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_1 Indicators of immigrant integration:
Overview and challenges

This chapter lays the foundation for this publication by providing an
analytical framework for assessing integration outcomes. Since cross-
country differences in such outcomes hinge upon the composition of their
foreign-born populations, the chapter presents a classification of EU and
OECD countries based on the size and category of entry of the migrant
population as well as their experience with immigration. Exploring these
country groupings further, it identifies common integration challenges as
well as differences between countries in the same peer group. The chapter
then charts progress in integration outcomes along key dimensions.
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In Brief

International comparisons in integration outcomes can provide important new insights, but require to
take due account of the migrant composition

Immigrant populations are growing across EU and OECD countries. Together with their
descendants, they account for an increasing share of the total population of the host countries.
In the EU, nearly one-quarter of the population aged 15 years and above have at least one
foreign-born grandparent.

International comparisons provide policy makers with benchmarks so that they can compare
results in their own country with those of other countries. They also highlight common integration
challenges and can reveal aspects of integration that are not visible in national data.

As differences in integration outcomes between countries depends largely on the composition
of the foreign-born population, EU and OECD countries can be classified into 13 peer groups
based on the size and category of entry of the migrant population as well as their experience
with immigration.

There has been progress in the integration of immigrants on several fronts, but living conditions remain a
challenge

In most areas, immigrants and their children tend to have worse economic and social outcomes
than the native-born and their respective children, but gaps tend to narrow across generations
and the longer immigrants stay in the country. In particular, the integration of humanitarian and
family migrants, who generally arrive with weak attachments to the labour market, takes time.

Over the past decade, the labour market integration of immigrants has improved as well as the
educational outcomes of children of immigrants. Despite this progress, the living conditions of
immigrants are not always more favourable than they were a decade ago.

Between 2011 and 2021, the employment rates of recent arrivals have risen in over two-thirds
of countries. The better labour market performance of recent migrants is partly attributable to
their higher educational attainment compared with previous cohorts: nearly half were educated
to tertiary level in 2020 in the OECD, against less than one-third 10 years earlier.
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1.1. The importance of accurate data on the integration of immigrants and their
children for an informed policy debate

The integration of immigrants and their children continues to be high on the policy agenda across EU and
OECD countries. Partly as a response to the surge in inflows during the recent refugee crises of 2015/16
and 2022, many countries have updated and stepped up their integration programmes in recent years. At
the same time, the recent widespread labour shortages sparked efforts to draw in additional foreign
workers and further stimulated the competition for global talent. While much of the policy attention is
focused on the integration of new arrivals, in many countries, they account for only a small share of the
overall foreign-born population, which faces itself many integration challenges. Indeed, looking at different
indicators of integration, immigrants who have resided in the country for many years as well as their
children continue to lag behind the native-born and their respective children in most OECD and
EU countries.

Integration of immigrants and their children helps to build inclusive and cohesive societies. It enables
migrants to fully participate in society and fosters acceptance for further migration among host societies.
Indeed, successful integration is a two-way process, as enshrined in the EU Action Plan on Integration and
Inclusion 2021-27. This publication defines integration as the ability of immigrants to achieve the same
social and economic outcomes as the native-born, while taking into account their characteristics.

It is crucial to provide policy makers and the public with solid evidence, properly assess integration
outcomes and address the obstacles that stand in the way of successful integration and to tackle
disinformation. Although integration indicators strongly depend on the composition of the immigrant
population and are therefore generally not in themselves a good indication of the effect of integration
policies, they enable policy makers to identify challenges, set clear goals and evaluate progress. This
chapter discusses the benefits of developing monitoring tools of integration at the international level. It then
presents a classification of OECD and EU countries with respect to the size and category of entry of the
migrant population as well as their experience with immigration. Lastly, it summarises in a comparative
overview some core indicators as well as their evolution over the last decade. As the latest data available
at the time of writing is from 2021, the impact of historic outflow of people from Ukraine is not yet captured
in the integration indicators in this publication.

1.1.1. What is the target population?

This report defines immigrants as the foreign-born population (see also Box 1.1 on the definition of EU-
born). Indeed, while citizenship can change over time, the place of birth cannot. In addition, conditions for
obtaining host-country citizenship vary widely, hampering international comparisons. In countries that are
more liberal in this respect — such as the countries characterised by migrant settlement, as well as Japan,
Korea, Mexico and Turkiye — most foreign nationals may naturalise after five years of residence. Some
European countries, such as Sweden, also have relatively favourable requirements for some groups. By
contrast, many native-born with foreign-born parents are not citizens of their country of birth in several
Central and Eastern European countries and in the German-speaking countries.
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Box 1.1. EU-born and EU mobile citizens

This publication uses the term “EU-born” when referring to a person born in the EU/EFTA area who
settles in another EU/EFTA country. This definition is based on the country of birth and differs from the
term “EU mobile citizens”, which is based on citizenship and refers to EU citizens residing in another
EU member country. In practice, there is a significant overlap between both groups. Out of the about
15 million EU-born and the 12 million EU mobile citizens in the EU, 9.5 million belong to both groups.

However, more than one-third of the individuals born in another EU country (that is, more than 5 million
persons) have host-country citizenship and are consequently EU-born but not EU mobile citizens.
Furthermore, since EU citizenship is not unconditionally conferred to a person born in the EU, there is
also a small group of around 300 000 individuals who were born in another EU member country but are
third-country nationals.

At the same time, there are nearly 1 million people born outside the EU who have citizenship of an EU
member country (either by birth or due to naturalisation) but currently reside in another EU member
country. As a consequence, these individuals are EU mobile citizens but not EU-born. Likewise, nearly
2 million people with the nationality of another EU member state were born in their current country of
residence and are therefore EU mobile citizens but not EU-born.

When it comes to defining children of immigrants, most countries consider them as native-born with at
least one foreign-born parent, although occasionally this also refers to native-born with foreign nationality.
Most countries have little information on native-born with foreign-born parents because information on
parental origin is rarely collected. This report avoids the widely used term “second generation migrant” as
this term suggests that the immigrant status is perpetuated across generations. It is also factually wrong
since the persons concerned are not immigrants but native-born. Similarly, it avoids the term “people with
a migrant background” — a term that is often used to encompass both immigrants and their native-born
descendants. Indeed, the issues involved in the integration of persons born abroad — especially for those
who migrated as adults — and of children of immigrants raised and educated in the host country differ
greatly.

There are many reasons why the outcomes of immigrants — particularly those who arrived as adults — tend
to differ from those of the native-born population. They have been raised and educated in an environment
and often in a language that may be different from that of their host country. Although some of these issues
may affect their full integration, they generally become less of a hindrance the longer migrants reside in
the host country. The situation of people who are foreign-born but arrived as children when they were still
of mandatory schooling age is different from those who came as adults. Indeed, for the latter, certain key
characteristics such as educational attainment are barely influenced by integration policy (as education
has been acquired abroad), and thus should not be considered as indicators of integration. In contrast,
educational attainment is a key indicator for those who arrived as children or are native-born with foreign-
born parents.

Finally, issues are also very different when it comes to the native-born with foreign-born parents.’ As they
have been raised and educated in the host country, they should not be facing the same obstacles as their
foreign-born parents. In many respects, the outcomes of the native-born offspring with foreign-born parents
are thus a better measurement for integration than the outcomes of the foreign-born.

Figure 1.1 provides an overview of the populations that are either foreign-born themselves or have one or
two foreign-born parents. The former group is broken down into those who arrived as adults and those
who arrived as children during mandatory school age (i.e. before the age of 15). Based on household
survey data, around one in seven people living in the EU (see Box 1.2) and one in nine in the OECD is
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foreign-born, 54 million and 142 million, respectively. Among these, around one-quarter arrived before the
age of 15 in the OECD, a share that is slightly higher in the EU (29%). Native-born with at least one foreign-
born parent account for roughly 7% of the total population in the EU and the OECD - around 28 million
and 91 million, respectively. While in the United States, United Kingdom and Israel, the majority of the
native-born with foreign-born parents have two immigrant parents, in the EU, most are of mixed parentage,
i.e. one native-born and one foreign-born parent. Taken together, around one in five are either foreign-
born themselves or have at least one foreign-born parent in the EU, a share that is slightly lower in the
OECD.

Figure 1.1. Immigrants and native-born with foreign-born parents

Total population, 2021 or most recent year

Il Native-born with two foreign-born parents Native-born with mixed parentage
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Notes: In Japan, Korea, Mexico and Tiirkiye, the estimates for immigrant offspring are based on the share observed in PISA 2003 (among the
15-34 native-born) and PISA 2018 (among the less than 15 years old native-born). In Colombia, Costa Rica and Chile, the estimates for
immigrant offspring are based on the share observed in PISA 2009 (among the 15-34 native-born) and PISA 2018 (among the less than 15 years
old native-born).

Further notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLink.

StatLink Sa=r https://stat.link/yjrdzi

Immigrants account for around half of the population in Luxembourg, nearly two-fifths in Switzerland and
one-third in Australia and New Zealand. At the other end of the spectrum, less than one-tenth of the
population is foreign-born in most Central and Eastern European countries, the Asian OECD countries and
the Latin American OECD countries. Immigrants outnumber native-born with at least one foreign-born
parent in all countries except for some Central and Eastern European countries, as well as Mexico, France
and Israel. Overall, half of the population in Australia, Switzerland and Israel and over 70% in Luxembourg
are either foreign-born or have at least one foreign-born parent. In other longstanding European
destinations, that share ranges between one- and two-fifths. By contrast, in the Latin American countries
(except Costa Rica), the Asian countries as well as most Central and Eastern European countries, less
than one in ten of the population belong to this group.
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Box 1.2. Methodological note on the treatment of the United Kingdom in the EU context

Due to the withdrawal of the United Kingdom from the EU, the country is no longer included in EU
averages and EU totals in this edition. Furthermore, this publication considers immigrants born in the
United Kingdom as non-EU born. In a similar vein, UK citizens residing in EU member states are
considered third-country nationals (TCNs). However, as they were EU mobile citizens before 2020 and
most surveys do not provide detailed information on the country of birth, it is not possible to include
them among TCNs in earlier years. While this creates a bias in some time comparisons (see Chapter 8),
the impact is limited as UK citizens residing abroad only account for 3.5% of all TCNs in the EU. The
proportion is much higher in Ireland, though, which was therefore excluded from all time comparisons
in Chapter 8.

Figure 1.2. Immigrants and native-born with at least one foreign-born grandparent

15-year-olds and above, 2021

70%-

60
50
40

30

Notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLink.

Statlink Si=ra https://stat.link/i1n4p6

While many household surveys collect data on immigrants and their descendants, little is known about the
grandchildren of immigrants.? For the first time, a special Eurobarometer 519, launched by the European
Commission in 2021, allows to estimate their share among EU citizens. Assuming that all TCNs have at
least one foreign-born grandparent and adding this share to that of EU citizens with at least one foreign-
born grandparent, one finds that in the EU, nearly one-quarter of the population aged 15 years and above
have at least one foreign-born grandparent (Figure 1.2). Around half of them were born outside of the EU.
In Luxembourg and Latvia, around four-fifths and two-thirds of the population in this age range have at
least one foreign-born grandparent, respectively. Shares are also large in longstanding European
destinations (except for the Netherlands), where they account for over one-third.
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1.1.2. How is integration measured?

This publication assesses integration outcomes and their changes over time in relative terms, that is by
comparing outcomes of immigrants with those of the native-born (Chapters 2 to 6), the outcomes of the
native-born children with foreign-born parents with those of their peers with native-born parents
(Chapter 7) as well as TCNs with nationals of the country of residence in Europe (Chapter 8). These
indicators are easy to understand and can help to better identify integration challenges. However, they are
influenced by the composition of the immigrant population as well as a broad set of circumstances and
policies and do not necessarily reflect successes or failures of policy. Indeed, integration policy is just one
factor among many and its weight may depend on the country. To properly assess the impact of integration
policy, other measures are needed (see Box 1.3).

Box 1.3. Assessing integration policy through monitoring and analysis

Target indicators are a common way to measure the success of a specific integration policy. They
provide readily available policy targets or benchmarks for a specific group in a pre-defined time horizon.
An example would be the aim of lowering the unemployment rate among migrants by 2 percentage
points by 2025 in a country in which joblessness is more prevalent among migrants.

Satisfaction surveys among a pre-defined group of beneficiaries are a common way to assess the
success of a specific policy designed to reach such targets. While these are relatively easy to
administer, they are not an objective measure of effectiveness. What is more, opinions tend to be
influenced by many factors not related to the programme objectives.

A more objective way of measuring and monitoring the effect of a policy are ex-ante and ex-post
comparisons of outcomes. However, labour market outcomes, for example, may be influenced by
overall economic conditions as well as other policy measures (e.g. other labour market policy
interventions). Comparing the change in outcomes over time with the change among a comparison
group with the same characteristics not affected by the policy can partly control for this. Yet, this method
is not free of bias either. In particular, selection effects in programme participation as well as selective
dropouts can bias results. More complex study designs, such as randomised control trials, different
pre- versus post-programme cut-off times as well as regional pilots, can help to minimise these biases
and other confounding factors.

The two most common ways of measuring the outcomes of a target group against those of a reference
group are: i) as differences in outcomes (mainly expressed in percentage points, since most indicators are
shares or rates) and ii) as a ratio between the two outcomes.

Figure 1.3 depicts the share of low-educated immigrants and native-born. It shows how different
measurement methods can yield different country rankings. In this example, the ratio between the share
of low-educated immigrants and that of the native-born is comparatively large in Japan and Greece, with
immigrants being around twice as likely to be low-educated as the native-born. When it comes to the
difference in shares, the ranking of Greece gets even worse, while Japan finds itself in the middle of the
distribution. Although both measurements assess differences in the share of low-educated immigrants and
native-born, ratios disregard magnitude. In fact, whereas the share of low-educated immigrants in Greece
is one of the highest across the OECD, Japan is among the countries with the lowest share. This report
consequently presents indicators both as absolute values and discusses differences in percentage points,
but rarely as ratios.

INDICATORS OF IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION 2023 © OECD/EUROPEAN UNION 2023



22 |

Figure 1.3. Comparison of the share of low-educated foreign-and native-born
15-64 year-olds not in education, 2020
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Notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLink.
StatLink Sa=m https:/stat.link/dfa8q6
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1.2. The added value of international comparison

International comparisons bring much added value to indicators at the national level. Specifically, they:
a) Provide benchmarks for performance

International comparisons allow countries to compare their outcomes to others. They can provide
benchmarks for national performance and help interpret the magnitude of differences. For example, as
shown in Figure 1.4, looking at the national level alone is not sufficient to determine whether a 4-
percentage point gap in overcrowding rates (see Indicator 4.5 for a detailed definition) between immigrants
and the native-born in the United Kingdom is wide or not. However, a comparison at the international level
helps to put things into perspective. It shows that the gap in the United Kingdom is narrower than in virtually
all other longstanding destinations.

Figure 1.4. Overcrowding rates at the national and international level in longstanding destinations

16-year-olds and above, 2020

% B Foreign-born O Native-born o Foreign-born O Native-born
0 0
6 r 30 -

5 F

0 |
N Q OO AL &AM & @
. . F S FF S N F S W S
United Kingdom & g@&%« %\é\% \%‘%\&@@i@“‘b QQ}& & @ \0@\5 \O\q,\@%\ N
E .
0(.;\@ S X NS 0(59 S

Notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLink.

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/87t6i1

b) Identify common integration challenges

International comparisons also highlight common challenges across countries that are related to the nature
of the migration process rather than the host-country specific context. For example, compared with the
native-born, immigrants are more exposed to poverty virtually everywhere (Figure 1.5). Socio-economic
backgrounds of foreign-born populations vary widely between countries and can only partly account for
discrepancies in poverty rates between both groups. Specific labour market obstacles migrants face, such
as linguistic barriers and a devaluation of foreign credentials, as well as limited access to social benefits
and potentially discrimination can also contribute to higher poverty rates among immigrants.
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Figure 1.5. Relative poverty rates
16-year-olds and above, 2020

Foreign-born 1 Native-born

N\ &

NN DR AR OO DD S5 O @ @ AL PD # F. & P \c?’ \'Z’r}*@é\\"’
PP DR L R ’b'b\‘b\‘b\'b%\"b§°\<b AP S @ S QS F G S FE S \b¢® $
S S R S N S e G
Ry §§ S & S < SO 3 \\,ﬂ\
P N &

Notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLink.

StatLink = https://stat.link/xosfml

c) ldentify issues that are not visible in national data

International comparisons can also help identify issues that are not visible in national data, notably when
there are strong correlations between immigrant presence and other factors of disadvantage. Especially in
Europe, it is commonly claimed, for example, that concentrations of immediate descendants of immigrants
in the same schools risk impairing the overall educational performance of those schools. Results based on
data from the OECD Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) show that in Europe, where
immigrant parents are strongly overrepresented among the low-educated, students’ educational outcomes
tend to be lower when they find themselves in schools with high shares of children of immigrants
(Figure 1.6). However, in some OECD countries such as Australia, Canada and Israel, where immigrants
are overrepresented among the highly educated, children perform better when they find themselves in
schools with many children of immigrants. What emerges in contrast is that, in all countries, children’s
academic performance is systematically lower in schools with high proportions of children with a low-
educated mother. OECD-wide, they lag almost two years behind their peers in schools with few of such
students. This can be attributable chiefly to the strong impact mothers’ education has on the academic
achievements of her children. In this case, international comparisons help target the real problem related
to low educational performance: not the high concentration of children of immigrants as such, but the
concentration of children with low-educated mothers.
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Figure 1.6. Academic performance by concentration of pupils with at least one foreign-born parent
and a low-educated mother

Difference in PISA mean scores for 15-year-old pupils in schools above the 75/25% threshold and those in schools
below the 75/25% threshold, 2018
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Notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLinks.

StatLink Sz https://stat.link/xqm7u8

1.3. Classifying immigrant destination countries

To interpret integration outcomes, differences in the composition of the foreign-born populations between
countries must be considered. In particular, the reason for migration tends to have a strong bearing on
outcomes. Humanitarian migrants, for example, face specific hurdles when entering the labour market.
Due to the forced nature of their migration, they generally have had no time to prepare for their stay, suffer
from psychological stress and have, if any, only a weak attachment to the host country. By contrast, labour
migrants are often already selected based on their skills and/or their job in the host country and fare much
better in the labour market, especially initially (see Figure 1.7 and also Figure 1.11 below).

Yet, information on the reason for migration has been barely collected in household surveys, until recently.
From 2021 onwards, the EU-LFS includes a question on the reason for migration biennially, which allows
to present integration outcomes for different migrant groups in the EU. Outside of the EU, only few
countries collect data on immigrants’ legal grounds of stay (e.g. Korea) or are able to link household
surveys with their residence permit databases (e.g. Canada), which might differ from the self-reported
reason for migration.

As shown in Figure 1.7, in virtually every European country, employment rates are highest for labour
migrants, while humanitarian migrants tend to be the least likely to be employed. Migrants who arrive to
join family members only slightly outperform humanitarian migrants across the EU, despite an allegedly
stronger attachment to the host country.

These and other contextual information are crucial to the proper interpretation of immigrants’ outcomes
and observed differences with native-born populations. OECD countries vary widely in the size and
composition of their immigrant populations depending on, inter alia, geographical, historical, linguistic, and
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policy factors. For example, while humanitarian migrants and their families make up a large proportion of
the migrant population in Sweden, this share is much lower in countries such as Australia, Canada, or the
United Kingdom.

Figure 1.7. Employment rates of the foreign-born by reason for migration in the EU

15-64 year-olds, 2021
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Notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLinks.

StatLink s https://stat.link/arbijx

Recently, the historic outflow of people from Ukraine has had a significant effect on the composition of the
migrant population in several countries (see Box 1.4). Notably the Central and Eastern European countries,
which were predominantly receiving labour migrants in the past, saw a strong rise in the number of
humanitarian migrants. As the latest data available at the time of writing is from 2021, the impact of these
intakes is not yet captured in the integration indicators in this publication.

Box 1.4. Initial evidence on the integration of refugees from Ukraine

Russia’'s war of aggression against Ukraine, which began on 24 February 2022, has triggered a
massive displacement towards OECD countries. As of April 2023, more than 4.7 million Ukrainians had
registered for temporary protection in the EU alone. About a million more have moved on, or are
foreseen to do so to OECD non-EU countries, notably Canada, the United Kingdom, the United States,
Turkiye, and Israel. Despite the uncertainty surrounding their length of stay, many refugees have
reached their final destination and are starting to integrate into host societies.

OECD countries responded swiftly to the crisis, granting immigration concessions, and extending
different types of support and assistance to the new arrivals. These have included financial assistance
and emergency shelter as well as access to education and healthcare.

In most host countries, refugees from Ukraine have also been granted immediate and full labour market
access and they benefit from labour market integration support measures, generally provided by Public
Employment Services. Furthermore, tight labour markets, pre-existing networks of Ukrainian

INDICATORS OF IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION 2023 © OECD/EUROPEAN UNION 2023


https://stat.link/arbijx

| 27

immigrants and the refugees’ relatively high educational attainment favour their labour market
integration. Considering these factors, refugees from Ukraine have been quicker to find employment
than other refugee groups in many host countries. Nine months after the beginning of Russia’s war of
aggression, over 40% were already employed in the Netherlands, Lithuania, Estonia, and the
United Kingdom. Elsewhere, the share was lower, but is nevertheless increasing.

Despite their relatively swift entry into the labour market, early evidence suggests that this has often
come at the cost of finding jobs at an appropriate skill level. In Spain, for example, where nearly
two-thirds of adult refugees are highly educated, only around one in seven is employed in a highly
skilled profession. Highly skilled jobs often have substantial entry barriers, requiring potentially lengthy
recognition procedures and country-specific qualifications, as well as language skills. Only few
Ukrainian refugees report speaking the language of their host country, at least in non-English speaking
countries, and many perceive the lack of language skills as a major obstacle in their job search. As a
large share of the refugees from Ukraine are mothers with young children, the availability of childcare
is also crucial for supporting employment take-up at skills-appropriate levels.

Besides supporting the refugees’ entry into the labour market, host countries have also made
substantial efforts to scale up their classroom and teaching capacities to accommodate for Ukrainian
children. As children account for one-third of all refugee inflows, this has been one of the priorities on
the integration policy agenda in most host countries. The number of children attending host-country
schools increased substantially at the beginning of the 2022-23 school year, yet available data suggests
differences between countries. In November 2022, more than two-thirds of minors were enrolled in
Ireland and the Netherlands, but the enrolment levels were only around one-third in Poland. Often this
is because Ukrainian students continue to follow the Ukrainian curriculum remotely. However, while
distance learning helped to ensure educational continuity for children in the early months of
displacement, it can have a more negative impact on their integration longer term.

Source: OECD (2023), “What we know about the skills and early labour market outcomes of refugees from Ukraine”,
https://doi.org/10.1787/c7e694aa-en.

Based on the size and category of entry (labour, family, humanitarian, free mobility) of the migrant
population as well as the experience with immigration — all of which shape integration outcomes -, OECD
and EU destinations are classified into 13 peer groups with similar structural compositions of their foreign-
born populations (Figure 1.8). These peer groups tend to face similar integration challenges, rendering
international comparisons between them particularly valuable. Others show rather diverse outcomes as
factors not considered in the grouping, such as the size and strength of the economy, also influence
integration outcomes. As any classification requires some degree of simplification, it is impossible to
accommodate all drivers of complex integration processes. Figure 1.9 shows the outcomes of key
indicators across peer groups, and their evolution over time, in a synthetic way.
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Figure 1.8. Classification of OECD and EU countries as immigrant destinations according to the
characteristics of the foreign-born population, 2021
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Group 1.1: Settlement countries with selected skills criteria (Australia, Canada,
New Zealand)

These countries are characterised by migrant settlement and immigration is considered part of their
national heritage. On average, around one-quarter of the population is composed of immigrants, in addition
to around one-sixth who have at least one foreign-born parent. Immigration policies in these countries
mainly focus on attracting labour migrants who meet the skilled labour market needs of their economies.
As a result, labour migrants and their accompanying family members constitute the bulk of their foreign-
born populations. Furthermore, due to longstanding selective immigration, the average share of tertiary-
educated migrants exceeds not only that of the native-born population but also that of the foreign-born
populations in virtually all other countries. It has grown considerably in Australia and Canada over the last
decade and amounts to 60% and 66%, respectively.

Immigrants generally show favourable outcomes in settlement countries (see Figure 1.9). As they are
mostly highly educated labour migrants and their families, they fare well in the labour market, are in good
health and are less likely to be affected by poverty or live in overcrowded dwellings than immigrants in
most other countries. Although they have generally not fully caught up with their native-born peers (with
certain exceptions), gaps tend to be narrower than in the OECD overall (see Box 1.5). In addition, more
than four-fifths of migrants with ten years of residence or more have obtained host-country citizenship in
these countries, a much larger share than in most other OECD countries, where the acquisition of
citizenship is more difficult. The high educational attainment of immigrants also seems to benefit their
children. Unlike in most other countries, the native-born with foreign-born parents in this country group
outperform their counterparts with native-born parents in school and in the labour market.

Group 1.2: Settlement countries with other criteria (Israel, the United States)

As in the former peer group, settlement has been a constituent element of nation-building in these
countries. Immigrants make up one-fifth of the Israeli population and one-seventh of the American one.
The vast majority are settled migrants with at least 10 years of residence in the host country (around
five-sixths and three-fourths in Israel and the United States, respectively). Israel encourages migration of
the Jewish diaspora, while family reunification is an important principle guiding immigration policy in the
United States. As a result, nearly two-thirds of permanent immigrants in the United States have moved
primarily for family reasons.

Despite a lower share of labour migrants than in the countries included in Group 1.1, immigrants (and their
children) boast favourable labour market outcomes, and a comparatively large share is highly educated
(43% in the United States and 56% in Israel). Yet, these migrants face difficulties in finding employment
commensurate with their qualifications. Around one-third of those in employment are overqualified. In
Israel, highly educated migrants are roughly twice as likely to be overqualified as their native-born peers.
What is more, migrants still lag behind the native-born in the United States in terms of living conditions.

Group 2.1: Long-standing European destinations with predominantly EU-born/EU mobile
citizens (Luxembourg, Switzerland)

These countries attract large numbers of highly educated labour migrants from the EU/EFTA area. While
immigration is longstanding, there have been particularly significant inflows of tertiary-educated migrants
over the past decade. As a result, migrants with less than 10 years of residence in the host country account
for at least two-fifths of the immigrant populations in these countries.

Due to the high share of labour and free movement migrants (77% in Switzerland and 88% in Luxembourg
among permanent flows over the last 15 years), the labour market outcomes of immigrants are generally
good. More than 72% of the foreign-born are employed and overqualification rates are among the lowest
in the OECD. However, living conditions of migrants are less favourable. Notably, immigrants
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disproportionately face challenges in finding adequate housing and depict higher relative poverty rates. In
a similar vein, the educational and labour market outcomes of native-born with foreign-born parents lag
well behind those of their peers with native-born parents. Furthermore, despite some improvements over
the last decade, citizenship acquisition rates among migrants with at least ten years of residence remain
low.

Group 2.2: Long-standing European destinations with predominantly non-EU migrants
and a significant share of EU-born/EU mobile citizens (Austria, Belgium, Germany, the
United Kingdom)

Since the 1950s, active “guest worker” policies in these countries attracted predominantly low-educated
migrants from countries such as the former Yugoslavia, Turkiye, and Morocco, who carried out unskilled
labour during the Post World War Il economic expansion. Rather than staying temporarily, as initially
foreseen, many of these immigrants eventually settled with their families. The United Kingdom is the
exception in this group, as it received better educated labour migrants from its former colonies without
having implemented “guest worker” programmes. Since the 1990s, most of these countries have also
received significant inflows of humanitarian migrants, in particular Germany and Austria. Due to a surge in
humanitarian migration in 2015/2016 as well as continuous inflows of EU mobility migrants over the last
decade, the percentage of the foreign-born relative to the total population has grown in these countries.
As of 2020, around two in five migrants have resided in their host country for less than ten years. Unlike in
the first two groups, the share of highly educated migrants ranges only between 26 and 34% in these
countries. However, among EU-born, at least two-fifths are tertiary-educated (except for Germany, where
less than one-third is tertiary-educated). Education levels are higher among all migrants in the
United Kingdom, where around half hold a tertiary degree.

Although these countries host significant shares of labour migrants or accompanying family members
(including those who arrived through free mobility), immigrants’ employment rates are much lower than
those of the native-born. Gaps are entirely driven by non-EU migrants and amount to at least 6 percentage
points, except for the United Kingdom, where gaps are inexistent. Especially non-EU women face
difficulties in the labour market and fare much worse than both non-EU men and their native-born peers.
Disadvantages related to the low educational attainment of immigrant parents have often been passed on
to their children, who have much lower educational and labour market outcomes than their peers with
native-born parents (except for the United Kingdom again). Immigrants in these countries are also more
likely to be poor, live in inadequate housing or report poor health compared with their native-born peers,
although gaps are much smaller in Germany and the United Kingdom. In Belgium, despite a large share
of EU-born, outcomes of immigrants and their children resemble more those in group 2.3 below than those
in Austria, Germany and the United Kingdom.

Group 2.3: Long-standing European destinations with predominantly non-EU migrants
(France, the Netherlands)

Like the countries in group 2.2, France and the Netherlands adopted guest worker programmes to alleviate
(unskilled) labour shortages during the post-war economic boom. In addition to these flows, they received
significant numbers of labour and family migrants from their previous colonies, resulting in a predominantly
non-EU migrant population. Many migrants (nearly 70% in France and 78% in the Netherlands) settled in
urban areas with shares continuing to grow. In contrast to countries in Group 2.2, recent arrivals make up
only a small share of the immigrant population. As a result, around three-quarters of the foreign-born have
resided in their host country for 10 years or more, and the vast majority of these (62% in France and 75%
in the Netherlands) hold the citizenship of their host country.

Integration challenges resemble those of peer group 2.2 and are partly linked to the low educational
attainment of a significant proportion (over one-quarter in the Netherlands and one-third in France) of the

INDICATORS OF IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION 2023 © OECD/EUROPEAN UNION 2023



| 31

foreign-born population. Specifically, immigrants experience worse labour market outcomes than the
native-born with wide gaps in employment rates (7 percentage points in France and 16 in the Netherlands).
Similarly, relative poverty, housing problems and health issues are much more widespread among
immigrants than the native-born with widening disparities over the last decade. The native-born youth with
foreign-born parents also tend to fare much worse in school and the labour market than their peers with
native-born parents.

Group 3.1: More recent destinations with a significant share of humanitarian migrants
(Denmark, Norway, Sweden)

Since the 1990s, humanitarian migration has been an important driver of migration to these countries and
has led to a growing diversity in terms of countries of origin. However, EU/EFTA free mobility and labour
migrants still constitute the bulk of the migrant population (except for Sweden), accounting for more than
three-fifths of the permanent immigration flows to Denmark and Norway over the last 15 years. Due to
growing numbers of labour and free mobility migrants, as well as a surge in humanitarian migration in the
aftermath of the Syrian crisis in 2015/2016 (although to a lesser extent in Denmark), the foreign-born share
of the populations in these countries has increased by over one-third over the last decade, amounting to
on average 16% in 2021. Consequently, nearly half of all migrants have resided in their host countries for
less than 10 years and even around one-quarter for less than five years. At least two in five migrants hold
a tertiary degree, a share that rose in the decade up to 2020 and is now similar to that of the native-born.

Humanitarian migrants and their families as well as recent non-EU migrants are particularly vulnerable
when it comes to their labour market integration and generally fall short of the high economic outcomes of
the native-born. As elsewhere, these groups perform poorly in the labour market and experience higher
relative poverty rates and worse housing conditions than the native-born. The same holds true for the
native-born with foreign-born parents, who lag behind their peers with native-born parents in school and
the labour market. Despite these issues, social integration as well as native-born attitudes towards
immigration are more favourable than in most other European countries. For example, immigrants who are
eligible are much more likely to vote in national elections, show higher trust in the police and the legal
system and are more likely to volunteer than immigrants elsewhere. Furthermore, in Sweden, six in seven
settled migrants hold the Swedish nationality, while citizenship acquisition rates are much lower in
Denmark and Norway.

Group 3.2: More recent destinations with a significant share of labour migrants
(Costa Rica, Greece, Italy, Korea, Portugal, Spain)

Labour and family migrants account for the bulk of the foreign-born population in these countries. In the
Southern European countries, economic growth coupled with fertility decline resulted in labour shortages
in low-skilled jobs from the mid-1980s onwards up to the global financial crisis, which were filled by non-
European and later also Central and Eastern European migrants. During the same period, in Costa Rica,
political stability and favourable economic conditions attracted a growing number of low-educated labour
migrants, mainly from Nicaragua and other neighbouring countries. On average, migrants make up around
11% of the respective populations of these countries. In Korea, which receives high numbers of temporary
labour migrants, the share is much lower and stands at around 4%.

In Costa Rica, Greece and ltaly, immigrants are overrepresented at the lower end of the educational
spectrum. Only around one in six hold a tertiary degree. By contrast, following significant growth over the
past decade, this share is much larger in Portugal, Korea and Spain, where it stands at around one-third.
While overall employment levels of immigrants are similar to or higher than those of the native-born (except
Greece and Spain), migrants with a tertiary degree face difficulties in putting their skills fully into practice.
They are much less likely to be employed than their native-born peers and those who predominantly work
in positions below their skill level. Immigrants are also much more likely to work part-time, hold a temporary
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contract or work overtime than the native-born. They also lag behind in terms of living conditions, facing
poverty rates roughly twice as high as the native-born as well as much more pronounced housing
overcrowding rates. These problems are passed on to their children, who show poor labour market
outcomes, both in absolute terms and relative to their peers with native-born parents. Portugal is an outlier
in this regard. Due to substantial improvements in integration outcomes over the last decade, gaps
between immigrants and the native-born in overcrowding rates are much narrower and the poverty gap
even reversed (in favour of migrants). In contrast to the other countries in this peer group, settled migrants
in Portugal are also much more likely to acquire citizenship.

Group 3.3: More recent destinations with predominantly EU-born/EU mobile citizens
(Cyprus, Iceland, Ireland, Malta)

These countries recorded large inflows of labour migrants over the last decade, predominantly from the
EU/EFTA area. Around one-third of the foreign-born in Iceland and Ireland have been living in the host
country for less than 10 years, while shares in Malta and Cyprus even reach 50 and 60%, respectively. In
contrast to the previous group, around two in five migrants are tertiary educated, with an even larger
proportion in Ireland (56%).

Partly linked to the advantageous socio-economic background of immigrants, differences in labour market
performance and living conditions are generally marginal in these countries, if any. Yet results vary
between countries and there are country-specific integration challenges in certain domains. For example,
highly educated immigrants experience high incidences of overqualification in Iceland and Malta, where
they are, respectively, roughly four and three times more likely to work in a job below their qualification
level than the native-born. Furthermore, in Cyprus, migrants are around twice as often affected by relative
poverty as the native-born. In Iceland, native-born children of immigrants face difficulties integrating into
the school system, with half lacking basic reading skills at the age of 15.

Group 4.1: Emerging destinations with a foreign-born population traditionally shaped by
border changes and/or by national minorities and with a recent growing share of foreign-
born (Bulgaria, Hungary, Slovak Republic, Slovenia)

The foreign-born population in these Central and Eastern European countries has been shaped by national
minorities originating from neighbouring countries (as in Hungary) and border changes, mainly related to
nation-building in the late 20t century. As a result, citizenship acquisition rates among settled migrants are
among the highest in the OECD. In recent years, countries in this group have also witnessed significant
inflows of predominantly labour migrants from Central, Eastern and South-Eastern Europe. Accordingly,
recent migrants (with less than 10 years of residence) account for around one-third of the migrant
population, with an even larger share in Bulgaria (41%). Despite growing inflows, immigrants still make up
a relatively small proportion of the overall population (less than 7%), except for Slovenia, where every
seventh person is foreign-born. The share of migrants holding a university degree rose in all four countries
but still varies widely, ranging from 18% in Slovenia to 52% in Bulgaria.

Similarly, integration outcomes are heterogenous. In Hungary, immigrants (and their native-born children)
fare well in the labour market and enjoy living conditions that are broadly similar to those of the native-born.
This is also the case in the Slovak Republic, albeit to a lesser extent. By contrast, in Bulgaria, they struggle
integrating into the labour market and in Slovenia, they are disproportionately affected by relative poverty
and poor housing conditions.

INDICATORS OF IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION 2023 © OECD/EUROPEAN UNION 2023



|33

Figure 1.9. Overview of integration outcomes of the foreign-born population and their native-born
offspring
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Group 4.2: Emerging destinations with a foreign-born population shaped by border
changes and/or by national minorities and with a declining share of foreign-born
(Croatia, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania)

As in peer group 4.1, a significant share of the foreign-born in these countries were born abroad due to
border changes in the early 1990s or form part of national minorities from neighbouring countries. At least
four in five immigrants (and even 96% in Croatia) have resided in their host country for more than 10 years.
Together with Poland, these countries host the largest shares of elderly among the immigrant population
in the OECD. In Estonia and Latvia, over two-fifths of immigrants are aged 65 or above. Until recent refugee
inflows (see Box 1.4), new arrivals were limited and could not offset the population ageing of the foreign-
born. Therefore, the foreign-born population in these countries has declined over the last decade, in stark
contrast to all other OECD countries, bar Israel and Cyprus. As of 2021, around one in seven people is
foreign-born in these countries, with a smaller share in Lithuania (6%).

In the Baltic countries, integration outcomes are closely related to the age structure of the foreign-born
population. With many working age immigrants being close to retirement age, participation as well as
employment rates are lower among the foreign- than the native-born. Furthermore, health issues among
immigrants are of growing concern. They disproportionately suffer from overweight and are less likely to
report good health than the native-born, even after considering immigrants’ higher age. Relative poverty
rates of immigrants also exceed those of the native-born (except for Lithuania) and especially old age
poverty has increased considerably over the last decade, among immigrants and the native-born alike. By
contrast, as more than four in five migrants are homeowners, integration outcomes related to housing tend
to be more favourable. Croatia differs from the other countries in terms of integration, showing generally
smaller or inexistent gaps both in labour market outcomes and living conditions.

Group 4.3: Emerging destinations with recent significant humanitarian migration flows
(Chile, Colombia, Finland, Tiirkiye)

This group encompasses a heterogenous set of countries, which had a small immigrant population until
the early 2010s but have seen large numbers of humanitarian migrants arriving over the last decade.
Consequently, the foreign-born population has increased considerably in all four countries, most notably
in Colombia. While Chile and Colombia have received predominantly humanitarian migrants from
Venezuela, who share the same language and have relatively high formal educational attainment levels,
Finland and Turkiye host significant shares of refugees from Asian countries such as Syria and Iraq, where
education levels are more diverse. As a result, integration outcomes vary widely between these four
countries. Immigrants are more likely to be employed than the native-born in Chile and Colombia, while
the reverse holds true in Finland and Tirkiye. Furthermore, in Colombia, two-thirds of immigrants live in
overcrowded dwellings, a share that is more than twice as high as among the native-born. By contrast, in
Chile and Finland, housing conditions of immigrants are much more similar to those of the native-born.

Group 4.4: Emerging destinations with recent significant labour migration flows
(Czech Republic, Poland, Japan)

These countries have received growing inflows of labour migrants from geographically close countries as
population ageing and labour shortages have increased the need for foreign labour. As parts of these flows
are temporary, the foreign-born population is still relatively small (2% of the total population in Poland and
Japan, and 8% in the Czech Republic, where a significant part of the foreign-born population has been
shaped by border changes in the early 1990s). Educational levels of migrants in these countries vary, with
large shares of tertiary-educated in Poland and Japan (60 and 47%, respectively) and a much smaller
proportion of around one-third in the Czech Republic. Given that most immigrants arrived for employment
purposes, economic integration outcomes are generally favourable. For example, immigrants’ employment
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rates have increased considerably over the last decade and now exceed those of the native-born, albeit
only slightly, in Japan. Indicators on living conditions are only available for the Czech Republic and Poland.
In these countries, gaps tend to be smaller than in most other OECD countries.

Group 4.5: Emerging destinations with predominantly national returnees born abroad
(Mexico, Romania)

These countries have a large diaspora, and the foreign-born offspring of national returnees account for a
significant share of their foreign-born population. Because return migration has increased in recent years,
the foreign-born in these countries are much younger than in other OECD countries. More than one-third
are below the age of 15, and a significant share has reached the working age only recently. As the foreign-
born populations are still rather small, evidence on integration outcomes is limited. The scarce evidence
shows that, despite higher educational attainment, the foreign-born fare worse in the labour market than
their native-born peers, which might be partly attributable to their younger age. Gaps in employment rates
are relatively wide and have increased over the last decade.

Box 1.5. Methodological note: Measuring gaps of migrants in the EU and OECD

Integration outcomes vary considerably between countries and are shaped by the respective national
context. Against this backdrop, it is useful to look at OECD- or EU-wide results of integration outcomes.
For each indicator, this report shows the outcome of all immigrants residing in the OECD and EU vis-
a-vis that of the native-born — the so-called OECD/EU total. In contrast to the OECD/EU average,
i.e.the mean of the outcomes for all OECD or EU countries, this estimate considers all
OECD/EU countries as a single entity, to which each country contributes proportionately to the size of
its native- or foreign-born population. However, as immigrants are unequally distributed across OECD
and EU countries, OECD- or EU-wide gaps between immigrants and the native-born need to be
interpreted with care. For example, only five destinations (Germany, France, Austria, Spain and lItaly)
host over two-thirds of the roughly 54 million immigrants living in the EU, while accounting for less than
60% of the native-born population. Consequently, the situation in these countries is reflected to a
greater extent in the average indicator values of the foreign-born compared with those of the
native-born, while the opposite is true for countries with a comparatively small share of immigrants. For
certain indicators, this compositional effect can obscure gaps visible at the country level.

One approach to account for this imbalance is to weigh the gap between the foreign- and native-born by
the size of the foreign-born population — the so-called OECD- or EU-wide adjusted gap. This puts more
weight on gaps found in countries with a large immigrant population. Figure 1.10 contrasts gaps in OECD
and EU totals with the weighted gaps for selected indicators. The weighing does not exert a strong effect
on most core indicators, including employment, unemployment, overqualification rates, and the perceived
health status. However, the indicator on membership rates in voluntary organisations shows that, in
certain cases, results can change substantially. Participation rates in voluntary organisations are below
average among the native-born in countries with a large share of native-born (e.g. Poland and Romania)
and above average among the foreign-born in countries with a large share of immigrants (e.g. Germany
and Austria). Consequently, although immigrants lag behind the native-born in two-thirds of countries, the
EU total shows similar participation rates among both groups. However, after weighing gaps by the size
of the foreign-born population, the native-born are 11 percentage points more likely to participate in
voluntary organisations than immigrants. Weighing EU-wide gaps by the size of the foreign-born
population also has a significant impact on poverty rates, overcrowding rates, the share of elderly living
in a substandard accommodation and unmet medical needs, albeit to a lesser extent. Similar but slightly
smaller effects were found when applying this method to OECD-wide gaps.
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Figure 1.10. Gaps between immigrants and native born at a glance
Employment Overgualification Poverty Overcrowding  Perceived health ~ Membership in
rates rates rates rates status (good voluntary
health) organisations
‘Australia § 26) 86 :i 30 48 z Y
Austria = (6.3) . 138 0 4 —) 6 ] (71) M (6.9)
Belgium = (7.4) m 53 jm— 170 o 116 (6.4) W (8.8)
Bulgaria . (118) . i 23 w— 142 Y .
Canada ! (0.5) | 37 M (6.6) 1 1.7 | 1.3 1 22
Chile —16.2 m——250 W (107) W 46 = (79
Colombia - 5.1 . ] (1.0) L _____333] L (6.3)
Costa Rica i 55 j—23 2 i i . . ' .
Switzerland ] (6.3) i 0.2 W 64 in 53 ] (5.4) = (15.2)
Cyprus i (0.0) 126 J 154 o 3.7 . 7.6 I 45
Czech Republic W 57 w87 i 17 g 5 @7y W 26
Germany [ (9.4) 133 1 1.9 m|m 75 f 13 EEER  (18.1)
Denmark = (6.7) 124 120 117 B (27) = (12.5)
Estonia B (32  imewi8p 108 Poon B (52
Greece B (2.5) jE—2 8 141 JE—0.2 o 36
Spain B (2.9) W17 4 i— .2 102 0w (4.9)
Finland - (7.2) 142 ] 4.1 89 . -
France = (7.1) 64 163 e 20 02w (55 MW (5.3)
Croatia 17 P0) 71 B @n B 32 = (95
Hungary . 74 | 0.5 i 0.2 = (4.9) i 44 i 0.3
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Note: *Adjusted gaps are weighed by the size of the foreign-born populations of each country. A negative (positive) figure implies that the
rates are lower (higher) for immigrants than for the native-born. Negative figures are shown in brackets.
Further notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLink.
StatLink Si=r https://stat.link/migxnr
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1.4. The evolution of integration outcomes over time

To provide a long-term vision on potential integration progress, it is crucial to monitor integration outcomes
over time. This publication pursues several approaches to gauge progress in integration outcomes. For
virtually all indicators, it compares the situation of the immigrant and native-born population with that a
decade earlier. Whenever possible, it also compares outcomes of migrants with a different length of stay
in the host country. Furthermore, it analyses intergenerational progress in educational outcomes.

The migration landscape across the OECD has changed significantly over the last decade. Due to growing
numbers of migrants benefitting from free mobility alongside inflows of humanitarian migrants in Europe
and South America since 2015, the foreign-born population has increased virtually everywhere. Overall,
integration outcomes in the OECD tended to improve over the last decade, although there is significant
variation between countries and across indicators.

Labour market outcomes of immigrants improved substantially in the OECD after the protracted economic
downturn starting in 2007/2008. Between 2011 and 2021, employment rates of immigrants increased
nearly everywhere, reducing prior gaps with the native-born. In most countries, differences between
immigrants and the native-born have also become smaller for (long-term) unemployment rates, involuntary
part-time employment, temporary contracts and overqualification rates. These positive trends were
observed despite the disproportionately strong negative impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on migrant
workers. While the crisis temporarily put the decade-long progress to a halt, outcomes bounced back more
strongly for migrants. In 2021, they already returned to or even exceeded pre-crisis levels in most countries.

Not only better labour policies and more favourable economic conditions might have driven this progress
but also changes in the socio-economic composition of the immigrant populations. In 2020, nearly half of
all recent migrants (with less than 5 years of residence) in the OECD held a university degree, compared
with less than one-third a decade earlier. As educational attainment improves access to the labour market,
recent arrivals in 2021 are more likely to work than their peers a decade earlier in over two-thirds of
countries. There has been growth in the employment rate of recent migrants of around 4 percentage points
in the EU and even more in the United States and Canada.

In a similar vein, in most countries, native-born children with foreign-born parents are slowly catching up
with their peers with native-born parents, both in terms of academic achievements and labour market
outcomes. Two-thirds of countries reported progress in the reading performance of children of immigrants
between 2009 and 2018, while the performance of their counterparts with native-born parents remained
stable across both the EU and OECD. In addition, despite the COVID-19 pandemic, all key labour market
indicators (employment, unemployment and overqualification rate) have improved between 2012 and 2020
among young adults in the EU. Progress has been more pronounced among the native-born with foreign-
born parents than among their peers with native-born parents. This was generally not the case outside of
the EU.

The picture is more mixed when it comes to the living conditions of immigrants. In around half of countries,
relative poverty rates decreased more among immigrants than the native-born, while in the other half, the
foreign-born experienced a steeper increase in relative poverty than the native-born. A similar pattern was
observed for overcrowding rates. Only with respect to health did most countries achieve significant
advances in the 2010s for both the foreign- and the native-born. It seems that the COVID-19 pandemic did
not halt this trend, although this could also be due to biases in self-reported data or, in some countries,
interviews conducted before the global spread of the disease. Progress in living conditions was also
uneven across countries. For example, across the EU, overcrowding rates increased among immigrants
while declining among the native-born, but this was not the case outside of the EU. Nevertheless, even
within the EU, there are wide discrepancies. While in Portugal and Finland, for example, living conditions
of immigrants have converged towards the level of the native-born (except for housing in Finland), they
drifted further apart in the Netherlands, Sweden and France.
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The evolution of indicators on social integration and civic engagement has also been less clear-cut. Partly
due to more stringent requirements to acquire citizenship as well as changes in the immigrant composition,
citizenship acquisition rates have dropped over the past decade in slightly less than two-thirds of countries.
Furthermore, voter turnout in national elections among migrants with the host-country nationality declined
between 2002-10 and 2012-20 across the EU, although the reverse was observed in the United States.
Yet trust in public institutions, such as parliament, has increased among immigrants in the EU over the
past decade, even more so than among the native-born. The picture is similarly ambiguous when it comes
to social cohesion. Although in the EU, more native-born think positively about migration today than a
decade ago, perceived discrimination has increased.

1.4.2 Integration tends to improve when migrants stay longer

Another way of measuring progress in the integration process is to compare outcomes of immigrants with
a different length of stay in the host country. Generally, integration outcomes improve when migrants stay
longer in the host country. However, there are considerable differences between different migrant
categories.

Figure 1.11 shows employment rates for the EU as a whole by reason for migration, duration of stay and
gender. Results should be interpreted with caution as nonresponse rates for the question on the reason
for migration are relatively high (above 40%) in Austria, Estonia and Denmark. Progress in labour market
integration is particularly visible among humanitarian and family migrants, who tend to have only weak
attachments to the labour market in the host country upon arrival. In 2021, only around half of all recent
immigrant men who came for family reasons were employed. EU-wide employment rates of recent
immigrant men who migrated for humanitarian reasons were similar, although this group tends to perform
worse in most countries. This is attributable chiefly to the favourable labour market outcomes of recent
Venezuelan refugee arrivals in Spain, whose shared language, family ties and high educational levels ease
their integration. After ten years of residence, shares peak at around 70% for both humanitarian and family
migrant men but remain slightly under the level of their native-born peers at 74%.

Figure 1.11. Employment rate by reason for migration, duration of stay and gender in the EU
15-64 year-old migrants in the EU, 2021
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Notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLinks.
StatLink Sa=ra https://stat.link/uev0zq
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Women who migrate for family and humanitarian reasons struggle even more to enter the labour market,
with less than one-third and one-quarter being employed, respectively, in the first five years of their stay.
However, after ten years of residence, employment rates reach nearly 60% for both groups. By contrast,
both male and female labour migrants have high employment rates from the start, which decline slightly
with length of stay.

1.1.3. Integration tends to improve over generations

For certain indicators, retrospective measures of parental outcomes are available, which allow to measure
progress in integration over generations. For example, the 2019 EU Statistics on Income and Living
Conditions (EU SILC) survey asks respondents about the highest educational attainment of their parents.
This allows to compare intergenerational educational mobility of native-born people with at least one
foreign-born parent with that of their peers with native-born parentage. As young people with highly
educated parents cannot experience upward educational mobility, they are not considered here. These
data show that native-born with foreign-born or mixed parentage have higher chances of experiencing
upward educational mobility than their peers with native-born parents. Across the EU, 54%of the former
group managed to exceed their parents’ educational attainment, compared with only 47% of the latter
(Figure 1.12).

Figure 1.12. Share of youth with higher educational attainment than their parents

16-34 year-olds not in education with medium- or low-educated parents, 2019
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Notes and sources are to be found in the respective StatLink.

StatLink Sa=r https:/stat.link/rpfom6

Another way to chart intergenerational progress across countries is to compare the outcomes of
native-born children of immigrants with those of immigrants who arrived as children in the same age group.
This approach captures the outcomes of the two groups at the same point in time and environment. Yet,
inferences about intergenerational integration progress are likely to be biased due to the different parental
arrival times of those who arrived as children and those who are native-born offspring of immigrants. If
recent arrivals show better (or worse) integration outcomes from the onset, a comparison of their outcomes
with those of the children from previous cohorts will (over-) understate intergenerational integration
progress. Based on this method, results from Chapter 7 suggest that certain integration outcomes have
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improved over generations. Across the OECD, native-born children with foreign-born parents outperform
their immigrant counterparts who arrived before the age of 15 when it comes to school performance and
housing conditions. By contrast, they fare similar or worse with respect to labour market integration
outcomes (employment, unemployment, over-qualification). However, this result can partly be attributed to
a more advantaged socio-economic background of younger immigrant cohorts, on average.

1.5. Conclusion

EU and OECD countries are home to an increasing number of immigrants and their children, and their
integration continues to be high on the policy agenda in many countries. Monitoring integration outcomes
at the international level can provide important insights in this context. It helps to provide benchmarks,
identify common integration challenges across countries and gather useful information that cannot be
obtained by only using national data. As differences in integration outcomes also hinge upon the
composition of the foreign-born populations, international comparisons between countries with similar main
features of the foreign-born population are particularly valuable. Against this backdrop, OECD and
EU countries have been classified in this report into 13 peer country groups, which share similarities in
terms of the size and category of entry of the migrant population as well as their experience with
immigration. While integration outcomes vary widely between countries, each country faces certain
challenges and there is no universal champion. Indeed, in most countries and most integration domains,
immigrants and their children lag behind the native-born and their respective children. However, there has
been substantial progress over the last decade in some areas, especially when it comes to the labour
market integration of immigrants. This improvement is attributable to higher educational levels of recent
arrivals, better integration policies and more favourable labour market conditions than a decade ago.
Furthermore, integration outcomes tend to improve when migrants stay longer in the country and across
generations. While these results are encouraging, there is still a long way to go to fully close the gap
between immigrants (and their children) and the native-born (and their respective children).
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Annex 1.A. Overview of the structure of the
publication

Annex Table 1.A.1 presents an overview of the characteristics and the areas of integration included in this
publication, with a detailed list of the indicators presented for each area.

Annex Table 1.A.1. Contextual information and areas of integration of immigrants and their
children considered in the publication

Description

Measured by

Characteristics
(Chapter 2)

Skills and the labour
market (Chapter 3)

Living conditions
(Chapter 4)

The socio-demographic background characteristics of
immigrants drive integration outcomes. They include age,
gender, family structure, living conditions, and geographical
concentration. In addition to such factors, which also apply to
the native-born, there are certain immigrant-specific
determinants like category of entry, duration of stay, and region
of origin. A grasp of how they differ from country to country and
how immigrants fare relative to the native-born is a prerequisite
for understanding integration outcomes.

Immigrants’ skills and how they integrate into the labour market
are fundamental to becoming part of the host country’s
economic fabric. Skills and qualifications are obviously
indicators of immigrants’ ability to integrate in the host society.
They have a strong bearing on career paths and influence
what kind of job they find. Employment is often considered to
be the single most important indicator of integration. Jobs are
immigrants’ chief source of income and confer social standing.
However, while employment is important per se, job quality is
also a strong determinant shaping how immigrants find their
place in society.

This chapter presents a range of indicators on living conditions,
namely immigrants’ income, housing, and health.

Foreign-born share of population by:

- Rural or urban area

- Gender

Fertility

Immigrant households

Household composition

Immigration flows by legal category
Distribution of the immigrant population by:
- Duration of stay

- Regions of origin

Distribution of the immigrant population by:
- Educational attainment

- Place of education

- Language proficiency

Access to adult education and training
Employment rate

Labour market participation rate
Unemployment rate

Long-term unemployment rate

Share who fear losing or not finding a job
Share of inactive who wish to work
Share of employees working:

- Long hours

- Part-time

- Involuntary part-time

Jobs distribution by:

- Types of contracts

- Job skills

Over-qualification rate

Share of self-employed

Reason for being self-employed
Proportion of revenue coming from the main client
for self-employed

Firm size

Median income

Income distribution

Relative poverty rate

Share of people at risk of poverty or social exclusion
(AROPE)

Home ownership rate

Share of renters at market rate

Share of renters at reduced rate
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Description

Measured by

Civic engagement and
social integration
(Chapter 5)

Integration of the
elderly immigrant
population
(Chapter 6)

Integration of young
people with foreign-
born parents
(Chapter 7)

Social integration is difficult to measure. The indicators
presented here are related to citizenship take-up, participation
in elections and in voluntary organisations, trust in host-country
institutions and a range of indicators related to public opinion.

Elderly migrants are a growing group in most countries. Yet as
they reach the final stage of their lives, little is known about
their integration challenges and outcomes. Those challenges
are difficult to identify, as elderly migrants are often very
different from other migrant cohorts. They reflect long-standing
migration flows, whose characteristics may be far from
following cohorts. In most longstanding destinations, the aged
immigrant population has been shaped by arrivals of low-
educated “guest workers” and subsequent family migration.
This chapter presents a first-time overview of select indicators
for this group before the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Youth with foreign-born parents who have been raised and
educated in the host country face challenges that are different
from those of migrants who arrived as adults. This chapter
presents their educational outcomes, indicators on the school
to work conditions, along with indicators on living conditions
and social integration that are particularly pertinent for this
group. It compares outcomes for native-born children of
immigrants with those of children of native-born and of
immigrants who arrived as children.

Overcrowding rate

Share of substandard dwellings

Housing cost overburden

Share of people reporting difficulties in accessing
non-recreational amenities

Share of people reporting at least one major problem
in their neighbourhoods

Share of people reporting good health status or
better

Share of overweight individuals

Share of daily tobacco smokers

Share of people who report unmet medical needs
Share of people who report unmet dental needs
Share of people that find affording healthcare difficult
Share of households not having used any health- or
dental care services over the past 12 months
Acquisition of citizenship rate

National voter participation rate

Host-country perceptions of the presence of
immigrants

Perceived economic and cultural impact of
immigration

Membership rates in voluntary organisations

Share of people who trust in the police, the
parliament or the legal system

Share of people who think that integration of
immigrants is very or fairly successful

Host-society views on the evolution of integration
outcomes

Perceived social integration factors for a successful
integration

Self-reported discrimination based on ethnicity,
nationality or race, by parental origin

Share of elderly and very old

Relative poverty rate

Share of substandard dwellings

Share of elderly reporting good health status or
better

Access to professional homecare

Youth with foreign-born parents by:

-Parental origin

-Educational attainment

Children with foreign-born parents

Participation in Early Childhood Education and Care
Concentration of students with foreign-born parents
in schools

Literacy scores

Low school performers in reading

Share of resilient students

Sense of belonging at school

Share of students who report having been bullied
Share of students who feel awkward and out of
place at school

Share of students who agree that immigrants should
be treated as equal members of society
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Description Measured by
Share of students who treat people with respect
regardless of their “cultural background”
Share of students being able to overcome difficulties
when dealing with people from “other cultural
backgrounds”
Share of students who think that most of their
teachers have some discriminating attitudes towards
other cultural groups
Dropout rates
NEET rate
Share of youth with a higher educational attainment
than their parents
Employment rate
Unemployment rate
Overqualification rate
Share of employment in the “public services” sector
Relative youth poverty
Relative child poverty
Youth overcrowding rates
Child overcrowding rates
Share of young people who have a quiet place to
study
National voter participation rate
Self-reported discrimination based on ethnicity,
nationality or race, by parental origin

Third-country nationals  This chapter considers the full set of “Zaragoza indicators” for Share of TCN, by:

(Chapter 8) third-country nationals (TCN) in the European Union and other  -age
European OECD countries, along with additional pertinent -duration of stay
indicators. It compares their outcomes with those of nationals -regions of nationality

of the country of residence and other EU nationals. -educational attainment

Employment rate

Labour market participation rate
Unemployment rate

Share of self-employed

Firm size

Overqualification rates

Median income

Income distribution

Relative poverty rates

Home ownership rate

Share of renters at market rate
Share of renters at reduced rate

Share of people reporting good health status or
better

Share of TCN with long-term residence status

New features of this edition

Following three previous publications in 2012, 2015 and 2018, this is the fourth edition of Indicators of
Immigrant Integration. To provide a holistic view on integration, presented in an easy to grasp format, it
introduced a number of new features compared to the previous publications.

First, new indicators have been added to this edition as a response to current integration challenges. For
example, the COVID-19 pandemic has demonstrated how lifestyle and access to healthcare affect health
risks. The national lockdowns implemented during the pandemic have also highlighted the importance of
living in decent housing conditions. Against this backdrop, this edition of Indicators of Immigrant Integration
presents a more extensive set of indicators on living conditions. It covers new aspects of housing and
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health, such as the housing costs overburden rate, characteristics of the neighbourhood, health risk factors
and access to healthcare. Furthermore, it explores marginalisation by including an indicator on poverty
and social exclusion risks.

Annex Box 1.A.1. How to read this publication

This edition of Indicators of Immigrant Integration has a new structure for the presentation of each
indicator. A box with the indicator context at the beginning of each indicator does not only provide the
definition, as previously, but, where appropriate, explains the importance of the respective indicator for
immigrant integration as well as potential measurement issues. It is followed by three paragraphs. The
first paragraph describes the current situation across OECD and EU countries. The second paragraph
traces the evolution of the indicator over the past decade. The third paragraph discusses contextual
factors explaining differences across countries. It generally does so along four main categories: gender,
education, EU/non-EU origin (for EU countries) and the duration of stay. At the end of each page, a
“main findings” box summarises the most important takeaways.

In addition, the fight against social exclusion has become increasingly important on the policy agenda. To
better grasp this reality, this edition presents several new indicators on social integration, including the
participation in voluntary organisations. As social cohesion, a critical factor for integration, also depends
on the attitudes of the host society, the chapter also covers several new indicators on the views on
integration of the native-born. It further contrasts opinions on the development of integration outcomes with
reality.

Third, for the first time, this edition includes a special chapter on the integration of elderly immigrants, that
is, the foreign-born over the age of 64. This group is growing rapidly in many OECD and EU countries and
tends to face multiple vulnerabilities. Yet to date, relatively little is known about their integration outcomes.
As elderly migrants are mostly inactive with regards to education and employment, the special chapter
focuses on their living conditions.

Finally, this publication is accompanied by a comprehensive interactive webpage. Making use of the latest
advancements in data visualisation technologies, the web tool serves as a user-friendly explorer of the
indicators of this edition. It consists, to the extent possible, of five parts — i) cover page with a link to the
complete publication, ii) comparative overview of integration outcomes, iii) indicator navigator by chapter
and iv) metadata. The indicator navigator page, a key part of the tool, allows browsing a full set of
integration indicators in comparison with the situation a decade ago. In addition, users can look beyond
averages for most indicators by going through different disaggregation dimensions. The interactive figures
and tables with indicator-specific reading notes are expected to promote a better understanding and
enhance the visibility of the work on indicators of immigrant integration. The web tool is accessible via a
dedicated webpage (oe.cd/indicators-immigrant-integration).
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Annex 1.B. Data sources and limitations

The indicators in this publication are predominantly based on data from household surveys. Compared to
censuses, which generally only happen every five or ten years and only cover a limited range of integration
outcomes, they are carried out at frequent intervals (often yearly) and offer a more extensive data source
on integration outcomes. Furthermore, while administrative data is only available for a few countries and
follows national rules and definitions (for example how employment is registered), household surveys
generally use standardised ways of gathering information. However, some limitations should be
considered.

First, given that the target population tends to be limited to people living in ordinary dwellings, certain
groups of immigrants, such as undocumented migrants or temporary workers, international students in
residences and humanitarian migrants in refugee camps, might fall through the cracks of data collection.
In some countries, these groups account for a large share of the foreign-born population. In Tarkiye, for
instance, the EU Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) in 2021 covers less than 1 million working-age immigrants
born in Asia, although there are 2.2 million working-age refugees from Syria alone in that country.

Second, to ensure the widest country coverage possible, this publication combines surveys from different
sources. However, it is not always possible to harmonise different data sources due to the different ways
in which questions are posed, especially when it comes to social and living conditions. For example,
average participation rates in voluntary work are measured differently (membership versus participation
during the last month) in the two cross-national surveys used in this publication. As a result, results are not
fully comparable between both surveys. Yet both surveys still provide valuable insights into gaps between
immigrants and the native-born, the focus of this publication.

Third, some outcomes are easier to measure than others. Many indicators on social integration or on health
outcomes rely on subjective measurements, such as attitudes, feelings and perceptions. These tend to be
strongly influenced not only by the different national contexts in which the questions are posed, but also
by the general awareness of the issue, the current public debate or highly mediatised incidents close to
the day of the survey. For example, cross-country differences in self-reported discrimination are not only
the result of varying frequencies of incidences of discrimination, but also reflect the extent to which
immigrants are sensitised to the issue.

Fourth, the COVID-19 pandemic hampered many data collections. The health situation resulted in staff
shortages and restrictions implemented to curb the spread of the pandemic prolonged field inquiries across
the OECD. As a result, many surveys have been delayed and national labour force surveys which were
continued often showed a picture that was heavily impacted by the crisis. This has changed in 2021 with
labour force data becoming gradually available. While nearly all labour force indicators are based on recent
data, several other indicators rely on data collected before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic.

Lastly, the fact that most household surveys are being carried out in repeated intervals allows for a time
comparison for virtually all indicators. However, in addition to structural changes in the immigrant
population over time, methodological changes may impact comparability due to so-called “breaks in
statistical time series”. This was for example the case for the EU Labour Force Survey (EU-LFS) in 2021.
To improve harmonisation, the new Integrated European Social Statistics Framework Regulation (IESS
regulation) introduced several changes in the survey design of the EU-LFS. These include, inter alia, the
limited use of paper assisted interviews, harmonised definitions of the target population (all persons in
ordinary households residing in a member state for at least six months of a year) and a fixed sequence of
questions. There are now also clear rules on estimations of the labour market status of family workers,
persons on parental leave or seasonal workers during off-seasons. The impact of these changes varies
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across countries, depending on the pre-IESS adopted definitions. This publication addresses the break in
series by adjusting all core labour market outcomes before 2021 by a country-specific adjustment factor
(based on the ratio between the adjusted and unadjusted values provided by Eurostat). As there are no
adjusted values disaggregated by place of birth, the same correction factors were used for both foreign-
born and native-born outcomes. This exercise thus rests on the assumption that the break in series affected
both the native- and foreign-born in the same way.

Notes

' For example, the EU Action Plan on Integration and Inclusion 2021-2027 covers both third-country
nationals and EU citizens with a “migrant background”, i.e. citizens who had a third-country nationality and
became EU citizens through naturalisation in one of the EU Member States as well as EU citizens who
have a third country “migrant background” through their foreign-born parents.

2 One notable exception here is the Trajectories and Origins 2 Survey (TeO2) (2019-2020) in France,
which includes a question on the country of birth of respondents’ four grandparents.

3 The time horizon of 10 years was chosen for practical purposes. While some indicators change from year
to year (e.g. employment rates), others are of structural nature and only change after some time
(e.g. educational outcomes, housing conditions).
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