of residence, regardless of whether they were born in

that country or elsewhere.

Migrant integration B



http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=lfso_14purb&lang=en

Figure 2.8 shows that slightly over half of the first-
generation immigrants born outside the EU were
not EU citizens (they were citizens of a country
outside the EU). It can then be approximated
that the other half of first-generation immigrants
born outside the EU obtained the citizenship of
their host country. It is also possible that some of
them obtained the citizenship of an EU Member
State other than the country of residence, giving
them the right to circulate freely inside the EU.
But it is reasonable to assume that these cases are
negligible. Following the same reasoning, a quarter
of first-generation immigrants born in the EU also
obtained the citizenship of their host country,
which confirms the expectation that there is little
incentive for EU citizens to acquire the citizenship
of another EU Member State (in which they reside).

In the overwhelming majority of cases, second-
generation immigrants received the citizenship
of the country in which they were born: 92.2% of
native-born immigrants with foreign origins were
citizens of their reporting countries. At the same
time, some 3% of second-generation immigrants
were citizens of an EU country other than the
reporting one and another 4.1 % were citizens of a
country outside the EU.

Almost five in seven foreign-born immigrants had
been living in the country for 10 years or more
(694%). The rest were almost equally divided
between those who arrived in the country in the
last five years (14.8%) and those who had lived in
the country for between 5 and 10 years (15.1 %) (see
Figure 2.9).

Figure 2.9: First-generation immigrants by length of stay, EU-28, 2014

(%)

10 years or over
70 %

From 1 to 5 years
15 %

From 6 to 9 years
15 %

Note: all EU aggregates do not include data for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.
The difference up to 100% comes from non-response and unknown cases.

Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module (online data code: Ifso_14b1dr)
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Mainly social reasons made people move from
their country of birth. In 2014, about half (49.5 %)
of the people who decided to move from their
country of birth to another country did so for the
purpose of family reunification (see Table 2.1). The
economic reason came in second: about three in
ten (29.2%) foreign-born people decided to move
in order to find work in a country other than their
country of birth. Many of them migrated without
having previously found a job (20.4 %), while a few
had already found one (8.8%). The third reason
to migrate was for educational purposes (6.6%)
followed closely by international protection and
asylum (5.1 %).

The order of reasons to migrate remains the same
when analysing jointly the reason to migrate by
sex and by length of stay, separately. However, the
proportions differ.

Thus, the proportion of foreign-born women
(58.2%) who decided to migrate for family reasons
was a fifth (17.8 pp) more than the corresponding
proportion among foreign-born men  (40.4%).
Conversely, 151 pp fewer foreign-born women
than men decided to migrate for work. In addition
to this, we note that the proportion of foreign-
born men who decided to migrate for family

First- and second-generation immigrants

reunification (40.4%) was similar to the proportion
migrating for work (36.9 %), while the proportion of
foreign-born women who decided to migrate for
family reunification (58.2 %) was almost three times
higher than the proportion migrating for work
(21.9%).

Breaking down the reason to migrate by duration
of stay shows that foreign-born immigrants
who have been living in a country for less than
10 years migrated in similar proportions for both
family reunification (39.8% for less than five
years and 34.3% for six to nine years) and work
(42.6% for less than five years and 42.5% for six to
nine years). However, the proportion of foreign-
born immigrants who have been living in the
country for 10 years or more and who migrated
for family reunification (53.7%) was double the
proportion of those who migrated for work (25.5 %).
Also, the proportion of foreign-born immigrants
who have been living in the country for 10 years or
more and who migrated for educational purposes
(49%) was at least half of the corresponding
proportion of those who migrated for education
purposes and arrived in the country during the last
five years (13.9%).

First-generation immigrants by reason for migrating, sex and length of stay, EU-28,

2014
(%)
First- of which of which
Reason for migrating generation Males Females from1to5 from6to9 10yearsand

immigrants years years over
Family reasons 49.5 404 58.2 39.8 42.6 53.7
Work, no job found before 204 254 159 190 283 191
migrating
Work, job found before 838 15 6.0 15.2 14.2 6.4
migrating
Other reasons 71 6.8 74 6.4 5.1 76
Education reasons 6.6 73 59 139 6.5 49
International protection or 51 63 41 35 25 58
asylum
No answer 2.5 24 2.6 2.1 0.8 2.6

Note: all EU aggregates do not include data for Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.

Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module (online data code: Ifso_14b1dr)
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Various types of households encompassing the main characteristics ofimmigrants are analysed.
Two separate household definitions are used, each of them being presented in detail in the

glossary.

In 2014, the EU had around 55 million immigrants
aged 15-64, which made up 17.7% of the
corresponding EU population. These people lived
in around 16.7 million ‘immigrant households’ and
94 million ‘mixed households’. These households
made up 14.2% and 8.0% respectively of all
households in the EU (see Figure 2.10).

Looking at the national share of households with at
least one immigrant adult, regardless of generation
(i.e. immigrant households' and ‘mixed households’
taken together), Luxembourg recorded by far the
highest proportion of such households, with about
three quarters of all households in the country
(744%) belonging to this category. However,

iration

Luxembourg accounted for only 0.5% of the total
households in the EU with at least one immigrant
adult. In the remaining countries for which data
are available, the national share of households with
at least one immigrant adult ranged from about
two fifths in Latvia (39.8%) and Estonia (38.8%) to
0.3% in Romania. The large share of ‘immigrant
households’ observed in Latvia and Estonia is
largely explained by the high proportion of what
are called recognised non-citizens (mainly former
Soviet Union citizens who are permanent residents
in these countries but have not acquired Latvian/
Estonian citizenship or any other citizenship) in
these two Baltic countries.
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Figure 2.10: Household distribution by country and migration status of the household, 2014
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Note: in descending order by total households with at least one immigrant adult (i.e.
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Germany, Denmark, Ireland and the Netherlands.

Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifso_14hhcompcob)

80

920

Other

100

68 Migrant integration W eurostat


http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/show.do?dataset=lfso_14hhcompcob&lang=en

First- and second-generation immigrants m

Figure 2.11: Distribution of EU households by migration status of a household, EU-28, 2014
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifso_14hhcompcob)

Looking at EU level, households consisting solely
of foreign-born adults represented 67.7 % of all EU
‘immigrant households' and 9.6 % of all households
in the EU (see Figure 2.11). Households consisting

W Migrant integration

of both native-born adults with native background
and immigrant adults, irrespective of generation,
represented 8% of all households in the EU.
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Figure 2.12: National share of immigrant households in total number of immigrant households

living in the EU-28, 2014
(%)
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifso_14hhcompcob)

Similarly to immigrant distribution across countries,
households  consisting only of immigrants
(regardless of generation and combination of
generations) were unevenly distributed across
Member States. This is due to the fact that three
quarters of them were hosted by just four reporting
countries: the United Kingdom, France, Italy and
Spain. To put the statistic into context, these four
countries accounted for 60% of all households in

the Member States that took part in the survey (see
Figure 2.12). Moreover, 14 out of the 24 Member
States with available data each held 1% or less
of the total ‘immigrant households' living in the
EU and all together accounted for only 6.6% of
all ‘immigrant households’ living in the EU. This
compares with 23.5% of all households in the 24
reporting Member States.
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Household composition by migration status of a household, EU-28, 2014
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifso_14hhcompcob)

Looking at household composition, households
consisting solely of immigrants tended more to
be ‘single-adult households’ than the households
consisting solely of natives with native background.
Among ‘immigrant households, the ‘second-
generation immigrant households’" showed the
largest proportion of ‘single-adult households),
namely 71 9%, which is 39.1 pp higher than among
‘native households’ (see Figure 2.13).

‘Mixed  immigrant households" and ‘mixed
households’ cannot be ‘single-adult households'
This is because they are composed of a minimum
of two adult members. For ‘mixed immigrant
households, this could mean at least one first-
generation immigrant and at least one second-
generation immigrant. For ‘mixed households’, this
could mean at least one native-born adult with
native background and at least one immigrant

Migrant integration

adult, regardless of the generation. Nevertheless,
‘mixed households’ tended to be couples (76.9%)
more than ‘mixed immigrant households’ (52.2 %)
did. The predominance of this type of household
composition came at the expense of other types
of households (i.e. with a minimum of two adults in
the household for this particular case, but with no
family links or links other than marital links). Among
all household groups where all compositions are
possible, ‘native households’ and ‘first-generation
immigrant households’ were mostly couples.

The largest proportion of ‘couples with children’
(46.2%) was observed among ‘mixed households’
(i.e. consisting of immigrant adults alongside native-
born adults with native background). By contrast,
the largest proportion of ‘single adults without
children” (53.2%) was noted among ‘second-
generation immigrant households’. This is probably
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because second-generation immigrants tended
on average to be younger. A little more than half
of ‘first-generation immigrant households’ had
no children (52.0%), which was 4.8 pp less than in
households consisting solely of native-born adults
with native background.

As regards background (i.e. the country of birth
of foreign-born adults in the households and of
parents of native-born adults in the household),

it is noteworthy that almost two thirds (or 62.8%)
of households consisting solely of adults with
a non-EU background were ‘long-term settled
households’ (see Figure 2.14). The ‘EU background
households’ and ‘mixed background households’
were also mainly ‘long-term settled households’
(37.8% and 45.7 % respectively).

The share of 'recently settled” and ‘medium-
term settled households’ was very similar across

Figure 2.14: Household distribution by background of a household and duration of stay, EU-28,
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Source: Eurostat (online data code: Ifso_14hhwkma)

all households with at least one adult with a
foreign background. The proportion of ‘recently
settled households’ ranged from 71% in ‘mixed
background households” to 10.7% in ‘non-EU

background households’, while for ‘medium-term
settled households’ the range was from 6.1% in
‘mixed background households’ to 8.1 % in EU and
in 'non-EU background households".
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(i.e. employed and unemployed

persons) as a percentage of the total population.

For the population aged 25-54, the activity rate
in 2014 was 86.2% for the ‘native-born with a
native background’ or 0.7 pp higher than in 2008.
Similar activity rates were found amongst ‘second-
generation immigrants’ with ‘EU origins’ (recording
a slightly higher activity rate of 874%) and ‘first-
generation immigrants” with ‘EU origins’ (85.6%).
For both, increases were recorded from 2008 to
2014 (of +0.4 and + 1.8 pp respectively).

On the other hand, activity rates of the ‘non-
EU" migrant groups were significantly below
the figures for the ‘native-born with a native
background” (84 pp lower for the immigrants
born in a non-EU country and 2.9 pp for ‘second-
generation immigrants’ with ‘'non-EU origins).
While foreign-born residents of non-EU origin
registered a decrease between 2008 and 2014
(- 0.8 pp), the native-born residents of non-EU
origin registered an increase (+1.7 pp).

When analysing data by sex (see Figure 2.15), in
2014 the activity rates of males aged 25-54 stood
at more than 90% for all the groups analysed,
ranging from 90% for both ‘first’ and ‘second-
generation immigrants’ with ‘non-EU origins’ to
93% for ‘first-generation immigrants’ with 'EU
origins’. The activity rate of those ‘native-born with
a native background’ was in between, at 91.7%.

Overall for males there was a slight decrease
compared with 2008, which impacted ‘second-
generation immigrants’ the strongest in absolute
terms (-0.9 pp).

The labour market participation of women, on the
other hand, although slightly higher than in 2008 for
all categories except ‘first-generation immigrants’
born outside the EU, was still much lower than
that of men in 2014 for all the migration statuses
analysed. Specifically in 2014 this gap ranged from
7.5 pp for 'second-generation immigrants’ with ‘EU
origins’ to 23.4 pp for ‘first-generation immigrants’
with ‘non-EU origins. The percentage of women
in the latter category active on the labour market
stood at 66.5% in 2014 (down from 67.2% in 2008),
compared with 79.0% for the women born in
another EU country and 80.7 % of the ‘native-born
with a native background".

Another interesting feature when analysing the
activity rates by migration status and gender is that
activity rates slightly decreased for men across all
the migration statuses, while in the case of women
significantincreases (@above 1.9 pp) were recorded in
all statuses except the ‘first-generation immigrants’
with ‘non-EU origin’.
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Figure 2.15: Activity rates by migration status, country of birth (') and sex, EU, 2008 and 2014 (%)
(%)

born within EU born outside the EU with EU origins with non-EU origins

First-generation immigrants Second-generation immigrants Native-born with native
origins

Males, 2008 = Males, 2014 = Females, 2008 = Females, 2014

Note: population aged 25-54.

() Origin of first-generation immigrants: country of birth; origin of second-
generation immigrants: country of birth of parents.

() 2008: second-generation immigrants do not include Denmark, Germany,
Ireland or the Netherlands. 2014: estimates do not include Denmark, Ireland, the
Netherlands or Sweden, and include estimates for Germany by citizenship.

Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008
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The employment rate is the percentage of employed persons in relation to the comparable total

population.

In 2014, an estimated 81.1 % of the active population
aged 25-54 belonging to ‘second-generation
immigrants’ with ‘at least one parent born in the EU’
was employed (see Figure 2.16). This employment
rate was 2.5 pp above the rate presented by the
‘native-born with a native background’ and 15.6 pp
higherthanthe employmentrate of ‘first-generation
immigrants’ with ‘non-EU origins’. Immigrants with
‘EU origins’ presented higher employment rates
than immigrants with 'non-EU origins’ in both the
first (11.6 pp difference) and second-generation
(7.1 pp more) groups.

Between 2008 and 2014, the ranking did not
change among the various migration statuses
and origins, and the overall EU employment rate
decreased in all groups except for foreign-born
of non-EU origin for which there was an +0.7 pp
increase. The decrease magnitudes were specific to
the ‘first-generation immigrants’ of 'non-EU origin’
(4.7 pp). The decrease in employment rates was
less apparent within the migrant groups with ‘EU
origins' (less than 1.0 pp), while the ‘native-born
with native background’ experienced a 2.2 pp drop
between 2008 and 2014.

When looking at trends in the employment rates
of those 25-54 by educational attainment (see
Figure 2.17), all groups experienced decreases in
employment rates between 2008 and 2014, with
the exception of ‘second-generation immigrants’
with ‘EU origins’ with a ‘high’ level of educational
attainment (for which there was an increase of
0.5 pp). Natives and ‘first-generation immigrants’
with a ‘low’ level of education registered sharp
decreases in their already low employment rates

(reaching 74 pp for the ‘first generation’ with 'non-
EU origins'and 7.1 pp for the native-born with native
background). The decreases were more moderate
for those with a higher level of education, ranging
from 3.8 pp in the case of ‘second-generation
immigrants’ with ‘non-EU origins’ to 1.5 pp for ‘first-
generation immigrants’ with ‘EU origins. Highly
educated ‘second-generation immigrants’ with ‘EU
origin’ even registered a small increase of +0.5 pp.
The impact of the global financial and economic
crisis was strongest on the immigrants with ‘non-
EU origins’ and lowest on those with ‘EU origins'.

These findings can be translated into increases
in the gap between those with ‘low’ and ‘high’
educational attainment levels in most migration
statuses  (except  the  ‘second-generation
immigrants’ with ‘EU origins’), confirming the
main tendency of greater employability within the
population pursuing higher academic education.

In 2014, the employment rates of the population
25-54 with ‘low’ educational attainment varied
from 546% to 555% in ‘first’ and ‘second-
generation immigrants’ of ‘'non-EU origins’ to
65.5% to 68.2% in ‘first’ and ‘second-generation
immigrants with ‘EU origins’ The employment rate
of ‘native-born with native background’ with at
most lower secondary education completed stood
between that of immigrants with 'EU origins' and
‘non-EU origins’ (60.1%). In the case of the highly
qualified, employment rates were higher than
85% for ‘second-generation immigrants’ with ‘EU
origins’ and 'native-born with native background’
(89.4% and 87.1 % respectively) and lower than 75 %
for those born in a non-EU country (namely 74.3 %).
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Figure 2.16: Employment rates by migration status and by origin ('), EU, 2008 and 2014 (?)

(%)
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0

EU origins Non-EU origins EU origins Non-EU origins
First-generation immigrants Second-generation immigrants Nativeborn with native

background
Note: population aged 25-54.

() Origin of first-generation immigrants: country of birth; origin of second-
generation immigrants: country of birth of parents.

() 2014: estimates do not include Denmark, Germany, Ireland or the Netherlands.

Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008
Figure 2.17: Employment rates of population, by migration status, by origin (') and by

educational attainment, EU, 2008 and 2014 (?)
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native origins
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2008, high level of education Il 2014, high level of education

Note: population aged 25-54.

() Origin of first-generation immigrants: country of birth; origin of second-
generation immigrants: country of birth of parents.

() 2014 estimates do not include Denmark, Germany, Ireland or the Netherlands.

Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008
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Figure 2.18: Employment rates of ‘first-generation immigrants’, by duration of migration, EU-28,

2008 and 2014
(%)
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EU origins
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Note: population aged 25-54. 2014: estimates do not include Germany.

Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008

Figure 2.18 presents the employment rates of first-
generation immigrants by the duration of their
stay in the resident country and also their ‘EU" or
‘non-EU origins’. In 2014, the employment rates of
‘first-generation immigrants’” with ‘non-EU origins'
increased substantially with their duration of stay,
from 52.1 % for those having been in the country
for less than 5 years to 68.3 % for those that already
resided for more than 10 years. This was not the
case for immigrants born in another EU country, as
their employment rates were relatively stable (from
75.6% to 76.3%) and did not vary much based on
their duration of stay. The same patterns can also
be observed for the year 2008. In terms of trends,

W Migrant integration
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over 1 0 years

Stay of
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Stay of
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2008 [ 2014

an overall decrease in the employment rates
between 2008 and 2014 can be noted for all the
groups analysed, but it was particularly steep for
immigrants with ‘non-EU origins’ The magnitude
of the decrease lowers with the time spent in the
resident country, as it ranges from —12.0 pp for the
most recently settled (less than 5 years) to —4.6 pp
for the ones that have spent more than 10 years in
the host country. Comparatively, for the intra-EU
immigrants the impact varied between —3.1 pp for
the most settled immigrants (more than 10 years)
and only 0.2 pp for those having spent between
6 and 9 years in the host country.
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The unemployment rate is the number of unemployed people as a percentage of the
economically active population (i.e. both employed and unemployed persons, but excluding
economically inactive persons, such as students and pensioners).

Unemployment rates of population, by migration status and country of birth ('),

EU, 2008 and 2014 (3)
(%)

20

EU origins Non-EU origins

First-generation immigrants
2008 =2014

Note: population aged 25-54.

EU origins

Second-generation immigrants

2008 =2014

Non-EU origins

Native-born with native
background

2008 =2014

() Origin of first-generation immigrants: country of birth; origin of second-

generation immigrants: country of birth of parents.

() 2014: estimates do not include Denmark, Ireland or the Netherlands and include

estimates for Germany by citizenship.

Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008

In 2014, the unemployment rate of the EU
population aged 25-54 ranged from 17.2% in the
case of ‘first-generation immigrants” with ‘non-EU
origins’ to 7.6 % for 'second-generation immigrants’
with ‘EU origins’ (see Figure 2.19). Unemployment
rates were higher among both groups with ‘'non-EU
origins’ while the immigrants with ‘EU origins” and
the ‘native-born with native background’ presented
unemployment rates below 10%. Between 2008
and 2014, the unemployment rates increased for all
categories. The steepest increase was observed for
‘first-generation immigrants’” with ‘non-EU origins

(+6.6 pp), while ‘second-generation immigrants’
with both ‘EU and non-EU origins’ taken separately
only registered a 1.3 pp increase, the lowest among
the migration statuses analysed. This small increase
meant that in 2014 ‘second-generation immigrants’
with 'EU origins’ had the smallest unemployment
rate (7.6 %) while in 2008 the lowest rate belonged
to the 'native-born with a native background’
(5.5%), indicating a stronger resilience of the first
group in facing the global financial and economic
crisis.
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Looking at the unemployment rates of the
populationaged 15-29, the patterns were very similar
to the ones of the older age group (25-54), and the
discrepancy was strongest among the young
cohort (see Figure 2.20). In fact the unemployment
rate in the 15-29 age class was more than double
the rate of the 25-54 age group for the 'native-
born with a native background’ (19.8% compared
with 88%) and also for ‘second-generation
immigrants’ in 2014. It was higher than 17% for
all migration statuses, reaching as high as 28.9%
for immigrants with ‘non-EU origins’. Another

general characteristic of youth unemployment,
observed in all migration statuses, was the steeper
increase of the unemployment rates between
2008 and 2014, as the unemployment rate almost
doubled for this age group, while it was slightly
more moderate for those aged 25-54. On the
other hand, a similar trend as for those aged 25-54
was observed, as the highest increases in the
unemployment rates were noted for immigrants
with ‘non-EU origins’, regardless of the generation
(of around 10.5 pp to 1.2 pp).

Figure 2.20: Youth unemployment rates (population aged 15 to 29) by migration status

and by country of birth ('), EU, 2008 and 2014 (?)
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First-generation immigrants

2008 =2014

EU origins
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Non-EU origins
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() Origin of first-generation immigrants: country of birth; origin of second-

generation immigrants: country of birth of parents.

() 2014: Estimates do not include Denmark, Ireland or the Netherlands.
Estimates for native and first-generation immigrants include estimates for
Germany by citizenship. Estimates for second-generation immigrants

do not include Germany.

Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008
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The
of employed persons into
distinguished (armed forces are excluded):

classifies the occupation status
Four broader categories of employees can be

high-skilled white collar (ISCO codes 1,2 and 3) includes legislators, senior officials and
managers, professionals and technicians and associate professionals;

low-skilled white collar (ISCO codes 4 and 5) includes clerks and service workers and shop

and market sales workers;

high-skilled blue collar (ISCO codes 6 and 7) includes skilled agricultural and fishery workers

and craft and related trades workers;

low-skilled blue collar (ISCO codes 8 and 9) includes plant and machine operators and

assemblers and elementary occupations.

In terms of occupational structure, the ‘native-
born with native background’” and the ‘second-
generation immigrants’ showed a more similar
pattern, while the comparison with ‘first-generation
immigrants’ was more divergent (see Figure 2.21).
This difference comes from the general tendency
of ‘first-generation immigrants’ to work in less
qualified jobs (elementary occupations and service
workers were the two most common occupational
categories for them in 2014), while both ‘second-
generation immigrants’ and ‘native-born with
native background’ were engaged in a larger
proportion in jobs requiring higher qualifications
(especially professionals and technicians). 'Second-
generation immigrants’ were much more often
employed in highly skilled occupational categories
(which frequently require tertiary education),
even when comparing with the ‘native-born with
native background’ (52.4% work in ISCO codes 1-3
occupations, compared with 42.0% of the natives).
On the other hand, ‘second-generation immigrants’
tend to be younger, and therefore more qualified
on average, compared with the 'native-born with
native background'.

In 2014, more than one in four ‘first-generation
immigrants’ in the EU was employed in ‘unskilled
blue collar occupations’ (plant and machine
operators and assemblers and elementary
occupations’).

These occupational categories include jobs which
in general require a low level of qualifications (i.e.
primary education). By comparison, in both the
‘second-generation immigrants’ and ‘native-born
with native background' groups, only 13 or 16 out
of every hundred employees undertook this kind
of occupation.

On the other hand, almost 1 in 3 ‘first-generation
immigrants’ in the EU were employed in highly
skilled  office occupations  (‘senior  officials,
managers’, ‘professionals’ and ‘technicians’). These
occupational groups consist generally (but not
always) of highly qualified workers with a first or
second stage of tertiary education, leading to an
advanced research qualification. By contrast, a little
more than half of ‘second-generation immigrants’
and 4 in 10 'natives with native background’
worked in these highly qualified occupations.
This shows that the labour market conditions of
‘second-generation immigrants’ were much better
compared with those of the first generation.

It is interesting to note that, while the percentage
of those employed in low skilled white collar
occupations (administrative and service jobs) was
the same for all the migration statuses (around
26.0%), a smaller share of immigrants, especially
of ‘second-generation’ worked in skilled blue
collar occupations (8.7% and 13.1%, compared
with 16.5%). The latter comprises the categories
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'skilled agricultural and fishery workers’” and ‘craft
and related trade workers'. Part of the explanation
could be that these activities are linked to family
labour force and to resources (land, ships and
tools) passed down through generations of 'native-
born with native background’. Another possibility
is that the labour force working in these areas
(especially skilled agricultural and fishery workers)
is more concentrated in countries in which fewer
immigrants exist.

The structural change of the economy over the
2008-14 period had a stronger impact on the
occupational structure of immigrants (especially
the second generation), while for 'native-born with
native background' the changes were minimal.
The general trend consisted of an increase in more
professionalised and service oriented jobs (so called
‘white-collar’ jobs), accompanied by a decrease in

low skilled occupations linked to production and
other manual jobs, noted especially in the case of
immigrants.

The proportions of those employed in ‘white-
collar occupations’ presented an increase within
all migration statuses, reaching a growth of 5.1 pp
among ‘second-generation immigrants’ for highly
skilled non-manual jobs and 3.7 pp among ‘first-
generation immigrants’ and 2.3 pp among natives
for the low skilled ones. On the other hand, the
percentages of people working in ‘unskilled blue
collar occupations’ was lower in 2014 than in
2008, especially for the second (-3.0 pp) and first
(-1.5 pp) generations of immigrants. The same
trend can be noticed for skilled manual jobs, for
which the decrease was even stronger in both
relative and absolute terms (- 3.6 pp for the second
generation and —4.3 pp for the first one).

Occupation of employees by migration status and year, EU-28, 2008 and 2014
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Top three activities of first-generation immigrant employees, 2014

First Second Third
EU-28 Manufacturing Wholesale and retail trade AOED h.e?l.th sz
work activities
Belgium Adnjwmstrapyg and support Wholesale and retail trade Manufacturing
service activities
Bulgaria
Czech Republic Manufacturing Wholesale and retail trade Construction
Denmark
Germany :
Estonia Manufacturing Wholesale and retail trade Transportation and storage
Ireland
Greece Accgmoda.tlph and food Wholesale and retail trade Construction
service activities
Spain Activities of households as Accqmodappﬁ and food Wholesale and retail trade
employers service activities
France Human he;!th and social Wholesale and retail trade Construction
work activities
Croatia Manufacturing Construction Wholesale and retail trade
Italy Manufacturing Activities of households as Construction
employers
Cyprus Activities of households as Wholesale and retail trade Accpmoda_t@j and food
employers service activities
Latvia Manufacturing Transportation and storage  Education
Lithuania Manufacturing
Financial and insurance Activities of extraterritorial )
Luxembourg I - ) Professional
activities organisations and bodies
Hungary Wholesale and retail trade Manufacturing ACCQmOda.mh and food
service activities
Malta Accomodation and food Wholesale and retail trade

Netherlands

Austria
Poland

Portugal

Romania
Slovenia
Slovakia

Finland

Sweden

United Kingdom

service activities

Manufacturing

Manufacturing

Manufacturing
Manufacturing

Manufacturing

Human health and social
work activities

Human health and social
work activities

Wholesale and retail trade

Wholesale and retail trade

Construction

Human health and social
work activities

Education

Wholesale and retail trade

Human health and social
work activities

Wholesale and retail trade

Wholesale and retail trade

Wholesale and retail trade

Manufacturing

Note: population aged 25-54. ‘Wholesale and retail trade’ also includes ‘repair of motor

vehicles and motorcycles'.

Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008
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When analysing the distribution of employment
by type of activity among the three migration
statuses, the difference between ‘first-generation
immigrants’ and ‘second-generation immigrants’
was less than when analysing their occupational
structure.

As can be seen in Table 2.2, in the Czech Repubilic,
Estonia, Croatia, ltaly, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia and Finland the most
common activity sector of a ‘first-generation
immigrant’ worker was ‘manufacturing’.

Hungary was the only Member State where
‘wholesale and retail’ ranked first and only Italy,
Latvia, Lithuania and Luxembourg did not have it
in their top three activity sectors. It was the second
most common activity sector for ‘first-generation
immigrants’ to be employed in the overall EU
aggregate.

France, Sweden and the United Kingdom were
the EU Member States where it was more likely for
‘first-generation immigrants’ to work in ‘human
health and social work activities’. The high number
of immigrants in France and the United Kingdom
placed this activity sector in third place within the
EU aggregate.

The ‘activities of household as employers’ were the
most common for first-generation immigrants’ in
Spain and Cyprus, and the second most common
in Italy. Greece and Malta had the greatest share
of their foreign-born immigrants working in

Nt intearatior
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‘accommodation and food activities' — linked
to the importance of the tourist sector in these
economies.

Luxembourg's situation was particular among
EU Member States with its top three activities
reflecting the predominance of its specific and
specialised economy: ‘financial and insurance
activities, ‘activities of extraterritorial organisations
and bodies' and ‘professional” activities.

Self-employed persons work in their own business
or professional practice; in 2014, they made up
18.9% of the employed EU ‘native-born with native
background’ population — the highest value
among the five migration statuses being analysed
(see Figure 2.22). ‘Second-generation immigrants’
were the group least likely to be self-employed
(ranging from 14.6% for those of ‘EU origins’ to
11.5 % for those with both parents born outside the
EU). The self-employment share of ‘first-generation
immigrants’” was also higher among immigrants of
'EU origins’ (16.7%) than among those of 'non-EU
origins' (15.5%).

Since 2008, there has been a general tendency
towards an increasing share of self-employment,
‘first-generation immigrants’ of ‘non-EU origins'
presenting the largest increase (from 14.09% in 2008
to 155% in 2014) while for ‘second-generation
immigrants’ of ‘'non-EU origins’ only a slight increase
(+0.2 pp) was observed.
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Figure 2.22: Self-employment by migration status and origin, EU, 2008 and 2014
(%)

EU origins non-EU origins EU origins non-EU origins

First-generation immigrants Second-generation immigrants Native-born with native
background

2008 =2014 =2008 m=2014 2008 m2014

Note: population aged 25-54.
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008

Figure 2.23: Temporary contract by migration status and origin, 2008 and 2014
(%)
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EU origins non-EU origins EU origins non-EU origins

First-generation immigrants Second-generation immigrants Native-born with native
background
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Note: population aged 25-54.
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008
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In 2014, 11.9% of the EU employees who were
‘native-born  with native background’ had a
temporary contract, meaning that their main job
would terminate after a pre-defined period, or after
the completion of a given task (see Figure 2.23).
This value was only lower in the case of ‘second-
generation immigrants’ of ‘EU origins' (10.8%). For
‘second-generation immigrants’ of ‘'non-EU origins'
the share of employees with temporary contracts
was 13.0% while in the case of ‘first-generation
immigrants’ the values were 14.9% for those of 'EU
origins’ and peaked at 17.0% for those of 'non-EU
origins’. Regardless of the generation, immigrants
of 'non-EU origins’ were more likely than those
of 'EU origins’ to hold temporary employment
contracts. It should be noted that ‘first-generation
immigrants’, regardless of their origin, were more
likely to have a temporary employment contract
as opposed to ‘second-generation immigrants’ or
‘native-born with native background’.

From 2008 to 2014, there was a slight increase in the
share of temporary contracts among ‘native-born
with native background’ employees, while there
were contradictory trends among the immigrant
groups. The outcome was more positive in the case
of ‘first-generation immigrants’, given the decrease
in the share of temporary contracts. The opposite
was true for ‘second-generation immigrants’, for
whom the proportion of those having a temporary
contract increased from 10.7% to 10.8% (EU
origins’) and from 12.5% to 13.0% ('non-EU origins’).
Although the trend is positive, amongst ‘first-
generation immigrants’ of ‘non-EU origin’ there is
still the highest proportion of temporary contract
amongst employees.

Part-time employees are persons whose usual
working hours are less than the normal working
hours. It can be either voluntary (e.g. for family
reasons) or involuntary (when the person would
like to work more hours but cannot find a suitable
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contract). Thisanalysis does not distinguish between
the two because of sample size limitations.

Figure 2.24 shows the predominance of part-
time work in the EU female population across
all immigrant statuses, with differences always
exceeding 18 pp compared with the male
population. ‘First-generation immigrants’ of both
‘EU origins’ and ‘mon-EU origins’ showed the
highest rates of part-time employment, reaching
over one third in the case of female employees and
6.7% (EU origins’) and 12.7% (non-EU origins’) of
male employees in 2014. Among men, the ‘first-
generation immigrants’ of 'non-EU origins’ were
the category with the highest share of part-time
work, which was more than triple that of the native
men of native origin. The share of part-time workers
amongst employees was higher for ‘second-
generation immigrants’ than in the case of native-
born with native background’ and lower than
amongst ‘first-generation immigrants’. This was the
case regardless of the gender, with the exception
of men whose both parents were born outside the
EU and accounted for the second highest share of
part-timers. Also, regardless of the gender and the
generation, the proportion was higher amongst
immigrants of 'non-EU origins’ than those of ‘EU
origins’. Given these patterns, it is likely that the
share of the employees working part-time who are
not in this situation by choice is higher in the case
of immigrants, particularly when they only have
‘non-EU origins'.

The prevalence of part-time work increased in
all categories except for ‘native-born with native
background’ and ‘second-generation immigrant’
women of ‘EU origins, for which it decreased.
The gender gap showed diverging trends, as it
increased for ‘second-generation immigrants’ of
‘non-EU origin’ (by 10 pp) and ‘first-generation
immigrants’ of ‘EU origins’ (by 1.1 pp only), while it
decreased for the other categories.
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Figure 2.24: Part-time employment by migration status, sex and origin, EU, 2008 and 2014
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background
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Note: population aged 25-54.
Source: Eurostat, EU LFS AHM2014/2008
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2.5 Education and obstacles to work

People need skills and qualifications if they are to
participate successfully in the labour market; this
is particularly true for immigrants. Skills can be
acquired through education and training (including
training onthe job). Data on qualifications, measured
by highest level of educational attainment, are
an important indicator of the skills on offer in the
labour market, as they provide a wide range of
information on individuals’ attributes and chances
of getting a good job.

When looking at the highest level of educational
attainment, significant differences can be noticed
between first- and second-generation immigrants

and native-born residents with native backgrounds
(see Figure 2.25). In 2014, the highest proportion of
tertiary graduates was observed among second-
generation immigrants (38.5% for those of EU
and 36.2% for those of non-EU origin), while the
lowest was among first-generation immigrants
born outside the EU (294 %). The proportion of
tertiary graduates among EU mobile citizens was
between that of native-born residents with foreign
and those with native backgrounds. Overall, the EU
attracts quite a high proportion of highly skilled
immigrants.

Figure 2.25: Educational attainment level distribution by migration status and background,

25-55 age group, EU-28, 2008 and 2014
(%)
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Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module
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The proportion of low skilled workers is particularly
high (34.7%) among first-generation immigrants
born outside the EU, the same for native-born
residents and EU mobile citizens (22.4 %), and lower
for second-generation immigrants (16.1 % for those
of EU and 18.9% for those of non-EU origin).

The trend over time is similar for all groups, in line
with the general increase in the proportion of tertiary

graduates and a decrease in the proportion of those
with up to lower secondary education. The biggest
relative increase was among second-generation
immigrants of both ‘EU origin’ (+ 6.7 pp) and non-
EU origin’ (+7.3 pp). The increase was similar (around
+5.0 pp) for foreign-born and native-born residents
of native origin.

Objective over-qualification by migration status and background, 25-54 age group,

2008 and 2014
(%)
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First-generation
immigrants

2008 =2014

Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module

of EU origins

2008 =2014

of non EU origins of native background
Second-generation Native-born
immigrants
2008 =2014

Over-qualification is the state of being skilled or educated beyond what is necessary for a job.
The over-qualification rate is the number of over-qualified people as a percentage of the labour

force.

Two indicators of over-qualification are presented:

objective over-qualification (the proportion of tertiary graduates working in jobs for which
a degree is not required, ISCO levels 4-9); and

subjective over-qualification (the proportion of employed persons declaring that their
qualifications and skills would allow them to carry out more demanding tasks).
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In 2014, over a third of first-generation immigrants
with a tertiary degree worked in a job that did
not require that level of education (ranging from
34.3% for those born in the EU to 36.2% for those
born elsewhere), as compared with around a fifth
of native-born residents with native backgrounds
and second-generation immigrants (see Figure
2.26). Compared with 2008, this applied to slightly
fewer first-generation immigrants born outside
the EU (-1.3 pp), but significantly more EU mobile
citizens (+7.2 pp). This may be related to the
increased number of citizens from the countries
that joined the EU most recently (Romania, Bulgaria
and Croatia) who were subject to labour market
restrictions in some countries until 2014. There was
also an increase in the proportion of over-qualified
native-born residents (+1.6 pp) and second-
generation immigrants of whom both parents
were born outside the EU (+ 1.9 pp).

Figure 2.27 shows the percentage of people in each
migration group who perceived themselves as
over-qualified for their main current job, based on

First- and second-generation immigrants

a comparison of their qualifications and skills with
the tasks they carry out. All respondents who had
a job were asked about this, regardless of whether
they were actually doing it in the reference week.
At aggregate level, the resultant values and pattern
seem to be very similar to those obtained by
analysing objective over-qualification, even though
the reference populations differ (all the employed
population for the subjective and employed
tertiary graduates for the objective measure) and
the coverage is therefore not the same in all cases.

First-generation immigrants are much more likely
to declare themselves as being over-qualified for
their job (almost a third, as compared with around
a fifth of those born in their country of residence,
regardless of background). The percentage
declaring themselves to be over-qualified is
slightly higher among first- and second-generation
immigrants of non-EU origin than among those of
EU origin. Second-generation immigrants with at
least one parent born in the EU are the migration
group with the lowest percentage.

Subjective over-qualification by migration status and background, 25-54 age group,

2014
(%)

35
30
25
20
15

10

born inside EU born outside EU

First-generation
immigrants

Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module

Migrant integration

of EU origin

of non EU origin of native background

Second-generation Native-born

immigrants

89



m First- and second-generation immigrants

90

Figure 2.28: Subjective over-qualification by migration status, background and sex, 25-54 age

group, 2014
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Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module

Women are much more likely than men to feel
that they are over-qualified, particularly when
one looks at first-generation immigrants (see
Figure 2.28). Only 26.0% to 29.3% of male first-
generation immigrants declared themselves to be
over-qualified, as against 35.1% to 36.5% of their

of EU origins

Second-generation immigrants

Natives of native
background

of non EU origins

Il Female

female counterparts. Similar, but smaller differences
(2 pp) apply to native-born residents with native
backgrounds and second-generation immigrants
with both parents born outside the EU, while for
those with an intra-EU background the percentage
is similar for men and women.
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Figure 2.29: Language skills of first-generation immigrants by migration background, 15-64 age

group, 2014
(%)
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Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module

The information in the next paragraphs refers to
respondents’ self-perceived command of their host
country's main language. Where a country has more
than one official language, it refers to the language
of which the respondent has the best command.
Around a third of first-generation immigrants
moved to countries in which their mother tongue
was spoken, while another third (or slightly more

W Migrant integration

Moderate Basic

Il Born outside EU

in the case of those born in another EU country)
claimed to be proficient in the official language
of their host country (see Figure 2.29). Only 9% of
those born in another EU country and 12 % of those
born in a non-EU country saw themselves as having
only basic knowledge of the host country’s main
language.
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As Figure 2.30 shows, and as is to be expected, first-
generation immigrants’ language skills improved
over time: the longer they lived in their host
country, the less they declared only having basic
skills. However, even among people who have
lived in their host country for 10 years or more,
4.1% of those born in another EU country and
79% of those born in a non-EU country declared

only having basic skills in the language(s) of their
host country. It is also interesting to note that
the percentage of those declaring that the host
country’s language is also their mother tongue
was higher (about double in relative terms)
among those who had settled (arrived over
10 years ago).

Figure 2.30: Language skills of first-generation immigrants by number of years spent in the
country and migration background, 15-64 age group, 2014
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As expected, there was a correlation between
better language skills and educational attainment,
but it was less evident than that between better
language skills and time spent in the host country
(see Figure 2.31). On average, around 80 % of tertiary
graduates were native or proficient speakers of the
host country’s main language, while this applied
to just over one half of foreign-born residents
with only primary education. The differences by
migration background were insignificant.

In 2014, the proportion of highly skilled persons
was higher among immigrants than among
native-born with native background. Despite
a high level of education, two major indicators
showed difficulties which immigrants, especially
first-generation immigrants, faced on the EU

labour market: their unemployment and over-
qualification rates were higher than those of
native-born residents with native background.
Migration-specific work obstacles like language
and communication barriers, lack of recognition of
foreign credentials and experience, restricted rights
to work and discrimination on social and religious
grounds may have contributed to this situation.

With regard to work obstacles, there were
substantial differences between first- and second-
generation immigrants. As second-generation
immigrants were raised and educated in the host
country, they did not face the same obstacles as
their immigrant parents or other first-generation
immigrants. Therefore, the two generations should
be dealt with separately.

Figure 2.31: Language skills of first-generation immigrants by education attainment level and

migration background, 15-64 age group, 2014
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However, both generations had two things in
common. About half of first-generation immigrants
and about two thirds of second-generation
immigrants did not mention any particular
obstacle to finding a suitable job, this being the
most common response for both generations
(see Figure 2.32). Also, just under a third of both
generations, regardless of having EU or non-EU
origins, encountered a work obstacle other than
the four migration-specific ones.

As the analysis from this point on will primarily
look at specific difficulties faced by immigrants in
finding a suitable job, we disregarded the groups’
responses of 'no particular obstacle’,‘'other obstacle’
and ‘unknown’. That being said, we noted that
the lack of language skills was the most common
obstacle preventing first-generation immigrants
from finding a suitable job, affecting about 1 in
every 10 foreign-born immigrants, irrespective of
where they came from.

First- and second-generation immigrants

Regarding the lack of recognition of qualification
obtained abroad — the second most common
migration-specific work obstacle — it is interesting
to note that first-generation immigrants born
outside the EU were more affected than their
counterparts born within the EU, which is not
surprising given the progress on standardising
European degrees under the Bologna system. In
any event, the relative difference was small, at 2 pp.

Similarly, first-generation immigrants born outside
the EU were more affected by work restrictions as
theydonothave the same civiland workrightsasEU/
EEA citizens. Only 1.4 % of EU mobile citizens () cited
this as their major problem in finding a suitable job,
compared with 3.7 % of first-generation immigrants
born outside the EU. However as an obstacle, work
restrictions came after discrimination on social
and religious grounds, which affected 2.4% of EU
mobile citizens and 4.3 % foreign-born residents of
non-EU origin.

Work obstacles by migration status and background, 15-64 age group, 2014
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Just little over 2% of first-generation residents
encountered obstacles to work but could not
identify a specific/main one.

The situation was very different for second-
generation immigrants. Less than 1% experienced
language or communication barriers. This could
be due to their level of education rather than
migration background. However, the fact that 3.5 %
of second-generation immigrants with at least one
parent born outside the EU faced discrimination on
social and religious grounds can surely be explained
by their migration background. The proportion of
second-generation immigrants who encountered
obstacles to work without identifying a specific/
main one is about twice that of those facing no
particular obstacle.

Analysis of the different age groups reveals that
about three fifths of both young (aged 15-24) and
older (aged 55-64) foreign-born workers faced
no particular obstacle, compared with two fifths
of foreign-born workers in the core working age
group (aged 25-54) (see Figure 2.33).

First- and second-generation immigrants

As for the first-generation immigrants who are in
the core working age (aged 25-54) or older workers
(aged 55-64), the structural distribution of the
four migration-specific obstacles analysed follows
the overall pattern: the most common obstacle
was the lack of language skills, followed by lack
of recognition of qualifications, discrimination
on social and religious grounds and restricted
right to work. By contrast, young foreign-born
workers (aged 15-24) faced mainly language or
communication problems and to a similar extent
problems related to lack of qualifications, work
restrictions and social and religious discrimination.

The few second-generation immigrants who
faced one of the four migration-specific obstacles
were concentrated in the core-working age
group (aged 25-54). Similarly with first-generation
immigrants, mainly younger (aged 15-24) and older
workers (aged 55-64) among second-generation
immigrants faced no particular obstacles.

Work obstacles by migration status and age group, 2014

100

80

60

40

20

0
| 15-24 | 2554 |

First-generation immigrants

B Unknown
No particular obstacle
[ Other obstacle

| [ s55-64 |
Second-generation immigrants

Origin religion or social background

Il Restricted right to work because of citizenship or residence permission
Lack of recognition of qualifications obtained abroad
Lack of language skills in host country language(s)

Source: Eurostat, LFS 2014 ad hoc module

Migrant integration

95



m First- and second-generation immigrants

Figure 2.34 shows that there was no notable when looking at second-generation immigrants
difference between men and women when encountering social and religious discrimination,
analysing obstacles to work as a result of wheremenseemed tobesomewhat more affected
migration background. The only difference arose  than women.

Figure 2.34: Work obstacles by migration status and sex, 15-64 age group, 2014
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Looking at foreign-born residents, the higher the
education level, the higher the proportion of those
facing difficulty in gaining recognition of their
qualifications (see Figure 2.35). However, the higher
the education level, the lower the proportion
of these immigrants encountering language
barriers. Therefore the most common migration-
specific work obstacle among first-generation
immigrants with high-level education was lack
of recognition of qualifications obtained abroad
while among those with low-level education the
most common obstacle was lack of language skills.
Among first-generation immigrants with medium-
level education the two obstacles had a similar

First- and second-generation immigrants

importance. This situation could be due to the fact
that language skills improve with the education
level, and because of the lower need to recognise
foreign qualifications for jobs that do not require
higher education.

The social and religious discrimination varied
slightly with education level, with the most affected
being foreign-born residents with medium-level
education. As expected, the work restriction
obstacle was not correlated with education. The
highest proportion of those who did not experience
any work obstacle was seen among first-generation
immigrants with low-level education.

Work obstacles by migration status and education level, 15-64 age group, 2014
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First- and second-generation immigrants

Among second-generation immigrants, there was
no significant structural difference in the obstacles
people experience based on which of the three
major educational attainment levels they had
reached.

For both generations in all three education
levels, the most common response remained No
particular obstacle’ followed by ‘other obstacles'
However the differences in proportions were
affected by changes in the total proportion of
migration-specific work obstacles rather than by
the education level itself.

Work obstacles are correlated with the length
of stay in the host country. As Figure 2.36 shows,
the longer the number of years spent in the host
country, the smaller the proportion of foreign-born
residents affected by one of the four migration-

specific obstacles. In fact, the total proportion of
those facing migration-specific work obstacles was
reduced to about half, from 33.3% for those who
had lived in the host country for 5 years or less to
17.5% for those who had lived there for 10 years or
more. The largest decrease was seen for command
of the main host country language: only 6.2% of
foreign-born residents who had been living in
the host country for 10 years or more still faced
linguistic barriers, compared with about a fifth of
those who arrived during the last 5 years. Work
restrictions due to citizenship or residence permits
were also reduced by 3.3 pp. On the other hand,
the proportion of foreign-born immigrants facing
religious and social discrimination increased by
about 1 pp for each group, broken down by each
category of time spent in the host country.

Work obstacles of first-generation immigrants by length of stay, 15-64 age group,
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Data coverage

Eurostat online databases contain a large amount of metadata that provides information on the status
of particular values or data series. In order to improve readability of this statistical book, only the most
significant meta-information has been included under the tables and figures. The following symbols are
used, where necessary:

ltalic data value is forecasted, provisional or estimated and is likely to change;
not available, confidential or unreliable value;

- not applicable.

Breaks in series are indicated in the footnotes provided under each table and figure.

This publication generally presents information for the EU-28 (the 28 Member States of the EU), as well as
the individual EU Member States. The order of the Member States in tables and figures generally follows
their order of protocol; in other words, the alphabetical order of the countries’ names in their respective
original languages; in some of the figures the data are ranked according to the values of a particular
indicator.

The EU-28 aggregate is provided when information for all of the countries is available, or if an estimate has
been made for missing information. Any incomplete totals that are created are systematically footnoted.

When available, information is also presented for EFTA countries, candidate and potential candidate
countries. In the event that data for any of these non-member countries are not available, they have been
excluded from the tables and figures presented.

If data are not available for a particular country, then efforts have been made to fill tables and figures with
data for previous reference periods (these exceptions are footnoted); generally, an effort has been made to
go back at least two years, for example showing data for 2013 or 2014 if data for 2015 are not yet available.
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Glossary

Asylum

Form of protection given by a state on its territory based on the principle of ‘non-refoulement’ (no
repulsing/sending back) and internationally or nationally recognised refugee rights. It is granted to a
person who is unable to seek protection in his/her country of citizenship and/or residence, in particular for
fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group
or political opinion.

Asylum seeker

Asylum applicant awaiting a decision on an application for international protection, granting or refusing a
refugee status or another form of international protection.

Citizenship

Particular legal bond between an individual and his or her state, acquired by birth or naturalisation,
whether by declaration, choice, marriage or other means according to national legislation.

Emigrant

Person undertaking emigration.

Emigration

Action by which a person, having previously been usually resident in the territory of a country, ceases to
have his or her usual residence in that country for a period that is, or is expected to be, at least 12 months.

EU mobile citizens

People born in the EU, who live in another Member State than the one they were born in as a result of the
free movement rights granted to EU citizens.

First-generation immigrant

Person born in a country other than her/his country of residence and whose residence period in the host
country is, or is expected to be, at least 12 months.

Foreign citizens (non-nationals)

Persons who do not hold the citizenship of their country of residence, regardless of whether they were
born in that country or elsewhere.

Immigrant

Person undertaking immigration.
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Immigration

Action by which a person establishes his or her usual residence in the territory of a country for a period
that is, or is expected to be, at least 12 months, having previously been usually resident in another country.

Median age

Age that divides the population into two groups of equal size.

Naturalisation rate

Ratio between the number of persons who acquired the citizenship of a country during a calendar year
and the stock of foreign residents in the same country at the beginning of the year.

Recognised non-citizen

Person who is not a citizen of the reporting country nor of any other country, but who has established links
to that country which include some but not all rights and obligations of full citizenship.

Refugee

Person who, owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality,
political opinion or membership of a particular social group, is outside his or her country of nationality
and is unable or, owing to such fear, unwilling to avail himself or herself of the protection of that country.
Residence permit

Any authorisation valid for at least 3 months issued by the authorities of an EU Member State allowing a
third country national to stay legally on its territory.

Second-generation immigrant

Native-born person with at least one foreign-born parent.

Third-country nationals

Persons who are usually resident in the EU 28 and who do not have the citizenship of an EU 28 Member
State.

Usual residence

Place at which a person normally spends the daily period of rest, regardless of temporary absences for
purposes of recreation, holidays, visits to friends and relatives, business, medical treatment or religious
pilgrimage or, by default, the place of legal or registered residence.

Migrant integration

101



102

Glossary

Education

Bologna Process

Collective effort of public authorities, universities, teachers, and students, together with stakeholder
associations, employers, quality assurance agencies, international organisations, and institutions, including
the European Commission. The main focus is:

the introduction of the three cycle system (bachelor/master/doctorate);
strengthened quality assurance; and

easier recognition of qualifications and periods of study.

Early leavers from education and training

Persons aged 18-24 having attained at most lower secondary education and not being involved in further
education or training in the four weeks preceding the survey.

International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED)

Reference international classification for organising education programmes and related qualifications by
levels and fields. ISCED 2011 is implemented in all EU data collections as from 2014. ISCED 2011 has nine
levels of education, from level 0 to level 8:

ISCED 0: Early childhood education
ISCED 1: Primary education
ISCED 2: Lower secondary education
ISCED 3: Upper secondary education
ISCED 4: Post-secondary non-tertiary education
ISCED 5: Short-cycle tertiary education
ISCED 6: Bachelor's or equivalent level
ISCED 7: Master's or equivalent level
ISCED 8: Doctoral or equivalent level
Data on educational attainment level are often presented for three aggregates:
Low education: levels 0-2
Medium education: levels 3-4

High education: levels 5-8

Participation rate in lifelong learning

Percentage of people who received education or training (formal or non-formal) during the four weeks
preceding the survey.
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Young people neither in employment nor in education and training
(NEET)

Percentage of the population of a given age group and sex who is not employed (i.e. who is unemployed
or inactive) and not involved in further education or training.

Employment

Activity rate

Percentage of economically active persons in relation to the comparable total population.

Economically active population

Also referred to as labour force, this comprises employed and unemployed persons.

Employment rate

Percentage of employed persons in relation to the comparable total population.

International standard classification of occupations (ISCO)

International classification under the responsibility of the International Labour Organization (ILO) for
organising jobs into a clearly defined set of groups according to the tasks and duties undertaken in the job.

Long-term unemployment

Number of people who are out of work and have been actively seeking employment for at least a year.

Over-qualification

State of being skilled or educated beyond what is necessary for a job. The over-qualification rate is the
number of over-qualified people as a percentage of the labour force.

Two indicators of over-qualification are presented in this publication:

objective over-qualification (the proportion of tertiary graduates working in jobs for which a degree
is not required, ISCO level 4-9); and

subjective over-qualification (the proportion of employed persons declaring that their qualifications
and skills would allow them to carry out more demanding tasks).

Self-employed person

Sole or joint owner of an unincorporated enterprise (one that has not been incorporated i.e. formed into a
legal corporation) in which he/she works, unless he/she is also in paid employment which is his/her main
activity.
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Temporary employment

Includes work under a fixed-term contract, as against permanent work where there is no end-date. A job
may be considered temporary employment if both employer and employee agree that its end is decided
by objective rules, e.g. a specific date, the end of a task, or the return of another employee who has been
temporarily replaced.

Unemployed persons

Persons who were without work during the reference week, were available for work and were either
actively seeking work during the last four weeks or had already found a job to start within the next three
months.

Unemployment rate

Number of people unemployed as a percentage of the labour force.

Living conditions

At risk of poverty or social exclusion (AROPE)

Situation of people either at risk of poverty, or severely materially deprived or living in a household with a
very low work intensity.

At-risk-of-poverty rate

Share of people with an equivalised disposable income (after social transfer) below the at-risk-of-poverty
threshold, which is set at 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income after social transfers.
This indicator does not measure wealth or poverty, but low income in comparison to other residents in
that country, which does not necessarily imply a low standard of living.

Equivalised disposable income

Total income of a household, after tax and other deductions, that is available for spending or saving,
divided by the number of household members converted into equalised adults; household members
are equalised or made equivalent by weighting each according to their age, using the so-called modified
OECD equivalence scale (this scale gives a weight of 1.0 to the first adult, 0.5 to any other household
member aged 14 and over and 0.3 to each child under 14 years).
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Household

Defined as a housekeeping unit. It includes either one person living alone or a group of people, not
necessarily related, living at the same address with common housekeeping, i.e. sharing at least one meal
per day or sharing a living or sitting room.

Types of household based on the migration status of the household members:
‘native households’, where all adults are native-born with native background;
‘immigrant households’, where all adults are immigrants;
‘first-generation immigrant households, where all adults are first-generation immigrants

‘second-generation immigrant households’, where all adults are second-generation immigrants
(native-born with a least one foreign-born parent);

‘mixed immigrant households, where at least one adult is from the first-generation of immigrants
and at least one other adult is from the second-generation of immigrants.

‘mixed households’, where at least one adult is native-born with a native background and at least
one other adult is an immigrant.

Types of household based on the migration background of the household members;
‘native background households’, where all adults have a background in the reporting country;

‘EU background households’, where at least one adult has an EU background and none have a non-EU
background;

‘non-EU background households’, where all adults have a non-EU background;

‘mixed background households, where at least one adult has a background in any EU country,
including the reporting country, and at least one adult has a background in a non-EU country.

Housing cost overburden rate

Percentage of the population living in households where the total housing costs represent more than
40% of disposable income.

In-work at-risk-of-poverty rate

Share of persons who are at work and have an equivalised disposable income below the risk-of-poverty
threshold, which is set at 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income.
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Material deprivation rate

Inability to afford some items considered by most people to be desirable or even necessary to lead an
adequate life. The indicator represents the percentage of the population that cannot afford at least three
of the following nine items:

1. rent, mortgage or utility bills;
2. keep home adequately warm;
3. face unexpected expenses;

4. eat meat or proteins regularly;
5.go on holiday;

6. television set;

7. washing machine;

8. car;

9. telephone.

Overcrowding rate

Percentage of the population living in an overcrowded household. A person is considered as living in an
overcrowded household if the household does not have at its disposal a minimum number of rooms equal to:

one room for the household;

one room per couple in the household;

one room for each single person aged 18 or more;

one room per pair of single people of the same gender between 12 and 17 years of age;

one room for each single person between 12 and 17 years of age and not included in the previous
category;

one room per pair of children under 12 years of age.

Persons living in households with very low work intensity

Number of persons living in a household where the members of working age worked less than 20% of
their total potential during the previous 12 months.

Severe material deprivation rate

Enforced inability to pay for at least four of the above-mentioned items.
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Geographical aggregates and countries

EU-28

EU-27

Note that EU aggregates are back-calculated when enough information is available — for example, data
relating to the EU-28 aggregate is presented when possible for periods before Croatia joined the EU in
2013 and before the accession of Bulgaria and Romania in 2007, as if all 28 Member States had always been

members of the EU.

The 28 Member States of the European Union from 1 July 2013 (Belgium,
Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany, Estonia, Ireland, Greece,
Spain, France, Croatia, Italy, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Hungary,
Malta, the Netherlands, Austria, Poland, Romania, Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland,

Sweden and the United Kingdom)

The 27 Member States of the European Union from 1 January 2007 to
30 June 2013 (Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Germany,
Estonia, Ireland, Greece, Spain, France, ltaly, Cyprus, Latvia, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Hungary, Malta, the Netherlands, Austria, Poland, Romania,

Abbreviations

Slovenia, Slovakia, Finland, Sweden and the United Kingdom)

Units of measurement

%
EUR
S8)

Abbreviations

AHM
AROPE
COB

cocC

DG HOME
EC

ESS
EU-LFS

Migrant integration

no data available
percentage
euro

percentage points

ad-hoc module

at risk of poverty or social exclusion

country of birth

country of citizenship

Directorate-General Migration and Home Affairs
European Commission

European Statistical System

EU Labour Force Survey
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EU-SILC
HDI
ISCED
NACE
NEET
OECD

Abbreviations

EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions

Human Development Index

International Standard Classification of Education

Statistical classification of economic activities

Young people neither in employment nor in education and training

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
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Getting in touch with the EU
In person

All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct
Information Centres. You can find the address of the centre nearest you at:
http://europa.eu/contact

On the phone or by e-mail
Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European
Union. You can contact this service

- by freephone: 00 800 6 7 8 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for
these calls),
- at the following standard number: +32 2 299 96 96 or

- by electronic mail via: http://europa.eu/contact

Finding information about the EU
Online

Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU
is available on the Europa website at: http://europa.eu

EU publications

You can download or order free and priced EU publications from

EU Bookshop at: http://bookshop.europa.eu. Multiple copies of free
publications may be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local
information centre (see http://europa.eu/contact)

EU law and related documents

For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1951
in all the official language versions, go to EUR-Lex at: http://eur-lex.europa.
eu

Open data from the EU

The EU Open Data Portal (http://data.europa.eu/euodp/en/data) provides
access to datasets from the EU. Data can be downloaded and reused for
free, both for commercial and non-commercial purposes.



Migrant integration

‘Migrant integration statistics’ presents different aspects

of the European Union (EU) statistics on the integration of
migrants. The successful integration of migrants into society
in the host country is key to maximising the opportunities of
legal migration and making the most of the contributions that
immigration can make to EU development. In this publication,
migrant integration is measured in terms of employment,
education, social inclusion and active citizenship in the host
country. The analysis is based on 2015 statistics from the
Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS), statistics on income and living
conditions (EU-SILC) and Eurostat’s migration statistics.

In addition, this publication provides an analysis on the labour
market situation of migrants and their immediate descendants
based on the outcomes of the 2014 ad-hoc module of EU-LFS.
Data are presented for the European Union and its Member
States as well as for the EFTA countries.

For more information
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/
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