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Non-technical Abstract

The 2004 enlargement of the European Union (EU) to eight Eastern European countries
(EU8) has generated fears of large flows of low-skill immigrants from Eastern to Western
Europe. For this reason most Western European countries (EU15) imposed temporary
restrictions to the free movement of people from Eastern Europe. Only Ireland, Sweden, and
the UK did not impose any restriction to immigration.

Did the elimination of barrier to immigration have an impact on the quality of immigrants
arriving into the UK? If changes in immigration policy change the quality of immigrants —
for the better or for the worse — such new immigrants will pose different political and
economic challenges than ‘older’ ones.

We analyse differences in the personal characteristics and labour market outcomes of EU8
immigrants arrived before and after the EU enlargement, compared to immigrants from other
EU15 countries, and to those remaining in the country or origin (i.e. migrants vs. non
migrants). We find that immigrants from EU8 countries are significantly different than
immigrants from EU15 countries, and that those who arrived after the 2004 enlargement
differ significantly from those arrived before. In contrast to EU15 and earlier EUS8
immigrants, new EU8 immigrants are less likely to live in London and are more evenly
spread across regions in the UK. They are comparatively more likely to be in paid
employment and less likely to be self-employed or inactive. Their distribution across
industries is also different from that of British people and other types of immigrants; they are
less likely to work part-time but earn comparatively lower wages. We also find substantial
differences between people who migrate to the UK and those who remain in the country of
origin.

Our results suggest that the elimination of barriers to immigration from EU8 countries has
changed not only the number, but also the characteristics of immigrants, who now locate in
different regions and in different segments of the UK labour market. We may speculate that
these new types of immigrants are more likely to be temporary, to accept relatively
unfavourable working conditions in the UK and to remain for a limited period. If this is the
case, this new type of immigration may pose new challenges to socio-economic integration.
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Abstract

The 2004 accession of Eastern European countrief8)(Eo the European Union has
generated concerns about the influx of low-skilliigrants to the Western member states
(EU15). Only three countries, namely Ireland, Sevedand the UK, did not impose
restrictions to immigration from Eastern Europe. id Ohe elimination of barrier to
immigration have an impact on the quality of imnaigis arriving to the UK? Using EU15
immigrants as a control group, we find systemaiftexences between EU8 immigrants
arrived before and after the enlargement. Theiedition of barriers to immigration seems to
have changed the quantity and quality of EU8 imangg to the UK.
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1. Introduction

The 2004 enlargement of the European Union (EUgight Eastern European countries
(EUB) has generated fears of large flows of lowtskimigrants from Eastern to Western
Europe. For this reason most Western EuropeantmesinEUL15) imposed temporary
restrictions to the free movement of people fronst&an Europe. Only three countries did
not impose any restriction to immigration: Irelar@lyeden, and the UK. In this paper we
focus on the UK, which is the largest of thesedlmeuntries.

The 2004 enlargement changed immigration rule€td8 citizens by removing the
main administrative barriers to immigration almosernight. This can be seen as a natural
experiment that we can exploit to analyse the impaammigration restrictions on the self-
selection of immigrants. If changes in immigratfmolicy change the quality of immigrants —
for the better or for the worse — such new immitgamay pose different political and
economic challenges than ‘older’ orfeOur main research question focuses on differences
in the personal characteristics and labour marketames of EU8 immigrants arrived before
and after the EU enlargement, compared to immigrénoim other EU15 countries, and to
those remaining in the country or origin (i.e. naigts vs. non migrants).

Our analysis is partly related to those studiesyamg the impact of the European
enlargement on the UK labour market. Althoughftimis there is on the impact on natives,
these studies also show descriptive statistichertharacteristics of immigrants. Using data
from 2004 to 2007, Blanchflower and Shadforth (2008 that EU8 immigrants have a high
propensity to be in employment, but receive lowexges compared to British workers.
Although they compare EU8 immigrants arrived in W€ before to those arrived after the
2004 enlargement, Blanchflower and Shadforth (2G0®)not make any comparison with
immigrants from the other EU15 countries. The cargon with European immigrants who
were not subject to changes in immigration ruled1&) provides a useful starting point to
analyse changes in the quality of EU8 immigrantsved in the UK before and after the
enlargement. Drinkwater et al. (2009) compare Eb@igrants arrived before and after the
enlargement with immigrants from EU15 countries &nd significant differences between
“new” and “old” immigrants in terms of earnings aechployment. However, they only use

data from 2001 to 2006, thus including only tworgeatter the enlargement.

L A related issue is how EU8 immigrants entering thi¢ after the 2004 enlargement differ from those
migrating to European countries that imposed mgiris to immigration. However, a detailed anaysiout of
the scope of this paper.



We update and extend the previous literature ¥aitl new contributions. First, we
use data from 1997 to 2010: a much longer datasepared to the previous studies. We
include in our analysis the recent economic downtwhich allows us to analyse to what
extent immigration adapts to changing economic tmms$. Theories of migration suggest
that the role of pull factors diminishes when thenditions of the labour market in the
destination country deteriorates and becomes ksctve to the potential immigrants, and
this may have an impact on immigrant self-selection

Second, we describe the main socio-demographi@cteistics of EU8 immigrants
compared to those of immigrants from EU15, thos®mtish people, and those of people
who remained in the sending countries. Althougd tdomparison of different types of
European immigrants is not new, to date there isuidence on how people who migrated to
the UK compare to those who remain in the sendmgntty. This will give us further
insights on self-selection of immigrants at therseu Third, we analyse how different types
of European immigrants (EU15, EUS8, arrived to th& Wefore and after the EU
enlargement) perform in the UK labour market coragao British people, not only in terms
of employment probability, but also in terms ofeéypf jobs, wages, and job quality: a much
larger set of outcomes than the previous studies.

Migration theories suggest that a persistent atatively large gap between returns to
education, work experience and other personal cteirstics in the labour markets of
sending and receiving countries increases the fiveerto migrate, unless the cost of
separation are high, or there are some adminigtrdttarriers. As there is free movement
from European countries (including EUS8) into the ,Ukd communication and transport
within Europe is relatively easy, we may expecteddénces in labour market returns to be
among the most relevant factors associated to imatnagn. Our fourth contribution is the
comparison of labour market outcomes of people wigrated to the UK to similar people
who remained in their country of origin in terms tfeir individual characteristics,
employment probability and type of jobs, partidihking into account the characteristics of
the labour market in the country of origin and degton. To our knowledge this is the first
study comparing the labour market performance ofignants to similar people who did not
migrate.

This paper is also related to that part of thexditure focusing on immigration policies
and on the impact of the introduction of a poinsdxhsystem for the selection of immigrants

(see e.g. Aydemir 2012 for a review). However,approach the topic from a different angle



as we are interested in self-selection of immigdas opposed as selection by the destination
country) and on the impact of the elimination ofraistrative barriers to immigration.

Much of the literature on self-selection of imnagts at the source focuses on
selectivity on education and uses aggregated datelate self-selection to differentials in
returns to education across countries (e.g. Beldttatton Forthcoming). Here we take a
more pragmatic approach; we use individual data @malyse a larger number of socio-
economic characteristics of migrants.

We find that compared to EU15 immigrants, EU8 imwants are more likely to be
male, married and to have dependent children. Hisy seem to be negatively selected in
terms of education. Compared to EU8 immigrantsvedr before, those arrived after the
enlargement seem to be less likely to live in Landess likely to be self-employed, and
more likely to be in paid employment. Nevertheldbgy receive lower wages on average.
Overall, our results indicate that EU8 immigrantsvad after the enlargement may be more
negatively selected and more likely to be temporatlian permanent — migrants. If this is
the case, new immigrants may pose new challengeedi@-economic integration since, as
suggested by Dustmann (1999), they may be lesdylike invest resources in the

accumulation of human capital (e.g. learning tmgismge) while in the UK.

2. Background and related studies

Citizens of the European Union have the right t@ land work in any of the countries
belonging to the Union. Although it was alreadymtinened in the Treaty of Rome in 1957,
freedom of movement of goods, services, money auplp has been fully implemented
among the 15 member countries since the 1990sKattanec 2012). As a result, nowadays
most European countries have a dual system impaeossigctions to immigration for non-EU
citizens, while having no immigration barriers U citizens.

In 1957 the Treaty of Rome, which created the peam Economic Community
(EEC), included six founding countries: Belgiume thetherlands, Luxembourg, France,
Italy, and (West) Germany. Nine further countrieadyally joined the community from 1973
to 1995: Denmark, Ireland, the UK, Greece, Spaoriugal, Austria, Sweden, and Finland.
In May 2004 an unprecedentedly large group of ®m members, representing more than 70
million citizens, joined the EU. These include kalCyprus and eight eastern European
countries (EU8): the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hapgaatvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia,
and Slovenia. Because of large differences in wegel GDP between EU15 and EUS8
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countries, most EU15 countries imposed temporasirictions to free movement of people
from the EU8 countries. Three countries did nopase any restriction, thus granting
immediate unrestricted access to their labour msrkee UK, Ireland, and SwedénMore
countries had opened their labour markets by Noeen#®08: Spain, Finland, France,
Greece, Portugal, Italy, the Netherlands and Lwamip while Germany and Austria
opened their labour markets only seven years tfeeenlargement, in May 2011.

While before 2004 East-West migration was mosthnfined to the Western
European countries bordering the EU8 members, sm&ermany and Austria, the opening
of labour markets of Sweden, Ireland and the UKnged the overall geographical
distribution East-West migrants, with the UK becogithe largest recipient country. Pre-
enlargement estimates of the number of potentialigrants from EU8 countries into the UK
predicted immigrant flows of around 12,000 peopde year (Dustmann et al. 2003); Home
Office figures show that around 50,000 immigramesyf EU8 countries applied to the Work
Registration Scheme (WRS) quarterly between 20@b28007, with a sharp decrease from
48,000 to 23,000 quarterly between 2008 and 20@8n@iOffice 20095,

The majority of EU8 immigrants to the UK come frdPoland (66%), followed by
Slovakia (10%) and Lithuania (9%) with less tha@0D, applicants coming from Slovenia
(see e.g. Blanchflower and Lawton 2008; Home Offi0@9). Home Office data on WRS
applications for the period 2004-2009 suggest thase immigrants are young (81% are
between 18 and 34 years of age), male (56%) an@ Inavdependants (92%). Most
registered in East Anglia and West and East Middaadd work for temporary employment
agencies at relatively low hourly wages (70% eaomf £4.50-£5.99 per hour, see also
Blanchflower and Lawton 2008). These immigrantetpbs mainly in administration and
business (40%), hospitality and catering (19%)icaggure (10%), manufacturing (7%) and
food processing industries (5%); see Home Offi@O).

Drinkwater et al. (2009) find that the proportiohmale immigrants increases after
enlargement as well as the proportion of those Wigfner levels of education, although with
some differences between Polish and other EU8 imantg. Immigrants arrived after the
enlargement are more likely to be self-employed; &arn on average less than their

counterparts who arrived before. Interestingly geographical distribution of immigrants

2 |n 2007 Bulgaria and Romania joined the EU; irsthase however, the UK imposed restrictions to free
movement. This further EU enlargement is not idelliin our analysis.

% Similarly large figures have been observed fotad, where the latest census from 2006 listed ratou
120,000 immigrants from EU8 countries, which cangti 3% of total population of Ireland (Central titics
Office Ireland 2007).
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arrived after the enlargement is much more evensactJK regions, with a much lower
proportion settling in London. The results by Dxirater et al. (2009) seem to suggest that
immigrants from EU8 countries arrived in the UK dref the enlargement, when restriction to
immigration were still in place, may be more pogly self-selected than those arriving after
2004, when free movement is allowed. Although shedy by Drinkwater et al. (2009) is
related to ours, their focus is on the impact & @mlargement on natives’ labour market
opportunities rather than on immigrant self-setacti Furthermore, Drinkwater et al. (2009)
only use data up to 2006. Qualitative analyseBadish communities in the UK show large
heterogeneity among recent immigrants, for exanipléheir knowledge of the English
language, which leads to their different outconmethe labour market (Fomina 2009). Those
with poor or very basic knowledge of English acclgsis favourable working conditions,
basic jobs sometimes below their qualifications] are in general less optimistic about their
future in the UK.

Using data up to 2004 Dustmann and Weiss (200@9rtethat around 50% of
migrants who were still in the UK one year aftenve were not in the country five years
later. According to Dustmann and Weiss (2007)rretaigration seems to be more likely
among people from the EU, US, and Australia. tasclear if this result can be extended to
immigrants from EU8 countries since the income phafween the UK and EU8 countries is
much larger than the one between the UK and othESEcountries or the US. However
using a special component of the Polish Labour é&d8arvey for 2008 Iglicka (2010)
suggests that the number of Polish migrants retgrto Poland (from any country) between
2004 and first quarter of 2008 is around 580,000s also possible that EU8 citizens who
migrated to the UK in the first place may move tep destinations within the EU.

3. Data and methods

3.1. The UK Labour Force Survey
Studies analysing the number of East-West immigrarid the UK mostly rely on two main
sources of data: administrative data from the WorfRegistration Scheme (WRS), and
survey data such as the Labour Force Survey (LFS).

Up to April 2011, all EU8 immigrants who wantedwork in the UK had to register
to the WRS, which had been especially created toitmothe influx of EU8 workers. As
pointed out by Blanchflower and Lawton (2008) andobson (2009), WRS data have

some limitations: first of all, they may underesdia the total number of EU8 workers in the
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UK since self-employed are not required to regist€@n the other hand, since they only
record registrations and do not record workersifgpthe UK, WRS data are likely to

overestimate the total number of EU8 immigrantgemnity working in the UK. The lack of

information about return migration is a caveat ofgmation studies using WRS data:
Blanchflower and Shadforth (2009) suggest that nodSEU8 immigrants are temporary
migrants, and that, according to the UN definitiorany of those coming from EU8 countries
are in fact commuters or temporary workers as thejourn in the UK is shorter than 12
months (see also Blanchflower and Lawton 2008).

The other main source of data used by researcfeegs Gilpin et al. 2006;
Blanchflower and Shadforth 2009; Drinkwater et2409) is the LFS; these are the data we
use for our analysis. The LFS is a survey of hbakks which collects a large amount of
information on demographic characteristics, labmarket status, and job characteristics of
individuals aged 16 and over living at private a$des in the UK. Since it is a sample of
households living in the UK, the LFS is much makelly to offer a more precise picture of
immigrants still living in the UK, including thoseho are self-employed.

Although it is a very comprehensive dataset, th¢ LFS does not focus on
immigration and immigrants may be underrepreseinieithe survey if they are less likely
than the general population to live at private addes (e.g. Gilpin et al. 2006; Drinkwater et
al. 2009) and more likely to refuse to participatehe survey (e.g. Johnson et al. 2002).
Nevertheless, it is likely that, as the proportainmmigrants living in the UK increases, the
probability of their inclusion in the survey incees as well. Furthermore, population-
corrective weights provided with the survey canulsed to correct for differences in non-
response rates between natives and immigrants. LH$ has been widely used in the
empirical literature to analyse different aspedtgmomigration and is particularly useful for
the comparison of immigrants to British people sint provides rich data on the
characteristics of immigrants, their labour martetus and their jobs which cannot be found
in administrative data such as WRS.

In the UK the LFS is collected quarterly and ha®tating panel structure in which
individuals are interviewed for up to five successiquarters. To reduce problems of
attrition, which may affect natives and immigradt8erently, we focus on men and women
in working age (16-59/64) responding to their firsierview and use data from 1997, since
this is the first year in which questions on wages asked also in the first interview, and up
to 2010. There is another reason to use data If@@7: since we aim to compare EUS8 to

EU15 immigrants, we need to start our analysis atate later than the last European
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enlargement previous to 2004 (Austria, Sweden anidrid joined the EU in 1995). Finally,
since in the dataset the number of immigrants fEd#@ countries before 1997 is almost zero,
there is no gain in adding earlier years.

We keep in the survey native British people and Bunigrants but exclude

immigrants from all other countries.

3.2. Models for the analysis of Eastern European immigrants in the UK

We start by graphically analysing trends in the hamof immigrants from EU15 and EU8
countries as captured in the UK LFS. We then camgascriptive statistics of the individual
and job characteristics of these two types of immarits compared to British people (Sub-
section 4.1). To gain insights on the issue of-sakction of immigrants we split both
groups of EU15 and EU8 immigrants into two subgeowp those arrived before the EU
enlargement (May 2004) and those arrived afternce&ithe EU enlargement changed
immigration rules for EU8 but not for EU15 immigtanwe would expect no differences
between EU15 immigrants arrived before and afterethlargement. However, if the opening
of the borders has an impact on self-selectionmag see differences in the characteristics of
EU8 immigrants arrived before and after the enliangyat.

Besides differences in observed characterista$.sslection may have changed the
composition of immigrants also in terms of unobaéte characteristics such as ability, or
motivation. Although we cannot directly analyselsgharacteristics, we may get insights on
these unobserved traits by analysing differencéscation and labour market performance of
immigrants arrived before and after the enlargementhose of British natives. In Sub-
section 4.2 we use a multinomial probit model talgse patterns of location of immigrants
across the nine English Government Office Regiqhss Scotland, Wales and Northern

Ireland, and whether this differs across typesWfilamigrants:

yi*t = Xillglj +TI i':BZj * & (1)

where we model the probability of individualliving in regionr at timet via the latent
variable yi*t. The error terms; are i.i.d. and follow a multivariate normal dibtition. The

probability of observing individualin regionr is the probability thayi, > iy for eachj #r.
Among the explanatory variables we include indiadand household characteristics) (

such as sex, marital status, whether there arendepe children in the household, dummies
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for qualification levels, and dummies for quarteddayear of the interview, to capture the
effect of changing economic conditions over thequkof analysis (the effect of the recession
is therefore picked up by the year dummies). Simgaigrants arriving in periods of growth
might be more likely to find good quality jobs thdémose arriving during recessions, we also
include three dummies for the period of arrivatteg immigrant: on or before 1991, between
1992 and 2007, on or after 2008, with a value ob feeference group) for British natives.

The models also include four additional variabf€s). Two are dummies for the
origin of the immigrant: whether born in one of thher EU15 countries, and whether born
in one of the EU8 countries, with the group of Bhitpeople used as reference. We also
include two further dummies — which may be intetpdeas interaction terms — for whether
born in one of the other EU15 countries and arrivethe UK on or after the enlargement;
and whether born in one of the EU8 countries andveat in the UK on or after the
enlargement. These last four variables should help us analylsether immigrants from
Eastern Europe behave in a systematically diffeveay than immigrants from Western
Europe, and whether those arrived after the emnaege (i.e. after free movement was
allowed) differ from those arrived before (and wtherefore faced higher barriers to entry in
the UK). The comparison of EU8 immigrants arriieefore and after the EU enlargement
with EU15 immigrants may give us an indication loé effect that the opening of the labour
market may have had on self-selection of immigrdrdsn EU8 countries after controlling
for different times of arrivals.

While we expect the regression coefficient forsinammigrants arrived after the
enlargement to be zero for EU15 immigrants, if dpening of the borders had an impact on
self-selection, the regression coefficient for Eld8nigrants arrived after the enlargement
may be different from zero. This would indicatatthhe opening of the UK borders may
have had an impact on the quality of immigrants/eng from Eastern European countries.

In Sub-section 4.3 we then analyse whether newigmamts are more likely to come
to the UK to study rather than work. We compaeedttivity status of EU immigrants to that
of British people by means of a multinomial probvibdel similar to equation (1). In this

case, however, the latent variable refers to tlobalility that the main labour market status

* It is worth stressing that this characteristiersfto when the individual entered the countrgipiés not refer to
the year of the interview. Clearly, none of therilgrants arrived after 2004 is observed in the thafare that
date; however, many immigrants interviewed after HU enlargement have arrived in the UK before 2004
Hence, it is also not possible to include a sepadainmy for years of data after 2004 (i.e. notrateed with
immigration status) in the model since this vagabhs no meaning for British people, who all adive the
country before the enlargement (those born aftéddtave not yet reached employment age). Hentteuagh
equation (1) may remind of a difference-in-diffecerframework, it is quite a different setting.
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of the person interviewed is either active, studenanother type of inactivity status. Again,

the model only includes people in working age amecause of different incentives and

behaviours between the sexes, the models are éstinsaparately for men and women.
Among the explanatory variables Xpwe exclude sex but now include age, number ofsyear
spent in the UK (age for UK born) and dummies fegion of residence to capture

differences in economic conditions across regiohg&lvmay push people in and out of the
labour force. The variables if; remain unchanged.

For those immigrants who are active in the labmarket we then analyse the
propensity to be in paid employment, self-employedunemployed compared to British
people. The opening of the UK labour market to Eld8ntries have made it easier for EU8
immigrants to take up paid employment, but has ai@nged rules for self-employment.
Hence, EU8 immigrants arriving to the UK after 2084y show a different propensity to be
self-employed than those arrived before the enfaege. If self-employment is the preferred
choice for all immigrants (e.g. Sahin et al. 208l the EU enlargement has not changed the
average entrepreneurial spirit of EU8 immigranttent we may see no differences between
EU8 immigrants arrived before and after the enlargiet. On the other hand, we may see
relevant differences if either self-employment veasorced choice for immigrants arrived
before enlargement, or the ease of immigration ativacts more people wanting to take up
paid employment rather than becoming self-employe®@nce again we estimate a
multinomial probit model separately for men and veoimin which the explanatory variables
are the same as in the activity status model.

We then go one step further to analyse whether Bw8igrants tend to concentrate
in certain industries. Hence, for those immigrantso are in a paid job we model the
probability of working in one of seven main indissst Also in this case we use a
multinomial probit model, which we estimate sepealsafor men and women, and in which
the explanatory variables are the same as in ttiatacstatus model. A similar analysis of
the occupational status of EU immigrants compace@ritish people is not possible since
changes in the occupational classification in 208duces significantly the number of
observations, especially for EU8 immigrants arribetore the 2004 enlargement.

To get insights on the quality of the jobs takgnhy EU immigrants compared to
those taken up by British people, we then estirbatary probit models for the probability of
holding a temporary job (instead of a permanent witle no fixed end); the probability of
holding a part-time job (i.e. working less than I38urs per week, as opposed to working

more than 30 hours per week); and the probabilithaving a second job (or not). The

9



models are estimated separately for men and womemse the same explanatory variables
as in the activity status model. Finally, we congpaages of EU immigrants and of British
people. The dependent variable in this case iddfeof hourly wages and the model is
estimated by means of OLS separately for men andemo The explanatory variables are
the same as in the activity status model, but withaddition of the square of age, years of

job tenure, a dummy for those working part-timej ardummy for temporary jobs.

3.3. The European Labour Force Survey

For the second part of our analysis, in additiorthi® UK LFS we use the European LFS.
The EU LFS is a harmonised dataset which providga dn individual and labour market

characteristics of people living in the 25 Europeanntries. Although the structure of the
EU LFS is very similar to that of the UK LFS, besawf the harmonisation, the data are
often less detailed (for example, in the EU LF& ihot possible to identify each country of

birth, but only the larger area, e.g. EU non-EU).

We use the EU LFS to analyse the individual charatics as well as selected labour
market and job characteristics of people in theigio country compared to those who
migrated to the UK. Hence, when using the EU LFESde not analyse migrants, but natives
of that EU15 or EU8 country. In this paper we tlse EU LFS for Ireland, Germany and
Poland since these represent the main groups ofrigrants into the UK. These are likely
to be very different types of immigrants: Irelarsdai traditional sending country for the UK
because of its geographical and cultural proximigermany is one of the largest EU15
countries, while Poland is one of the largest EO8ntries. Since economic conditions and
wage levels differ greatly between these three tes) we may expect people living in these
countries to have different labour market oppottasi at home, different incentives to
migrate, and to perform differently when they migreo the UK.

Because of data availability on the other varigpblee focus or comparison on
respondents’ labour market status, their probgbitif holding a temporary job, their
probability of working part-time, and of holdingsecond job. Unfortunately, detailed wage

data are not available.

3.4. Models for the comparison with people in their country of origin
To complete the analysis of who migrates to the (SKction 4.4), we compare descriptive
statistics of the individual and job characterstaf Irish, German and Polish immigrants in

the UK with the average individual and job chargstes of native people in Ireland,
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Germany and Poland. This will give us some indicabf how migrants compare to non
migrants from the same country in terms of indialdcharacteristics.

We then compare labour market status and job ctearstics across the different
countries and use the EU LFS to estimate modelgasino equation (1) for the dependent
variables of interest, separately by country andrien and women. As dependent variables
we use labour market status, the probability ofdimg a temporary job, the probability of
working part-time, and of holding a second job. explanatory variables iX; we can only
include age, a dummy for those who are marriedca&thn and year dummies. These
models allow us to compute the probabilities of thigerent outcomes for Irish people in
Ireland, German people in Germany, and Polish geopPoland, which we compare with
the outcomes of similar Irish, German and Polistpbewho migrated to the UK.

For the comparison with immigrants to the UK we tise UK LFS to estimate similar
models — using the same explanatory variables aratgly by gender and for Irish, German,
and Polish immigrant in the UK (the analysis ofesthationalities is not possible at this stage
given the low number of observations for other Bumnigrants in the UK LFS). Since the
difference between the performance of similar peaplthe UK and in the country of origin
may be related to the characteristics of the ltdaur market more than to self-selection of
migrants, alongside the predicted probabilitieg).(ef having a part-time job) we also
compare the average proportions (e.g. the propwtad jobs that are part-time) in the four
countries (see Section 4.4).

4. Empirical results

4.1. Who migrated from European countries into the UK?

We start our analysis by looking at trends in tlhenbher of EU immigrants into the UK.
Figure 1 shows the evolution of the number of Edf®8 EU8 immigrants from 1997 to 2010
according to the UK LFS; the left part of the figushows quarterly data, while the right part
aggregates the quarters by calendar year. TheewohliEUS8 citizens is comparatively small
before the 2004 enlargement but shows a sharpasergince the third quarter of 2004. This
trend persists until 2007, after which it stabsgisentii 2009. Being this the stock of
immigrants, it does not give any clear indicationvehether changes in trends are due to an
increase in the number of immigrants leaving the, WK decrease in the number of
newcomers, or both. In any case, the 2007 changrend is most probably the result of the

less favourable macroeconomic conditions in the WRd relatively good economic
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prospects in the largest of the EU8 country, Pqlavidch is the main sending country of
EU8 immigrants. In 2010 the number of immigramsnf EU8 countries seems to start
increasing again.

In contrast, the stock of immigrants from EU15 minies remains almost unchanged
until 2010, when it shows a gradual increase. Qh(2the stock of immigrants from EU8

countries is close to the stock of immigrants friva rest of the EU15 countries.
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Figure 1: Number of immigrants in the UK LFS (weiggh quarterly and yearly data)

In line with previous studies (e.g. BlanchflowerdaLawton 2008) our data suggest
that most EU8 immigrants in the UK come from Pol&@%6), followed by Lithuania (10%)
and Slovakia (8%). Among the EU8 countries, Sleweand Hungary send the smallest
number of immigrants. These proportions only pHytigeflect differences in the size of the
population of the sending countries. With a popaoiaof almost 39 million, Poland is
overrepresented among EU8 immigrants in the UKJewvith 10 million citizens each the
Czech Republic and Hungary are underrepresentechis ¢an be explained by the
macroeconomic situation of the sending countriestvil, Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia
have the lowest GDP per capita in 2005 and higlmyph@yment rate, which varies from 17%
in Poland to 9% in Latvfa

When we focus on the number of recent immigrantey have arrived in the UK at

most two years before their first LFS interview @an have an idea of changes in the influx

® EUROSTAT,
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/tgm/table.do?able&init=1&plugin=1&language=en&pcode=tec00114
Although it has been suggested that the attracts®of the UK for Polish people may be relatedetovarks of
immigrants established as early as right after WaMar Il, studies suggest that there seem to bdirmemt
network links between earlier and new (mainly befand after 1990s) immigrants from Poland (e.gaiah
2008; Parutis Forthcoming).
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of new immigrants. These are shown in Figurer2the LFS the stock of EU8 immigrants
recently arrived in the UK increases sharply fréva second half of 2004, it peaks at the end
of 2006 and then starts decreasing. In the sebalicbf 2009 the number of recently arrived
EU8 immigrants starts growing again. For EU15 d¢pes, in contrast, the number of
recently arrived immigrants is much more stabléhede trends are broadly consistent with
what found using WRS data by McCollum and Find21(1).
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| | |
50000 100000 150000 200000
| I I I
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Number of Recent Immigrants

quarter year

Recent EU15 Immigrants Recent EU15 Immigrants
Recent EU8 Immigrants Recent EU8 Immigrants

Figure 2: Number of recent immigrants (1-2 yearsjhe UK LFS (weighted quarterly and yearly
data)

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

Descriptive statistics for individual charactedst of EU15 and EU8 immigrants
compared to British people are shown in Table he fable suggests that EU8 immigrants
arrived after the enlargement are less likely to female than those arrived before.
Compared to immigrants from EU15 countries whovedi after the enlargement, EU8
immigrants have similar age and average of yeastayf in the UK; however, they are also
more likely to be married and have dependent dldfalthough less than British and
immigrants arrived before the enlargement). Comxbato all other immigrants, EU8

immigrants arrived after the enlargement are neghtiself-selected in terms of education
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since only few have high or medium education leaatj most of them have ‘other’ types of

education, presumably not recognised in the UK Ualnoarket.

Table 1: Sample descriptive statistics

EU15 before EU15 after

EUS8 before

EUS8 after

British  enlargement enlargement enlargement enlargement
Female 0.492 0.534 0.529 0.613 0.484
Age 39 40 30 36 30
Years in the UK 39 23 2 12 2
Arrived after enlargement no yes no yes
Arrived on or before 1991 0.695 0.265
Arrived 1992-2007 0.305 0.822 0.735 0.906
Arrived on or after 2008 0.178 0.094
Married 0.524 0.531 0.293 0.561 0.384
Dependent children 0.457 0.414 0.289 0.465 0.389
High education 0.335 0.336 0.429 0.263 0.142
Medium education 0.312 0.191 0.052 0.083 0.062
Low education 0.273 0.218 0.101 0.168 0.221
Other types of education 0.084 0.257 0.418 0.487 0.576
Years of schooling* 12 13 16 15 15
In paid employment 0.640 0.608 0.608 0.554 0.767
Self-employed 0.091 0.105 0.049 0.157 0.049
Gov. training programmes 0.005 0.005 0.002 0.004 0.001
Unemployed 0.043 0.042 0.062 0.045 0.052
Inactive 0.221 0.241 0.280 0.240 0.131
North East 0.058 0.023 0.017 0.017 0.025
Yorkshire and the Humber 0.093 0.055 0.044 0.050 0.102
East Midlands 0.075 0.050 0.055 0.040 0.110
East Anglia 0.039 0.036 0.059 0.038 0.062
London 0.077 0.273 0.356 0.498 0.148
Rest of South East 0.187 0.227 0.183 0.189 0.143
South West 0.083 0.073 0.035 0.039 0.063
West Midlands 0.088 0.063 0.035 0.034 0.079
North West 0.114 0.074 0.068 0.034 0.086
Wales 0.053 0.029 0.028 0.013 0.036
Scotland 0.096 0.055 0.076 0.044 0.088
Northern Ireland 0.039 0.044 0.043 0.005 0.057
Observations 767,067 16,120 1,127 1,600 3,409

Entries proportions for all variables except agsrg of education and years in the UK, which asranes

* Missing for a large part of respondents

Table 1 also shows that EU8 immigrants arriveérattte enlargement are different

than all other immigrants in terms of labour ma@tus and economic activity, and in terms
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of region of residence. Results of multivariatalgses on region of residence, labour market

activity and job quality are discussed in the reedtions.

4.2. Where do European immigrants locate within the UK?

Table 2 shows the marginal effects of the multiredrprobit model estimating the region of
residence of EU immigrants compared to British peoprhe table, which only shows the
marginal effects of the dummies referring to th@etpf immigrant, shows almost all negative
marginal effects for EU15 and EU8 immigrants. Téigygests that on average EU15 and
EU8 immigrants concentrate in London, which is iigie@rence category, and its surrounding
area, comprising East Anglia and the Rest of thettS&ast. However, consistent with the
descriptive statistics in Drinkwater et al. (2008)ere seem to be important differences
between EU8 immigrants arriving after the enlargeinand all other EU immigrants. With
almost all positive marginal effects, Table 2 sigggehat EU8 immigrants arrived after the
enlargement are more dispersed across UK regi@mlHdess concentrated in London — than

all other immigrants and British people.
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Table 2: Region of residence

Reference: 1) (2) 3) (4) (5) (6)
London North East Yorkshire and the Humbetast Midlands East AngliaRest of South EastSouth West
EU15 -0.041* -0.035* -0.021* 0.002 0.059* 0.001
(0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)
EUS8 -0.039* -0.019 -0.017 0.016* 0.078* -0.026*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.008) (0.005) (0.010) (0.009)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004  -0.011 -0.015 0.011 0.024* -0.015 -0.051*
(0.011) (0.011) (0.009) (0.005) (0.012) (0.011)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 -0.009 0.021 0.042* 0.002 -0.105* 0.006
(0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.006) (0.013) (0.010)
(") (8) (9) (10) (11)
West Midlands North West Wales Scotland Northern Ireland
EU15 -0.018* -0.029* -0.022* -0.037* 0.017*
(0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.001)
EU8 -0.040* -0.070* -0.044* -0.026* -0.041*
(0.010) (0.012) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004  -0.040* 0.005 0.007 0.040* 0.008
(0.012) (0.012) (0.008) (0.010) (0.006)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 0.028* 0.049* 0.027* 0.029* 0.067*
(0.011) (0.013) (0.010) (0.011) (0.010)
Observations 789,916 Log likelihood -1,875,153

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; stiard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%jghificant at 1%. Other explanatory variablesnduies
for women; married; whether dependent children; higs for medium, low, other qualification; dummfes period of arrival (before 1992; after 2007);
guarters and year of the survey



In particular, EU8 immigrants arrived after thdaegement are more likely to locate
in the Midlands and in the North West, and muck lély to locate in the Rest of the South
East. Immigrants arrived after the enlargemeninsalso more likely to locate in Scotland
and Wales compared to those arrived before. Qyénalefore, immigrants arrived after the
enlargement choose to live in different areas thase arrived before. There may be several
reasons for these differences. EU8 immigrantsvedriafter the enlargement may seek
different employment opportunities than those adiwearlier. They may have different
propensity to become self-employed, different regaents in terms of the economic sector
in which they want to work and of the quality oktfob they are looking for (for example,
some of them may be interested only in temporaas@eal jobs which are typical of the
agricultural sector). It is also worth noting trexent availability of cheap flights between
Eastern Europe and different parts of the UK, algiowe have no way to analyse whether
this may be a cause or a consequence of immigradioegions other than London. We can,
however, analyse whether EU8 immigrants arrivedrafie enlargement have systematically
different labour market outcomes than those arrhvefdre.

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

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

The table suggests that, especially for men, imemig are slightly more likely than
British people to be students. Those immigransnfrEU8 countries arrived after the
enlargement, however, are comparatively less likelge inactive than British people: male
are 2.8 percentage points less likely to be studedt10.5 percentage points less likely to be
in another inactivity status; for female these rgities are 3.9 and 7.1. Hence, it appears

that EU8 immigrants come to the UK for work-relatather than study-related reasons.
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Table 3: Activity status

1) (2)
Reference: Active Men Women
Student Other inactive Student Other inactive
EU15 0.034* 0.023 0.018* 0.017
(0.006) (0.012) (0.006) (0.012)
EU8 0.016 0.048* 0.001 0.032
(0.008) (0.016) (0.008) (0.016)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 0.005 -0.030 0.006 .020
(0.005) (0.021) (0.006) (0.019)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 -0.028* -0.105* -09093 -0.071*
(0.007) (0.017) (0.007) (0.016)
Observations 397,468 387,151
Log likelihood -165873 -231752

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; stiard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%,
* Significant at 1%. Other explanatory variablegeayears in the UK (age for natives); dummies for
women; married; whether dependent children; dumniggs medium, low, other qualification;
dummies for period of arrival (before 1992; aft@02); dummies for regions, quarters and year of the
survey

The marginal effects for being either self-empbby& unemployed as opposed to
being in a paid job are shown in Table 4; Columnf¢t men, and Column (2) for women.
The table suggests that immigrant women are mdlgitebout 2.5 percentage points) more
likely to be unemployed than British people. Imnaigts from EU8 countries are much more
likely (11.8 percentage points for men and 3 peamgm poins for women) to be self-
employed than British people, although those adriaiter the enlargement are less likely to
be self-employed than those arrived before. The booation of these two coefficients
suggests that immigrants from EUS8 countries arrigkdr the enlargement are slightly less
likely than British people to be self-employed.

Interestingly, EU8 immigrants arrived after thelaegement show systematically
different patterns of activity than those arriveefdse: not only they are 18.5 percentage
points less likely to be self-employed; they argoaB.6 percentage points less likely to be
unemployed. These results are consistent with idwatd by Blanchflower and Shadford
(2009). These results are conditional on a readftiviarge number of individual
characteristics. The differences between immigrantved before and after the enlargement
may either be due to self-employment being a forcledice for those arrived before the
enlargement, or to differences in individual unaled characteristics (e.g. lack of

entrepreneurial spirit or higher motivation to taded employment) between the two groups.
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Alternatively, if recent immigrants are more likety be temporary — rather than permanent —
migrants, they may be less willing to invest infgghployment activities. Furthermore, if
EU8 immigrants arrived before the enlargement apeentikely to be temporary immigrants
than those arrived before the enlargement, they alstyy be more likely to accept lower
quality jobs (i.e. more likely to be temporary dmave comparatively lower wages) than all

other groups.

Table 4: Employment status

(1) (2)

Reference: In paid employment Men Women
Self-employed Unemployed Self-employed Unemployed
EU15 -0.010 0.000 0.005 -0.022*
(0.014) (0.009) (0.009) (0.007)
EU8 0.118* 0.008 0.030* -0.025*
(0.018) (0.012) (0.011) (0.010)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 -0.061 0.010 -0.007 0.000
(0.024) (0.012) (0.014) (0.010)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 -0.185* -0.036* -0405 -0.011
(0.018) (0.012) (0.012) (0.009)
Observations 328,017 282,285
Log likelihood -203548 -116769

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; stkard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%,
* Significant at 1%. Other explanatory variablegeayears in the UK (age for natives); dummies for
women; married; whether dependent children; dumnigrs medium, low, other qualification;
dummies for period of arrival (before 1992; aft®02); dummies for regions, quarters and year of the
survey

Do EU immigrants take jobs in the same industae®ritish people? The marginal
effects for the propensity of working in the diet types of industries are shown in Table 5.
The top part of the table shows results for menilemhe bottom part shows results for
women. Compared to British men, EU15 immigrant raenslightly more likely to work in
manufacturing, financial services and transpord #&ss likely to work in construction.
Immigrant men from EU8 countries, however, are ifiggntly more likely than British men
to work in construction (5.9 percentage points)hil/we see no differences for immigrant
men from EU15 countries arrived after the enlargaméifferences emerge when we focus
on immigrant men from EU8 countries arrived aftex enlargement. These are more likely
to work in manufacturing and financial services desls likely to work in construction,

transport and the public sector.
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Among women, immigrants are less likely to worktle public sector, while those
from EU8 countries are also more likely to worlkcomstruction and in distribution hotels and
restaurants compared to British women. Thoseedrafter the enlargement seem to show a
different distribution across industries than theaunterpart arriving before: women from
EU8 countries who arrived after the enlargement even more likely to work in
construction, financial services, but less likedywtork in distribution hotels and restaurants,
and in the public sector. Women from EU15 coustaerived after the enlargement show
only minor differences compared to those arriveidtae
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Table 5: Industry

Men 1) 2 3 4 ®) (6)
Ref: Agriculture, energy Manufacturing Construction Distribution hotels restaurants  Finalngervices Transport  Public sector
EU15 0.046 -0.112* -0.006 0.035* 0.040* 0.026
(0.018) (0.015) (0.015) (0.013) (0.014) (0.015)
EUS8 0.048 0.059* -0.040 -0.009 -0.032 -0.022
(0.027) (0.019) (0.022) (0.019) (0.022) (0.023)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 0.031 -0.052 0.003 -0.001 0.027 -0.013
(0.027) (0.027) (0.021) (0.019) (0.019) (0.021)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 0.140* -0.131* 0.016 0.069* -0.022* -0.069*
(0.024) (0.017) (0.020) (0.017) (0.021) (0.023)
Observations 293,949 Log likelihood -522109
Women 1) 2 3 4) )
Ref: Agriculture energy manufacturing  ConstructioDistribution hotels restaurants Financial services Transport Public sector
EU15 0.019 0.014 0.006 0.007 -0.049
(0.012) (0.016) (0.007) (0.014) (0.019)
EUS8 0.03% 0.105* -0.008 -0.007 -0.128*
(0.017) (0.021) (0.010) (0.019) (0.027)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 0.032 0.056 -0.007 -0.030 -0.031
(0.018) (0.024) (0.011) (0.021) (0.030)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 0.103* -0.045 0.030* -0.028 -0.070
(0.015) (0.020) (0.010) (0.018) (0.027)
Observations 252,045 Log likelihood -336479

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; istkard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%gignificant at 1%. Other explanatory variablese;ag
years in the UK (age for natives); dummies for wommarried; whether dependent children; dummiesvfedium, low, other qualification; dummies for
period of arrival (before 1992; after 2007); dumsriier regions, quarters and year of the survey



Overall, these results suggest that immigrantsfEeU8 countries arrived after the
2004 enlargement work in different types of jobartthose arrived before.

Table 6 focuses on employment characteristics ssclvhether the job is temporary
in Column (1), whether the job is part-time in Quolu (2), and whether the respondent holds
a second job in Column (3). Immigrant men from BWbuntries are slightly more likely to
have a temporary job than British people and tHiastlzer types of immigrants. On the other
hand, all immigrant women are more likely to havéemporary job than British women.
EU8 immigrant men arrived after the enlargementless likely than British men and all
other immigrant groups to hold a part-time job, it U8 immigrant women are more likely

to hold a part-time job. There are only minor eliéinces in second job holdings.

Table 6: Job characteristics

1) (2) 3)
Temporary job Part-time job Second job
Men Women Men Women Men Women
EU15 0.017 -0.020* -0.005 0.003 -0.001 0.001
(0.008) (0.008) (0.010) (0.016) (0.007) (0.009)
EUS8 0.022 -0.032* 0.002 -0.009 -0.008 -0.007

(0.012) (0.011) (0.015) (0.022) (0.012) (0.012)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 0.001 -0.028* 0.003 -0.015 -0.033 0.039
(0.010)  (0.010) (0.015) (0.026) (0.016) (0.018)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 0.012  -0.004 -0.041*0.152* -0.011  0.018
(0.011) (0.010) (0.015) (0.022) (0.012) (0.012)

Observations 255,124 249,312 355,891 327,835 308,@58,948
Log likelihood -46590 53734  -98793 -203836 -4244956392

Marginal effects of a multinomial probit model; stkard errors in parenthesis; + Significant at 5%,
* Significant at 1%. Other explanatory variablegeayears in the UK (age for natives); dummies for
women; married; whether dependent children; dumniggs medium, low, other qualification;
dummies for period of arrival (before 1992; aft@02); dummies for regions, quarters and year of the
survey

Finally, Table 7 shows wage differentials betwdsitish people and the different
types of EU immigrants. Immigrants from EU15 coig® seem to earn higher hourly wages
than British people. There seem to be no diffegent average wages between EUS8
immigrants arrived before the enlargement and &ripeople; however, those arrived in the
UK after the enlargement suffer a wage penaltyimbat 19%. This may partly contribute to

their higher probability of having a paid job. EW&®men earn around 23% less per hour
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than British women, but there does not seem anytiaddl wage penalty for those who
arrived to the UK after the enlargement.

Unfortunately we do not have any information onglaage proficiency. However, if
proficiency is not an issue for EU8 immigrants \aed after the enlargement, these results
may suggest that such immigrants may see themsa$vesmporary migrants, accepting low-

skill-low pay jobs on which to work for a limitecepod of time.

Table 7: Wages

(1) (2)

Men Women
EU15 0.134%** 0.016
(0.024) (0.020)
EUS 0.021 -0.233***
(0.038) (0.028)
EU15 arriving on or after 2004 -0.001 -0.035
(0.034) (0.030)
EUS arriving on or after 2004 -0.186*** 0.034
(0.035) (0.026)
R2 0.412 0.416
Observations 179,166 186,867

Standard errors in parenthesis; + Significant af $%ignificant at 1%. Other explanatory variables:
age; years in the UK (age for natives); years afite in the job; dummies for women; married;
whether dependent children; part-time; temporaby gummies for medium, low, other qualification;
dummies for period of arrival (before 1992; aft®02); dummies for regions, quarters and year of the
survey

In summary, our results show that there are sggmt differences not only between
EU immigrants and British people, but also betweemigrants from EU15 and from EU8
countries. These differences relate to all aspao@lysed here: from the activity and
employment status to the type of jobs immigrants British people do. Furthermore, our
models show often large differences, especially B8 immigrants, between those who

arrived in the UK before and those who arrivedratfte enlargement.

4.4. How do European immigrantsin the UK compare to people in the country of origin?

How do Irish, German and Polish people who haveateg to the UK compare to those who
remained in the country of origin? Table 8 showsdiliptive statistics for the characteristics
of Irish, German, and Polish people in their coyntf origin, compared to those who
migrated to the UK. With the exception of Polisktople, migrants are comparatively more
likely to be female; with the exception of Irishgmbe, migrants are younger and less likely to

be married than the average (working age) populatiothe sending country. Immigrants
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from Ireland and Germany have on average highaidesf education than those remaining
in their country of origin; to some extent this Aep also to Polish immigrants, although
most Polish immigrants have levels of educationciiare not easily translated into British
qualification (“other qualifications”). For IrisAnd German people, the distribution across
activity levels is similar for immigrants and fdndase remaining in the country of origin.
Polish people who migrated to the UK are compagftivmore likely to be in paid
employment and less likely to be self-employed,nupleyed or inactive, compared to Polish
people living in Poland. This may suggest thaspite the differences in education between
the two countries, gains from migration, in ternisemployment probability, are higher for
Polish than Irish and German people. Unfortunatdte EU LFS does not allow us to

compare wages obtained by migrants to those olat&ip&on migrants.

Table 8: Descriptive statistics (EU LFS)

Irish in Germans in Polish in

Ireland UK Germany UK Poland UK
Female 0.479 0.506 0.474 0.546 0.494 0.488
Age 37 45 39 36 38 30
Married 0.494 0.569 0.524 0.442 0.597 0.429
High education 0.238 0.346 0.216 0.425 0.137 0.174
Medium education 0.378 0.160 0.583 0.212 0.637 0.057
Low education 0.384 0.303 0.201 0.217 0.226 0.187
Other education 0.194 0.146 0.581
Years of education 13 12 16 14 14 15
In paid employment 0.568 0.573 0.627 0.653 0.437 0.749
Self-employed 0.117 0.113 0.072 0.079 0.114 0.083
Unemployed 0.038 0.036 0.070 0.049 0.078 0.039
Inactive 0.277 0.278 0.231 0.219 0.372 0.128
Observations 588,041 4,044 846,087 2,425 738,462 2,363
Years 2000-2009 2002-2009 2004-2009

Table 9 compares the employment characteristi@srepresentative person who is 30 years
of age, has a medium level of education, is notriedm@nd has no dependent children. The
representative person who has migrated to the W&lin London, and the reference year is
2009, i.e. a year characterised by downturn inUKe These probabilities are estimated on
the basis of regression coefficients of modelsested separately by country and sex (see
Sub-section 3.4). To have an idea of how the sitnaf the immigrant in the UK compares

to that of a similar person in the country of amigiTable 10 shows how the economic
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situation differs among each country (the figure§able 10 are computed using the UK and
EU LFS).

Table 10 suggests that in 2009 Ireland and Pokev@ higher proportions of self-
employment than the UK; according to Table 9, i020ish and Polish people arrived in the
UK before the enlargement have a much larger piibtyabf being self-employed than
similar people in Ireland and Poland. If arrivdteathe enlargement, both Irish and Polish
immigrants to the UK are less likely to be self-éoypd than those arrived before and than
similar people who remained in the country of origiFor Germans there seems to be no
change across arrival cohorts: German men ardikedgto be self-employed in the UK than
similar men remaining in Germany. The oppositensed¢o be true for German women:
immigrants to the UK seem to be more likely to lef-employed than similar women

remaining in Germany.

Table 9: Comparison between immigrants to the UK similar people remaining in the country of

origin
Individual Probability (2) (2)
Men Women
UK UK UK UK
Irish in: Ireland Arrived Arrived Ireland Arrived Arrived
1992-2004 2004-2007 1992-2004 2004-2007
Probability self-empl. 0.096 0.179 0.087 0.005 a.00 0.002
Probability unemployed 0.161 0.067 0.074 0.045 ©.04 0.027
Probability temporary job 0.119 0.019 0.046 0.128 0.096 0.201
Probability part-time job 0.149 0.044 0.025 0.310 .24 0.213
Probability second job 0.024 0.051 0.051 0.010 ®.00 0.008
UK UK UK UK
Germans in: Germany Arrived Arrived  Germany Arrived Arrived
1992-2004 2004-2007 1992-2004 2004-2007
Probability self-empl. 0.021 0.017 0.011 0.007 6.01 0.020
Probability unemployed 0.034 0.068 0.012 0.020 ®.01 0.029
Probability temporary job  0.207 0.054 0.088 0.214 0.096 0.096
Probability part-time job 0.111 0.159 0.152 0.283 .250 0.086
Probability second job 0.027 0.030 0.036 0.040 9.04 0.044
UK UK UK UK
Polish in: Poland  Arrived Arrived Poland  Arrived Arrived
1992-2004 2004-2007 1992-2004 2004-2007
Probability self-empl. 0.088 0.301 0.020 0.033 @.02 0.002
Probability unemployed 0.119 0.028 0.020 0.116 .00 0.009
Probability temporary job 0.448 0.027 0.082 0.501 0.020 0.067
Probability part-time job 0.077 0.018 0.017 0.134 .282 0.168
Probability second job 0.057 0.018 0.016 0.036 D.05 0.033

Probabilities referring to a representative persdmw is 30 years of age, has a medium level of
education, is not married and has no dependerdrehil The representative person who has migrated
to the UK lives in London, and the reference ye&009, i.e. a year characterised by downturnen th
UK.
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Table 10: Comparison country averages in 2009

UK Ireland Germany Poland

Percentage self-employed (over active populatiory.3 15.8 9.7 18.0
Unemployment rate 7.3 111 6.5 8.7
Percentage employees with temporary jobs 5.0 8.1 141 26.5
Percentage employees with part-time jobs 25.3 229 25.7 7.5
Percentage employees with two jobs 3.8 1.9 33 8.3

For all groups, immigrants seem much less likelyoe unemployed than similar
people who did not migrate, thus suggesting thapfgemay migrate when they have a good
chance of securing a job abroad. Table 9 suggfestsmmigrants are also less likely to have
a temporary job than similar people remaining i@ tdountry of origin, while Table 10 also
suggests that the proportion of temporary jobsowel in the UK than in the other three
countries. Table 9 also confirms that part-timenigsst common among women — rather than
men — and that, with few exceptions, immigrantsless likely to work part-time than similar
people remaining in the country of origin. ForiBlolwomen the probability of working part-
time is much lower for those arrived after, thaosth arrived before the enlargement. Finally,

there do not seem to be striking differences imseof second job holding.

5. Summary and conclusions

In this paper we describe changes in immigratimmfrEuropean countries into the UK
following the 2004 EU enlargement. We show tha #2004 enlargement represents a
turning point for the UK, characterised by a fagtrease in immigration from EU8 countries,
and that the increasing trend seems to stop duhagrecent recession. The number of
immigrants from EU15 countries, instead, remaitatirely stable over the whole period.
Immigrants from EUS8 countries are significantlyffelient than immigrants from

EU15 countries, and those who arrived after the428@largement differ significantly from
those arrived before. In contrast to EU15 anderalHU8 immigrants, new EU8 immigrants
are less likely to locate to London and more evespiead across regions in the UK. They
are comparatively more likely to be active in thbdur market — as opposed to students or
inactive — and to be in paid employment and lelssl\lito be self-employed or inactive.
Their distribution across industries is also difar from that of British people and other

types of immigrants; they are less likely to woettgtime but earn substantially lower wages.

26



We also find substantial differences between pewpile migrate to the UK and those who
remain in the country of origin.

Overall our results suggest that the eliminatibrbarriers to immigration for EU8
countries has changed not only the number, but #dsocharacteristics of immigrants.
Immigrants arriving after the elimination of immagion barriers locate in different regions
and in different segments of the UK labour mark€mne of the possible reasons for such
differences, which we cannot explore in this papethat these new types of immigrants are
more likely to be temporary, to accept relativehfavourable working conditions in the UK
but also to remain for a limited period. If thssthe case, a new type of immigration may

pose new challenges to socio-economic integration.
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