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ABSTRACT

Ethnic Minorities in the European Union: An Overview

This paper sheds light on the labor market situation of ethnic minorities in the European
Union. Facing a serious measurement challenge and lacking adequate data, we apply
several measures of ethnicity and examine various data sources as well as secondary
evidence. We find significant gaps between ethnic minority and majority populations in terms
of labor market outcomes. In particular, ethnic minorities appear to face disproportional
difficulties in finding a job. Although experience in the host country improves the status of
immigrant minorities, we do not find any clear assimilation of further immigrant generations.
Roma people seem to face particularly grave integration barriers in European labor markets.
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Social and economic exclusion remains an everyday challenge to millions of members of
ethnic minorities living in Europe today. Underlying differences between ethnic
minorities and majority populations, as defined by their cultural and ethnic backgrounds,
often correlate with gaps in their labor market outcomes. Being a member of an ethnic
minority per se often bears a disadvantage in terms of relative labor market outcomes vis-
a-vis the majority population. Integration challenges appear in a variety of forms, from
unequal access to health care and social services to unemployment, underemployment,
and substandard remuneration of individuals belonging to different ethnic minorities.
Labor market segmentation is a particularly worrisome issue, since equal labor market
opportunities are a cornerstone for achieving not only a high quality of life for minorities

themselves but also prosperity and social cohesion for society at large.

This paper aims to shed light upon the labor market situation of ethnic minorities across
the EU with respect to the corresponding majority populations. To this end it is necessary
to first discuss some methodological issues related to the definition and measurement of
ethnic minorities. We then examine the highlights of previous research on this topic and
report and interpret some aggregate statistics describing interethnic gaps in labor market
outcomes in Europe. Finally, we measure the effects of belonging to an immigrant ethnic
minority on labor market outcomes across the EU in an econometric model, discuss the

possible explanations of the observed effects, and summarize the results.



On the definition and measurement of ethnic minorities

There is a broad basis of empirical research which points to the labor market
disadvantage ethnic minorities in Europe face. However deriving conclusions on ethnic
minorities of an individual country is by no means an easy task; nor is the comparative
evaluation of the economic conditions across member states which these groups face. The
main limitation is the scarcity of quantitative and qualitative data of a high enough
quality to allow cross-country comparability. The term ‘ethnic minority’ is generally
understood to be those groups exhibiting cultural preferences different to those of the
majority population, or groups with different cultural and societal origins. However in the
empirical field, ‘ethnic minority’ is likely to refer only to a group of individuals who
were born in, or are citizens of, another country. It can also be the case that the term
refers only to those individuals with a different racial background. Evidently this can lead
to discrepancies and the omission of data which correctly capture those who can also be
regarded as belonging to an ethnic minority: naturalized immigrants; autochthonous
minorities who, although present for hundreds of years, have not assimilated to natives;
and second and third generations of immigrants. Matters are further complicated by
countries using different empirical definitions of what it means to be an ethnic minority.
As a consequence ethnic minorities are often insufficiently covered by empirical research
and comparisons of economic conditions at a cross-country level become uninformative

and biased.



These empirical issues are especially relevant in some Eastern European countries, where
the term ‘nationality’, in Western understanding a synonym of citizenship, has the
meaning of ethnicity, or belonging to a national group, as an identity category. The
popular understanding of these terms is often blurred, however. On the other hand
statistical information from Eastern Europe tends to differentiate between ethnic
populations, which is a remnant of the traditional role ethnicity played in defining
individual self-identification in the former Soviet bloc. Unfortunately the low availability
of socio-economic indicators in the data does little to help evaluate the most
disadvantaged minorities in these countries, such as the Roma. Taking Roma as an
example reveals additional challenges with the complex matter of self-identification,
which can arise from an inadequate coverage of various often non-exclusive categories of
identity or multiple identities in survey questionnaires or from Roma identity being

rejected in the face of perceived stigma or fear of persecution.

Resolving these deeply rooted measurement problems is well beyond the scope of this
book. Its comprehensive nature however suggests an approach that will facilitate the
identification of key integration challenges for a broad range of ethnic minorities in the
EU at risk of labor market exclusion as well as provide a keystone for the evaluation of
available integration policy options. Specifically we adopt a broad and flexible
understanding of ethnic minorities that encompasses all categories of the population of
foreign origin (including recent migrants and descendants of previous generations of
migrants), ethnic minorities, national minorities, linguistic minorities, religious

minorities, and stateless people.



A literature review

Evidence from social science research on the situation of ethnic minorities varies
according to the country, minority or economic indicator being studied. However
research generally provides robust evidence of the presence of labor market
disadvantages for ethnic minorities. These often take the form of significantly higher
unemployment rates, and, for those with work, lower labor income. Furthermore ethnic
minorities face greater barriers to finding work than the majority population; and once

they have found work, they are less likely to keep it.!

We first look at gaps in labor market outcomes of immigrant minorities.” A significant
body of literature including Borjas (1990, 1995) focus on mean immigrant-native
earnings gaps. Another stream, represented, among others, by Butcher and DiNardo
(2002) and Chiswick, Le and Miller (2008), investigate this gap at different deciles of
earnings distribution. Adsera and Chiswick (2007) examine the gender and country of

origin differences in immigrant labor market outcomes across European destinations. The

Constant and Zimmermann (2008), and Constant, Gataullina and Zimmermann (2009) develop and
explore the explanatory power of a new measure of ethnic identity, the ethnosizer, for various types of
economic outcomes, such as work participation, earnings and housing decisions. Kahanec (2007)
provides a theoretical model that demonstrates the role of belonging to an ethnic group for labor market
specialization and outcomes of group members.

Zimmermann (2005) and Zaiceva and Zimmermann (2008) study migration patterns in Europe. Kahanec,
Zaiceva and Zimmermann (2010) and the book edited by Kahanec and Zimmermann (2010) summarize
the labor market experience of post-enlargement migrants in an enlarged EU. One of their main findings
is that while the post-enlargement migrants perform fairly well in the host labor markets in terms of
employment, participation, as well as their educational attainment, their downskilling into jobs

inadequate for their educational attainment may be a serious policy issue.



literature generally reports significant earnings gaps, whose magnitudes and determinants
vary by gender, year, immigrant cohort and years since migration, as well as across the

deciles of the earnings distribution.

Kahanec and Zaiceva (2009) map the roles of foreign origin and citizenship for labor
market performance across labor markets in an enlarged EU. They show that being
foreign-born or a citizen of a foreign country matters for employment probability and
earnings in host labor markets. In particular they document that in the 15 old member
states, it is primarily immigrant status that bears employment as well as earnings
penalties; whereas citizenship is a relatively more important factor in the new member
states. Importantly these results are robust to controlling for a wide range of (observable)
social and demographic characteristics, signifying the independent effect of belonging to

an immigrant ethnic minority on labor market outcomes.

Turning to European country-level evidence, Constant and Massey (2003) document
significant immigrant-native gaps in labor market outcomes for Germany. Ethnic
minorities who have recently arrived in Spain have a lower chance of being employed
than comparable natives (Amuedo-Dorantes and de la Rica, 2007). Furthermore the
difference is not constant between the genders: the gap for men is 15 per cent; for women
4 per cent. African immigrants fare worse. Their likelihood of being employed is 8
percentage points lower than that of comparable natives. Immigrant ethnic minorities in
the Netherlands generally face lower labor market returns in comparison to natives with

the same characteristics. Van Ours and Veenman (2005) report wage gaps of 2 per cent



for Turks, 13 per cent for Surinamese, 19 per cent for Antilleans and 22 per cent for
Moroccans. Once more these wage differentials are with respect to comparable natives
and cannot be explained by observable characteristics. Black African minorities in France
cannot only expect considerably lower wages than the French majority, but this
difference increases with each generation of this immigrant minority (Aeberhardt et al.,

2009; Constant, 2005).

A number of studies report the disadvantages faced by Pakistani, Bangladeshi,
Caribbeans, Black Africans and other immigrant groups in the UK in terms of
remuneration, employment and other labor market outcomes (Simpson et al., 2006;
Wheatley Price, 2001; Dustmann et al., 2003). Kahanec and Mendola (2009) provide
evidence on a positive role of social ties with co-ethnics for self-employment and of
social relationships across ethnic boundaries for wage employment of ethnic minorities in

Britain.

Studies conducted on the Danish labor market reveal that there is little immigrant
integration, and this is all the more true for those from non-Western countries. Pedersen
(2005, 2006) draws attention to the fact that immigrants have much higher population
shares with relatively low incomes compared to natives as a possible explanation.
However others find that although immigrant women face as much gender discrimination
as natives, there is little evidence that there is additional ethnic wage discrimination
(Nielsen et al., 2004). This is most likely because of the large extent of unionization to be

found in the Danish labor market.



A study of the Roma population in Hungary reports that representatives of the Roma
minority are more likely to lose their jobs than non-Roma (Kertési, 2004). Kertési and
Kézdi (2009) map Roma employment during Hungary’s economic, political and social
transformation, attributing more than one-third of the observed employment gaps to
substandard education of the Roma population. The 2006 country report on human rights
practices from the Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights, and Labor finds that ‘Roma
were significantly less educated and had below average income and life expectancy. The
unemployment rate for Roma was estimated at 70 percent, more than 10 times the
national average, and most Roma live in extreme poverty.”® The Roma fare no better in
Slovakia, where Vasecka (2001) reports them to have a persistently higher ratio of long-
term unemployment compared to native Slovaks. Moreover unofficial reports from 1999
estimate the number of unemployed Roma to be 80 500 out of a total population of 400

000; and of those unemployed 83 per cent do not have an educational degree or diploma.

Hazans (2007) examines differences in earnings in Latvia and finds an ethnic wage gap
of 9.6 per cent for 2005. Another study (Hazans, Dmitrijeva and Trapeznikova, 2007),
which analyses differences in unemployment duration between natives and the non-
Latvian (mainly Russian-speaking) minority from 2002 to 2005, obtains that the median
duration of the period of unemployment was three months longer. They also observe a
negative effect of non-titular ethnicity on the probability to exit registered

unemployment.

® For further details see http://www.state.gov/g/drl/rls/hrrpt/2006/78816.htm.



Among the key reasons why such differences exist in the labor markets of EU countries
is the low education level of minorities. Hartog and Zorlu (2009) examine data on
refugees in the Netherlands and find that 13 per cent have received no education; 55 per
cent have no more than extended basic education; and only 15 per cent have completed
higher education. A similar story can be found in France: Aeberhardt et al. (2009) find
that among French workers with parents of African origin 34.0 per cent have a low
educational attainment and do not possess any diploma, while the corresponding figure

for French workers with French parents is 25.3 per cent.

The low educational attainment of the Roma in Hungary is documented by Kertési (2004)
and Kertési and Kézdi (2009); and the “Impreuna’ Agency for Community Development
and Romani CRISS (2006) documents this for Romania. Roma experts believe that it is
this low educational attainment which is the main reason for exclusion in Romania,
where only a little more than a half of all Roma have only primary level education or
none; and only 1 per cent have achieved post high school or university education (OSF,

2007).

However it must be said that higher education does not guarantee ethnic minorities better
labor market placement. Higher education in the country of origin does not yield an
advantage for immigrants in the initial years in the Dutch labor market (Hartog and
Zorlu, 2009). Although this finding can be explained with language requirements for
higher level jobs and the non-transferability of skills, it is likely that discrimination is

also a factor. Nevertheless the inexplicable gaps found in the labor market outcomes



compared to natives are often interpreted as signs of discrimination, or selection effects,
differences in social or ethnic capital or in other unobserved characteristics (Kertési,
2004; Hartog and Zorlu, 2009). On a more positive note, Caille (2005) finds that
immigrant children in France who entered sixth grade in 1995 have the same probability

of completing high school as non-immigrant students.

Empirical findings

Immigrant ethnic minorities in the EU labor market

The meta-analysis of the available EU-wide harmonized microdata sets, such as the
European Social Survey (ESS), Eurobarometer, EU Labour Force Survey (EU LFS), EU
Survey of Income and Living Conditions (EU SILC) or the European Community
Household Panel (ECHP), reveals the lack of data disaggregated by ethnicity: such data is
either not available at all or not available due to anonymity, or the number of
observations is too small to be meaningful and representative. For example there is a
question in the ESS dataset whether respondents belong to the ‘ethnic minority” group in
their country. This question would be very useful for our analysis; however the number
of observations for the working-age individuals belonging to an ethnic minority group
with relevant information on their labor force participation status is too low in any

member state.

We therefore start our exposition by examining the situation of immigrant ethnic

minorities, that is, those defined by foreign origin or citizenship, across European



destinations. For this purpose we use the annual data from the 2007 wave of the EU LFS.
This enables us to study the situation of ethnic minorities with immigrant background in
the period not yet affected by the economic turmoil brought about by the financial crisis
that began in 2008. Although the data is anonymous and aggregated, it is possible to
distinguish between natives and those born outside the EU, and between nationals and
citizens of non-EU countries.* We focus on two measures of labor market outcomes, the
labor force participation rate and the unemployment rate, and interpret the differentials in
these rates vis-a-vis natives and nationals, respectively, as our measures of integration.’
In what follows we restrict our sample to working-age population, aged 15 to 64, and we
exclude those in compulsory military service or regular education. Labor force
participation rate is defined as the proportion of the total working-age population which
belongs to the labor force (that is, are employed or unemployed) in a given year. The
unemployment rate is the proportion of individuals who are unemployed in the labor

force.

Table 1.1 presents the tabulations for labor force participation for these minorities with
foreign background (‘foreigners’), non-EU nationals and foreign-born, and the native-
born population and nationals of the respective country (‘natives’), respectively, by

gender for EU member states. Be it for the nationals or native-born, the lowest

* Itis also possible to distinguish those born in another EU country and citizens of another EU country, but
intra-EU immigrant groups are outside the focus of this book.

® Differentials between natives and foreigners in terms of earnings closely mimic those for unemployment
rates (see for example Kahanec and Zaiceva, 2009).



participation rates are observed in Hungary and the highest in Sweden. The labor force

participation rate for women is lower than for men in all member states.

Table 1.1

It is also apparent in Table 1.1 that foreigner-native gaps in participation rates prevail
across the EU. Several interesting facts are illustrated in Figure 1.1 that visualizes these
gaps. First, in several countries, mainly from Southern Europe or the group of new
member states, the proportion of non-EU foreign-born or non-EU nationals participating
in the labor force is higher than the figure for the corresponding native groups. Second,
similarly to natives, among foreigners the participation rate of women in the labor force
is lower than for men. However in several Eastern as well as Southern European member
states the proportion of foreign women is higher than the proportion of native women
participating in the labor force. Third, an interesting assimilation pattern arises in Table
1.1 when we compare Non-EU foreign-born with fewer than five and more than five
years of residence in the host country. In most countries experience in the host society
implies catching up in terms of labor market attachment, although there are notable

exceptions, including the UK.

Figure 1.1

Table 1.2 reports unemployment rates by country, foreigner status and gender in 2007.

We find the highest native unemployment rate in Slovakia and Poland and the lowest in



the Netherlands. For natives, unemployment rates of women are usually higher than those
of men, with the exception of Estonia, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania Romania, Sweden (only

for nationals), and the UK.

Table 1.2

Figure 1.2 depicts the differences in unemployment rates between non-EU immigrants
and non-EU nationals and the corresponding native groups. In spite of a few exceptions,
being a foreigner results in a higher unemployment likelihood; however, as seen from
Table 1.2, experience in the host country seems to improve the ability of foreigners
finding a job. Although in several cases, including Denmark, the unemployment rate of
female foreigners is lower than that of corresponding males, generally speaking female

foreigners suffer from higher unemployment rates more than their male counterparts.

Figure 1.2

The differences in labor market outcomes between natives and foreigners described
above may be due to various factors, including differences in demographic and economic
individual characteristics, such as age and human capital; however it may also be due to
discrimination. Therefore the raw tabulations presented above are not entirely
informative, and a more formal econometric regression analysis is needed in order to

disentangle the underlying causes.



In order to control for differences in observable characteristics across groups, we estimate
a simple probabilistic model of the probit type to explain the probability of participating
in the labor force and the probability of employment. The effects of being a foreigner is
picked up by a dummy variable that attains the value of one for foreigners and zero
otherwise.® The estimated coefficient for this variable is attributable to the compound
effect of unobserved differences in social and ethnic capital, discrimination, but also any

other omitted variables or selection.’

We restrict our sample to individuals with non-missing information on the key variables
used in the regressions. For the labor force participation, the standard set of controls in
the regressions includes whether there is a spouse or not, age and education dummies,
dummies for children 0 to 4, 5 to 9 and 10 to 14 years old in the household, and region
fixed effects. Since household income, wages and non-labor income, which importantly

affect the participation decision (particularly for women), are not always available in the

® One can in fact distinguish four groups of foreigners based on place of birth and nationality: foreign-born
foreign nationals, native-born foreign nationals, foreign-born nationals, and native-born nationals. As we
are here interested in the situation of immigrant ethnic minorities as defined by two common definitions,
one based on place of birth and the other on nationality, we provide results from separate regressions in
which the effects of belonging to an immigrant ethnic minority correspond to these two definitions. For a
detailed analysis of the independent effects and interactions of foreign origin and foreign nationality in
the EU see Kahanec and Zaiceva (2009).

One of the most prominent factors emphasized in the literature that may contribute to the unexplained
part is self-selection into migration (especially among men) and into the labor force (especially among
women). In particular the aptitude of the average migrant and female migrant may differ from that of the
average native counterpart, since the migration decision is affected by the expected benefits from
migration. Since these benefits depend on the economic aptitude of the potential migrant, which one can
never fully capture, more able individuals are more likely to migrate, all things being equal. In effect,
migrants often have on average a higher (unobservable) propensity to participate in the labor force and be

employed. This possibility needs to be taken into account when interpreting the results.



dataset due to data protection issues, we indirectly account for them by controlling for
both the respondent’s and partner’s age and education in participation regressions for
married individuals, which we report separately. For foreign-born we also control for

years since migration as an important determinant of assimilation into the host society.

Table 1.3

Table 1.3 reports the marginal effects of being a foreigner (c.f. ‘intercepts’) on labor
force participation and unemployment. There are several important facts regarding labor
force participation gaps that are immediately apparent. First, marginal effects estimates
suggest that, all things being equal, the effect of being a foreigner on labor force
participation is by and large negative both for men and women. For example, the labor
market participation probability for a married, foreign-born man in Austria is 29.1
percentage points lower than that of the corresponding native. The few positive
exceptions are to be found in Southern Europe or the new member states. The marginal
effects of being a foreigner for unemployment probability are once more mainly positive

or insignificant across the EU, with the exception of some Southern European states.

These findings unequivocally point at a vulnerable position of immigrant ethnic
minorities in the EU. Do immigrant ethnic minorities catch up with time spent in the host
society, as indicated in Tables 1.1 and 1.2?® When we look at the role of years since

migration in Table 1.3 (c.f. ‘slopes’), the general picture is that years since migration in

8 See Borjas (1994) and Kahanec and Zimmermann (2008) for a review of the literature on immigrant

adjustment.



many cases improve the labor market prospects of the non-EU foreign-born both in terms
of participation and employment. In fact this partly, but not fully, mitigates the
depressing picture provided by Table 1.3 (c.f. ‘intercepts’). That we control for years
since migration also implies that the marginal effects of being non-EU foreign-born
reported in Table 1.3 should be interpreted as those pertaining to an ‘unassimilated’
foreigner. With years since migration, the labor market status of the foreign-born

generally improves.’

We further document the disadvantaged position of various generations of ethnic
minorities in the French labor market. Official statistics in France capture differences
between several generations of ethnic minorities based on both the individual’s and
parents’ country of birth. An immigrant is defined as being older than ten upon arrival in
France. As Table 1.4 shows, they are almost twice as likely to be unemployed compared
to natives. The same is true for those who are younger than ten, named ‘generation 1.5.
Not only do second generation men whose parents were born outside of France fare
worse in the labor market than natives, they fare the worst when compared to any ethnic
minority of other generations. The same is not true for second generation women, who,
with the exception of Moroccan women, tend to be more economically active and
experience lower unemployment than other female immigrants or ‘generation 1.5’
women. Members of ethnic minority groups who have a parent born in France are
defined as mixed second generation. They are in a better situation than other co-ethnics

and although they are marginally less active in the labor market, they have much lower

® One should note however that besides the assimilation hypothesis another possibility is a changing

(deteriorating) quality of immigrant cohorts over time. See Borjas (1995).



unemployment rates compared to other ethnic minorities of foreign origin. For example
the unemployment rate for French male residents with French and Algerian parents (i.e. a
mixed second generation) is just slightly higher than a half of that of male immigrant

Algerians from the first or second generation.

Table 1.4

Self-identified ethnic minorities

As mentioned above, gathering adequate data for ethnic minorities in the EU is a
formidable task. We go a step beyond the convenient but quite limiting definition based
on foreign origin or citizenship in this section and report statistics describing those who
self-identify into an ethnic minority group for three European countries where such data
are available. Specifically, Table 1.5 reports a comparison between the labor market
statistics of the largest ethnic minorities and their native counterparts in Hungary,
Romania and the UK. The recorded data demonstrate a substantial ethnic disadvantage in
the UK. Overall, ethnic minorities in the UK have lower attachments to the labor market
and higher unemployment rates than the white majority. In agreement with Simpson et al.
(2006), we also find that of the ethnic minorities studied in England, individuals from
Bangladesh and Pakistan were the most disadvantaged, followed by Black Africans. On
average Bangladeshis are five times more likely to be unemployed and 40 per cent less

likely to participate in the labor market than the white majority.



It is interesting to note that in labor markets in Hungary and Romania, non-Roma ethnic
minorities fare at least as well as natives do. The unemployment rate in Hungary is
marginally higher only for African minorities; for immigrants from China, Croatia,
Poland, Armenia and Arab countries it is substantially lower than for natives.
Furthermore the labor participation rate in Hungary is higher for all ethnic minorities.
Table 1.5 also reveals that Hungarians are marginally less active in the Romanian labor
market than natives, although there is very little difference in labor market outcomes in

Romania for either Hungarians, Ukrainians or native Romanians.

Table 1.5

While adjustment of ethnic minorities with a migration background is an important part
of the picture, EU member states have some indigenous minorities, such as Roma, who
are at an extreme disadvantage although having been living in the host country for many
generations. Roma have lived in European countries for hundreds of years, unlike the
immigrant ethnic minority groups listed in the previous tables. However as Table 1.6
shows, they are still poorly integrated and are considered to be a minority at high risk of

exclusion in almost every country they are present.’

Table 1.6

19 See Zimmermann et al. (2008).



The labor market situation Roma experience in Hungary and Romania is wholly
unsatisfactory: the activity rate for Roma is half of that for natives in either country; and
the unemployment rate is also much higher. The unemployment rate for economically
active Roma in Hungary is five times higher than for natives. The plight of Roma is
mirrored in other Eastern European countries. According to a recent World Bank study,
the unemployment rate of Roma in Bulgaria, at 77 per cent, is three times higher than the
rate for non-Roma Bulgarians (Kolev, 2005). Alarmingly, the Roma unemployment rate
in some Slovakian settlements has reached 100 per cent (Dzambazovic and VaSecka,

2000).

Roma fare better in Spain, where a local initiative reported a less dramatic disparity
between Roma and non-Roma (EUMAP, 2002) than is found in Central and Eastern
European countries. Although Roma exhibited even higher participation rates than non-
Roma Spaniards, the report did find strong evidence of the disadvantages Roma face with

regards to employment stability, employment duration and occupation.

Conclusion

This paper has shown that the data and definition issues cannot hide the worrisome reality
of ethnic minorities in Europe. Although in several countries ethnic minorities exhibit
relatively high participation rates, they appear to face significant difficulties in finding a
job and securing adequate earnings and occupational status. This generality hides

complexities. In terms of labor market participation, immigrant minorities tend to do



rather well, which may reflect positive self-selection in the migration process. While we
find a positive role of years since migration, analysis has not indicated any clear
assimilation of further immigrant generations. This underlines the importance of tackling
the issue of the integration of ethnic minorities into the whole social fabric. Although
Roma have and continue to experience grave labor market hardship in Central and
Eastern Europe, Spain offers a somewhat less pessimistic outlook. Let us also not forget
the role gender plays in labor market outcomes. It is another important variable that

interacts with ethnicity and may drive some of the interethnic labor market gaps.
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Table 1.1 Participation rates in EU member states, by citizenship and immigration status

Country Nationality Country of birth
Nationals | Non-EU | Native- | Non-EU foreign-born
nationals | born
Total Reside | Reside <5
>5 years | years
Austria 78.96 69.33 79.35 72.45 74.96 59.43
Men 86.00 81.51 86.13 83.83 84.6 79.30
Women 72.17 57.18 72.70 61.78 65.57 44.20
N 106 468 | 7 363 99 918 11771 | 9868 1903
Belgium 73.45 58.21 74.03 62.84 63.92 58.47
Men 80.13 77.95 80.46 78.39 78.10 79.67
Women 66.92 40.04 67.61 49.00 50.95 41.65
N 61 929 2120 59 884 4 806 3850 956
Bulgaria 70.93 75.25 70.92 76.32 80.34 16.67
Men 76.07 78.72 76.06 80.77 88.41 n.a.
Women 65.92 72.22 65.91 73.21 75.23 n.a.
N 78 626 101 78 522 190 178 12
Cyprus 78.27 85.50 78.14 83.69 80.95 86.36
Men 88.72 87.20 88.62 90.16 91.94 87.77
Women 68.24 84.83 67.78 80.28 73.62 85.78
N 19 674 1510 18 728 2 507 1239 1268
Czech Rep. | 75.11 82.76 75.20 80.21 79.88 81.55
Men 84.08 93.95 84.17 92.91 93.04 92.41
Women 66.49 71.38 66.58 69.28 68.65 71.91
N 153 134 | 557 151 329 | 854 686 168
Denmark 85.27 68.01 85.52 73.84 73.87 73.55
Men 87.84 76.57 88.10 78.72 78.55 80.35
Women 82.94 60.44 83.19 69.39 69.53 68.30
N 61 575 1 866 58 979 3 746 3349 397
Estonia 82.43 82.09 82.71 80.18 80.36 n.a.
Men 86.57 88.68 87.22 84.69 84.76 n.a.
Women 78.55 74.42 78.21 76.54 76.79 n.a.
N 11 363 1954 11 482 1786 1772 14
Finland 75.26 63.97 75.25 66.72 66.88 64.29
Men 76.85 72.97 76.83 73.05 72.76 n.a.
Women 73.64 56.50 73.63 62.08 62.46 57.14
N 36 656 408 36 137 667 625 42
France 78.25 63.43 78.73 68.95 70.41 61.22
Men 83.41 79.96 83.68 81.14 81.21 80.75
Women 73.29 47.59 73.94 57.22 59.92 43.30
N 38 352 1947 35574 4228 3 555 673
Germany 82.80 68.17 83.21 n.a. n.a. n.a.




Men 88.76 83.48 88.89 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Women 76.91 53.70 77.57 n.a. n.a. n.a.
N 25 396 1395 23424 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Greece 71.45 79.09 71.42 77.81 78.99 72.40
Men 84.77 96.21 84.69 95.01 94.60 96.99
Women 58.65 58.98 58.59 59.29 61.93 47.73
N 157564 | 8 298 154 841 | 10 357 8 502 1855
Hungary 65.58 73.72 65.57 69.06 68.39 75.00
Men 73.49 82.98 73.47 80.36 79.67 85.29
Women 58.01 65.13 57.99 60.93 60.56 64.71
N 177 632 | 293 176 032 | 669 601 68
Ireland 76.61 n.a. 76.56 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Men 87.32 n.a. 87.22 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Women 66.07 n.a. 65.98 n.a. n.a. n.a.
N 43 104 n.a. 41 160 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Italy 66.03 75.49 65.93 74.61 77.30 65.61
Men 79.04 93.30 78.84 92.28 92.78 90.24
Women 53.35 57.56 53.24 58.46 61.87 48.85
N 356 988 | 13438 347604 | 19139 14 737 | 4402
Latvia 78.12 69.48 78.02 78.72 78.70 80.00
Men 83.46 76.53 83.25 85.11 84.90 n.a.
Women 73.39 63.48 73.26 73.89 74.03 n.a.
N 21124 213 18 538 2528 2483 45
Lithuania 76.36 75.82 76.30 77.41 77.59 69.70
Men 79.97 85.05 79.86 82.95 83.19 71.43
Women 73.08 62.67 73.05 72.41 72.51 68.42
N 35509 182 34 151 1470 1437 33
Luxembourg | 67.76 66.86 68.18 70.47 72.12 63.56
Men 78.48 87.69 78.90 87.80 88.32 85.00
Women 57.10 54.03 57.56 58.22 59.79 52.56
N 7875 341 7737 613 495 118
Netherlands | 79.90 57.31 80.56 68.02 68.67 55.60
Men 87.42 76.17 87.86 79.60 79.60 79.71
Women 72.47 42.12 73.25 58.38 59.27 45.40
N 61 944 1 054 57 827 4 650 4418 232
Poland 68.74 68.91 68.91 37.13 35.76 50.00
Men 76.55 82.98 76.71 51.88 50.00 n.a.
Women 61.38 59.72 61.57 27.36 25.84 n.a.
N 115581 | 119 115187 | 334 302 32
Portugal 76.48 86.87 76.22 85.07 85.22 84.33
Men 83.38 92.59 83.21 90.30 89.90 92.52
Women 69.95 81.39 69.59 80.32 80.82 78.11
N 97 015 2 369 93 819 4902 4 066 836
Romania 69.33 72.44 69.34 77.00 76.29 n.a.




Men 76.99 80.27 76.98 87.69 87.1 n.a.
Women 61.93 63.97 61.94 57.14 57.14 n.a.
N 150095 | 283 150 270 | 100 97 3
Slovakia 73.93 n.a. 73.95 77.92 76.71 n.a.
Men 83.23 n.a. 83.25 87.80 86.49 n.a.
Women 64.86 n.a. 64.87 66.67 66.67 n.a.
N 66 848 17 66 518 77 73 4
Slovenia 75.75 72.61 76.21 71.85 71.93 68.42
Men 80.76 88.20 81.22 77.34 77.08 93.10
Women 70.60 50.40 71.04 66.19 66.55 53.19
N 39 984 303 36 544 3535 3459 76
Spain 73.68 80.68 73.49 81.06 82.79 77.20
Men 84.99 90.46 84.83 90.60 91.45 88.44
Women 62.62 72.22 62.35 72.75 74.69 68.86
N 59 925 2 350 58 475 3 405 2 348 1057
Sweden 88.44 75.64 89.26 78.85 79.91 71.03
Men 90.54 83.27 91.05 84.38 84.18 85.82
Women 86.31 67.20 87.41 73.45 75.77 55.98
N 163040 | 2890 148 863 | 13 097 11530 | 1567
UK 78.61 73.12 78.91 72.31 71.56 74.84
Men 86.25 88.88 86.28 86.61 84.89 92.44
Women 71.51 59.47 72.04 59.74 59.86 59.33
N 61 145 2 325 58 056 4 954 3825 1129

Notes: Labor market status variable is generated by Eurostat. Labor force participation
equals 1 if employed or unemployed; 0 if inactive. Unemployment equals 1 if
unemployed, 0 if employed, missing if inactive. Observations between 15 and 64 years of
age. They are excluded if in military service, full-time student or apprentice in regular
education. Citizens/immigrants from other EU27 countries are excluded. The number of
observations for a group fewer than 100 is in italics, or not available (n.a.) if fewer than
10. Non-EU refers to non-EU27.

Source: Own calculations based on the EU Labour Force Survey 2007.



Table 1.2 Unemployment rates in EU member states by citizenship and immigration

status
Country Nationality Country of birth
Nationals | Non-EU | Native-born | Non-EU foreign-born
Nationals Total | Reside | Reside
>5 years | <5 years
Austria 3.44 10.09 3.23 9.13 8.27 14.77
Men 291 10.04 2.68 9.19 8.30 14.81
Women 4.05 10.16 3.86 9.06 8.24 14,71
N 84 065 5105 79 281 8528 | 7397 1131
Belgium 6.65 30.47 6.32 22.68 | 20.76 31.13
Men 5.72 28.03 5.47 21.08 |19.42 28.19
Women 7.73 34.84 7.33 2496 | 22.66 35.59
N 45 488 1234 44 332 3020 |2461 559
Bulgaria 7.15 5.26 7.15 6.21 5.59 n.a.
Men 6.73 5.41 6.73 7.94 6.56 n.a.
Women 7.62 5.13 7.62 4.88 4.88 n.a.
N 55 767 76 55 687 145 143 2
Cyprus 3.64 2.56 3.53 4.48 6.08 3.01
Men 3.06 5.16 3.03 5.91 5.48 6.50
Women 4.35 1.52 4.17 3.64 6.58 1.55
N 15 399 1291 14 634 2098 |1003 1095
Czech Rep. |5.54 9.54 5.46 9.34 10.22 5.84
Men 4.43 7.20 4.34 6.27 7.82 n.a.
Women 6.90 12.69 6.82 12.89 |12.99 12.50
N 115013 | 461 113 800 685 548 137
Denmark 3.76 11.74 3.62 9.76 0.74 9.93
Men 3.38 12.99 3.22 10.24 | 10.02 12.23
Women 4.13 10.35 4.01 9.26 9.44 7.84
N 52 505 1269 50 441 2766 | 2474 292
Estonia 4.31 7.67 4.68 5.80 5.69 n.a.
Men 4.98 7.19 5.20 6.52 6.54 n.a.
Women 3.62 8.33 4.09 5.15 4.93 n.a.
N 9 366 1604 9 497 1432 | 1424 8
Finland 5.13 19.54 5.03 17.08 | 16.75 22.22
Men 4.83 17.78 4.76 16.02 | 15.38 n.a.
Women 5.44 21.43 5.32 1799 |17.94 n.a.
N 27 588 261 27 192 445 418 27
France 8.77 21.78 8.46 17.36 | 14.90 32.28
Men 8.16 17.72 7.94 14,57 | 12.87 23.85
Women 9.45 28.33 9.02 21.17 |17.58 46.71
N 30012 1235 28 006 2915 | 2503 412
Germany 8.13 19.24 7.76 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Men 7.74 19.26 7.30 n.a. n.a. n.a.




Women 8.56 19.22 8.28 n.a. n.a. n.a.
N 21028 951 19 492 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Greece 8.13 7.48 8.01 8.90 8.84 9.16
Men 5.02 3.71 4.93 4.96 4.90 5.22
Women 12.46 14.71 12.32 15.69 | 15.43 17.19
N 112 585 | 6563 110 590 8059 |[6716 1343
Hungary 8.33 0.26 8.36 6.71 6.57 7.84
Men 8.18 5.98 8.21 4.89 5.61 n.a.
Women 8.51 13.13 8.53 8.44 7.44 18.18
N 116 498 | 216 115431 462 411 51
Ireland 4.36 n.a. 4.32 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Men 471 n.a. 4.68 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Women 3.91 n.a. 3.84 n.a. n.a. n.a.
N 33024 n.a. 31511 n.a. n.a. n.a.
Italy 5.89 8.88 5.85 8.05 7.20 11.39
Men 4.86 5.47 4.85 5.11 4.66 7.03
Women 7.38 14.46 7.32 12.28 | 10.99 16.88
N 235719 | 10145 229 186 14279111391 | 2888
Latvia 5.81 5.41 5.75 5.93 5.99 2.78
Men 6.61 5.33 6.64 6.05 6.08 n.a.
Women 4,99 5.48 481 5.83 5.91 n.a.
N 16 503 148 14 464 1990 | 1954 36
Lithuania 4.32 5.07 4.27 6.15 6.10 8.70
Men 4.35 5.49 4.37 4.66 4,75 n.a.
Women 4.29 4.26 4.16 7.69 7.51 n.a.
N 27 115 138 26 057 1138 | 1115 23
Luxembourg | 3.39 13.60 3.55 12.27 | 10.36 21.33
Men 2.73 12.28 2.73 11.21 | 11.11 11.76
Women 4.30 14.91 4.65 13.40 | 9.52 29.27
N 5 336 228 5275 432 357 75
Netherlands | 2.68 9.93 2.44 7.43 7.35 9.30
Men 2.36 9.22 2.16 6.66 6.64 7.27
Women 3.07 10.98 2.79 8.31 8.17 10.81
N 49 492 604 46 585 3163 | 3034 129
Poland 9.63 8.54 9.63 12.10 | 11.11 n.a.
Men 9.17 12.82 9.18 13.04 | 11.29 n.a.
Women 10.17 4.65 10.16 10.91 | 10.87 n.a.
N 79 447 82 79 378 124 108 16
Portugal 7.76 11.76 7.75 9.71 9.41 11.21
Men 6.65 8.94 6.66 7.84 7.85 7.78
Women 9.00 14.84 8.99 11.62 | 11.04 14.29
N 74 193 2 058 71507 4170 | 3465 705
Romania 6.25 2.44 6.24 1.30 1.35 n.a.
Men 7.10 2.54 7.10 n.a. n.a. n.a.




Women 5.22 2.30 5.22 n.a. n.a. n.a.
N 104 065 | 205 104 191 77 74 3
Slovakia 11.30 n.a. 11.32 18.33 | 19.64 n.a.
Men 9.93 n.a. 9.94 11.11 | 12.50 n.a.
Women 13.01 n.a. 13.04 29.17 | 29.17 n.a.
N 49 422 17 49 190 60 56 4
Slovenia 4.85 11.36 4.80 6.22 6.03 15.38
Men 4.19 5.10 4.16 4.82 4.92 n.a.
Women 5.63 26.98 5.55 7.91 7.37 n.a.
N 30 287 220 27 850 2540 | 2488 52
Spain 7.25 11.45 7.23 10.29 |9.72 11.64
Men 5.19 9.43 5.16 8.36 7.71 10.05
Women 9.99 13.63 10.01 12.39 | 12.03 13.16
N 44 152 1896 42 976 2760 [1944 816
Sweden 4.16 14.04 3.72 11.74 | 11.00 17.79
Men 4.15 15.43 3.74 11.63 | 11.04 15.78
Women 4.16 12.15 3.70 11.86 | 10.97 20.92
N 144190 | 2186 132 871 10327 | 9214 1113
UK 4.42 7.00 4.33 7.06 6.72 8.17
Men 4.79 6.57 4,74 6.63 6.66 6.54
Women 3.99 7.56 3.88 7.61 6.80 10.39
N 48 065 1700 45 814 3582 | 2737 845

Notes: Labor market status variable is generated by Eurostat. Labor force participation
equals 1 if employed or unemployed; O if inactive. Unemployment equals 1 if
unemployed, 0 if employed, missing if inactive. Observations between 15 and 64 years of
age. They are excluded if in military service, full-time student or apprentice in regular
education. Citizens/immigrants from other EU27 countries are excluded. The number of
observations for a group fewer than 100 is in italics, or not available (n.a.) if fewer than
10. Non-EU refers to non-EU27.

Source: Own calculations based on the EU Labour Force Survey 2007.



Table 1.3 Marginal effects of being foreign-born or a foreign national (intercepts and slopes)

Country Labor force participation Unemployment
All Married All
Men Women Men Women Men Women
AT Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.249*** -0.491*** | -0.291*** | -0.526*** | 0.081*** | 0.115***
Slope 0.013*** 0.036*** | 0.013*** | 0.042*** | -0.001*** | -0.004***
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.057*** -0.150*** | -0.079*** | -0.178*** | 0.042*** | 0.036***
BE Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.150*** -0.353*** | -0.239*** | -0.445*** | 0.142*** | 0.203***
Slope 0.006*** 0.015*** | 0.009*** | 0.021*** | -0.002* -0.005***
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.108*** -0.289*** | -0.149*** | -0.402*** | 0.118*** | 0.152***
BG Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.718*** -0.665*** | -0.402 -0.718*** | 0.304 0.511*
Slope 0.054*** 0.076** 0.023 0.094*** | -0.008 -0.019
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.177* -0.088 -0.036 -0.105 0.042 0.000
CY Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.022 0.206*** -0.123 -0.308*** | 0.012 -0.038***
Slope 0.001 -0.033*** | 0.008 0.018* 0.001 0.008***
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.063** 0.105*** | -0.152*** | -0.231*** | 0.004 -0.030***
Cz Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | 0.046 0.045 0.091*** | -0.169 -0.025 0.066
Slope -0.003 -0.007 -0.514** 0.009 0.007 0.001
Non-EU national Intercept | 0.032 -0.022 0.021 -0.092 0.029 0.083***
DE Non-EU national Intercept | -0.057*** -0.148*** | -0.053*** | -0.184*** | 0.068*** | 0.076***
DK Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.316*** -0.362*** | n.a. n.a. 0.127*** | 0.059*
Slope 0.007** 0.013*** | n.a. n.a. -0.002 -0.001
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.193*** -0.247*** | n.a. n.a. 0.081*** | 0.053***
EE Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.157 -0.248 0.009 -0.418* 0.091 0.297*
Slope 0.010 0.016 -0.002 0.028* -0.002 -0.008
Non-EU national Intercept | 0.013 -0.043** -0.001 -0.040 0.028*** | 0.049***
ES Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.018 -0.032 -0.013 -0.239*** | 0.047*** | 0.026
Slope 0.002 0.008** 0.000 0.026*** | -0.001 -0.000
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.018 0.022 -0.021 -0.079*** | 0.050*** | 0.030***




FI Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.233 -0.278* n.a. n.a. 0.433*** | 0.065
Slope 0.015 0.018 n.a. n.a. -0.008 0.005
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.069* -0.183*** | n.a. n.a. 0.160*** | 0.154***
FR Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.273*** -0.444*** | -0,199*** | -0.472*** | 0.155*** | 0.493***
Slope 0.017*** 0.027*** | 0.014*** | 0.031*** | -0.004** | -0.017***
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.075*** -0.233*** | -0.029 -0.299*** | 0.092*** | 0.170***
GR Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | 0.098*** -0.193*** | 0.028 -0.270*** | -0.018 0.002
Slope -0.014*** 0.020*** | 0.001 0.027*** | 0.002 0.003
Non-EU national Intercept | 0.065*** -0.016 0.044*** | -0.047** | -0.014*** | 0.014
HU Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | 0.017 0.033 0.201*** -0.132 0.045 0.169
Slope 0.005 -0.007 -0.066 0.008 -0.007 -0.009
Non-EU national Intercept | 0.069 -0.023 0.181** -0.026 -0.009 0.052
IT Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | 0.052*** -0.238*** | 0.026 -0.336*** | 0.008 0.116***
Slope 0.000 0.023*** | 0.003 0.033*** | 0.000 -0.004***
Non-EU national Intercept | 0.064*** -0.073*** | 0.060*** | -0.165*** | 0.017*** | 0.066***
LT Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.423* -0.414** -0.581** -0.534*** | n.a. 0.226
Slope 0.028* 0.029** 0.029*** | 0.031** | n.a. -0.006
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.031 -0.189*** | -0.123** -0.264*** | 0.021 0.006
LU Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.255** -0.385*** | -0.134 -0.373*** | 0.132*** | 0.337***
Slope 0.018** 0.035*** | 0.009 0.033*** | -0.000 -0.009***
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.055 -0.157*** | -0.027 -0.216*** | 0.113*** | 0.108***
LV Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | 0.062 -0.144 -0.038 -0.058 -0.046 n.a.
Slope -0.005 0.012 0.005 0.003 0.007 n.a.
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.088 -0.125** -0.049 -0.048 -0.010 0.022
NL Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.425*** -0.593*** | -0.423*** | -0.686*** | 0.205*** | 0.223***
Slope 0.012*** 0.035*** | 0.011*** | 0.054*** | -0.003*** | -0.005***
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.217*** -0.382*** | -0.243*** | -0.414*** | 0.076*** | 0.075***
PL Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.159 -0.436*** | -0.247** -0.241 0.290 0.016
Slope 0.002 0.025* 0.011 0.003 -0.008 0.003




Non-EU national Intercept | -0.082 -0.206*** | 0.057 -0.139 0.129** | -0.021
PT Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | 0.055** -0.065** -0.007 -0.058 -0.011 0.082***
Slope -0.004 0.009*** | 0.002 0.005 0.002 -0.004**
Non-EU national Intercept | 0.045*** 0.017 -0.002 -0.022 0.011 0.059***
RO Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | n.a. -0.545 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Slope n.a. 0.048 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.010 -0.061 0.013 -0.010 -0.015 -0.010
SE Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.138*** -0.466*** | n.a. n.a. 0.184*** | 0.235***
Slope 0.002 0.017*** | n.a. n.a. -0.003*** | -0.005***
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.104*** -0.179*** | n.a. n.a. 0.113*** | 0.063***
Sl Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.296*** -0.551*** | -0.435** -0.678*** | -0.035 0.408***
Slope 0.018** 0.041*** | 0.025** 0.055** | 0.008 -0.012***
Non-EU national Intercept | 0.013 -0.295*** | -0.009 -0.311*** | 0.018 0.223***
UK Non-EU foreign-born | Intercept | -0.031 -0.210*** | -0.020 -0.259*** | 0.044*** | 0.068***
Slope -0.001 0.005** -0.003 0.008*** | -0.001 -0.001
Non-EU national Intercept | -0.047*** -0.162*** | -0.059*** | -0.196*** | 0.027*** | 0.033***

Notes: Marginal effects from probit regressions are reported. Intercepts measure the effects of the discrete change in dummy variables
‘Non-EU national’ and “Non-EU foreign-born’ from 0 to 1. For non-EU foreign-born, slopes measure the linear effect of a increase in
years since migration by one year; the underlying variable “years of residence in this member state’ is equal to O if a person is native, 0
to 10 for immigrants who have been in this member state for 1 to 10 years, and 11 for those who have been in the country for more
than 10 years. Sample includes individuals between 15 and 64 years old, individuals in military service and in regular education or
apprenticeships are excluded. Robust standard errors clustered by household are used to calculate the levels of significance indicated
by asterisks: * significant at 10%, ** significant at 5%, *** significant at 1%. Additional controls include spouse, age and education
dummies, dummies for children 0-4, 5-9, 10-14 years old in the household, and region fixed effects (and a dummy for missing regions
in the regressions for Germany and Finland). Partner’s age and education are included in participation regressions for married



individuals. For Cyprus, Estonia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Latvia and the Netherlands no data disaggregated by smaller regions is
available, thus regressions were estimated without regional dummies. For Denmark, Finland and Sweden there are no data on the
persons’ sequence number or relationship to reference person that were used for generating partner’s characteristics, thus no model
could be estimated for married and no children dummies could be generated. For several countries the number of observations for
non-EU nationals is small, thus the results have to be interpreted with caution (see Table 1.1 for additional sample sizes and notes). In
several cases data are not available or insufficient to estimate the effects (n.a.). Malta, Ireland, Slovakia and Germany (non-EU
foreign-born) are excluded for the same reasons.

Source: Own analysis based on the EU Labour Force Survey 2007.



Table 1.4 Labor market situation of ethnic minorities in France, by gender and
generations

Ethnic group Participation rate | Unemployment rate
Men | Women | Men | Women
Native French 86.8 | 75.6 10.1 | 15.1
Total immigrants 1st generation | 87.2 | 60.0 19.0 | 29.7
Algerians 84.6 |63.2 30.1 | 35.8
Moroccans 84.3 |52.8 26.1 | 35.9
Sub-Saharan Africans 77.1 |67.1 27.9 | 36.0
Turks 91.7 |36.3 25.3 | 45.4
South-East Asians 80.5 |60.9 14.1 | 19.8
Total generation 1.5 829 [69.2 | 19.7 | 26.3
Total 2nd generation 80.9 |71.2 16.9 | 20.7
Algerians 85.6 | 70.0 28.5 1 30.4
Moroccans 76.0 |54.3 27.2 | 38.7
Total mixed 2nd generation 82.0 |71.0 13.4 | 18.0
French and Algerian parents 81.4 |69.7 16.3 | 21.1
French and Moroccan parents 74.6 |65.8 1451 20.0

Notes: Population aged between 18 and 40.
Source: INSEE, Enquéte Etude de I’Histoire Familiale 1999 as reported in Meurs, Pailhé
and Simon (2008).



Table 1.5 Labor market situation of selected ethnic minorities and natives in selected
countries

Country | Minority/majority group | Participation | Unemployment
rate rate
Hungary
Hungarian majority 40.47 9.84
Africans 48.13 10.00
Arabs 48.14 5.21
Croatians 41.37 7.25
Chinese 65.01 0.68
Polish 53.07 6.81
Armenians 51.13 5.68
Ruthenians 48.27 8.11
Serbs 40.44 8.17
Ukrainians 47.95 8.39
Romania
Romanian majority 41.60 11.50
Hungarians 38.00 11.30
Ukrainians 42.80 11.10
UK
White majority population | 81.80 3.80
Indians 80.10 6.40
Pakistanis 55.20 12.80
Bangladeshis 48.70 19.40
Other Asians 75.10 8.30
Black Caribbeans 81.00 11.00
Black Africans 77.70 11.80

Source: Institut National de Statistica, 2003, Population and Housing Census of 18
March 2002. Vol. 1. Population — Demographic structure; Vol. Il. Population — Socio-
economic structure, Bucharest; Hungarian Census 2001; UK Labour Force Survey 2005
Q1 to 2006 Q4; and the authors’ calculations.

Table 1.6 Labor market situation of Roma and majority populations in Spain, Romania
and Hungary

Activity rate Unemployment
rate
Roma | Majority | Roma | Majority

Spain 69.27 | 56.10° 13.80 | 10.38°

Romania | 22.90 | 41.60 28.50 | 11.50

Hungary | 21.90 | 40.47 53.91 [9.84

Notes: ®Information on Spanish majority is not available, therefore data are substituted by
comparable indicators for the total non-Roma population in Spain.
Source: FSGG (2005), INS (2003) and Hungarian Census 2001.



Figure 1.1 Differences in labor force participation rates between non-EU foreigners and
natives, by gender
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Notes: Differences with respect to nationals and natives, respectively. Sample sizes are
small in a number of cases; see also Table 1.1.
Source: EU Labour Force Survey 2007.





