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Abstract 

Conditioning different stages of the immigration and integration process on passed language or 

civic knowledge-tests has become increasingly popular over the 21st century and is now a 

common integration policy in Europe. Imposing and increasing language and civic education 

(LCE)-requirements has been justified as a tool to incentivize host-language acquisition among 

immigrants and improve integration accordingly. An essential question is then, do these desired 

effects exist? By applying the newly developed Language Policy Index for Migrants to recent 

rounds of the European Social Survey, this thesis explores how different LCE-requirement 

levels may impact the economic integration of so-called third-country nationals (TCNs), 

immigrants born outside of the EU - for whom these requirements mainly apply. In a logistic 

multilevel random-effects model, I find no support that stricter LCE-requirements improve the 

probability of employment for TCNs in general. Neither do estimates imply that TCNs exhibit 

higher chances of employment in countries with lenient requirements, which raises concerns 

over the policy design and intended outcomes. However, when incorporating a gender 

dimension, results suggest that strict LCE-requirements may have excluding effects on the 

employment of male TCNs, while they could benefit that of female TCNs. Under strict policies, 

estimates show that female TCNs do not have significantly lower employment chances 

compared to native women, whereas this is the only setting where the predicted probability of 

employment is significantly lower for male TCNs compared to native men. These findings 

imply that LCE-requirements potentially have different effects on male and female immigrants, 

which relates to gender-based differences in labor market attachment, occupational choice, and 

the importance of language proficiency in working tasks. This study joins a rather limited 

literature evaluating LCE-requirements and adds a valuable contribution in highlighting the 

gender aspect, further underscoring the complexity of these policies and their possible effects. 

Keywords 

Integration, Immigration, Europe, Language and civic education requirements, Gender 

 

 

 

 



 

  

Contents 

Contents ................................................................................... 3 

List of Abbreviations ................................................................... 1 

Introduction .............................................................................. 2 

Scope, contribution and research question (s) ........................................... 4 

Background ............................................................................... 5 

The emergence of LCE-requirements in Europe .......................................... 5 

The Language Policy Index for Migrants, LAPIM ....................................... 10 

Other indices ............................................................................................ 11 

Literature review & theory ......................................................... 13 

Previous evaluations of LCE-requirements and integration policies .......... 13 

Human Capital, the Economics of Language & Selection ........................... 17 

Data ........................................................................................ 21 

European Social Survey ............................................................................ 21 

Ethical considerations............................................................................... 22 

Analytical strategy and method .................................................. 23 

Variables .................................................................................................. 23 

Selected sample ....................................................................................... 26 

Method ..................................................................................................... 27 

Results .................................................................................... 30 

Descriptive statistics ................................................................................ 30 

Model 1 ..................................................................................................... 32 

Model 2 ..................................................................................................... 36 

Discussion ................................................................................................ 40 

Addressing Limitations ............................................................................. 43 

Conclusion & future remarks .................................................................... 47 



 

  

References ............................................................................... 49 

Appendices .............................................................................. 59 

Appendix 1. The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages 

(CEFR) ...................................................................................................... 59 

Appendix 2. Coding of LAPIM.................................................................... 62 

Appendix 3. Sample description ............................................................... 63 

Appendix 4. Regression output for Model 1 and 2, with interaction terms 66 

Appendix 5. Robustness checks and post-estimation diagnostics ............. 71 



 

 1 
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Introduction 

Integration of immigrants comprises a significant challenge in contemporary Western 

democracies in Europe, also characterizing the political debate in many countries. The 

European continent has long been a popular destination for individuals seeking better fortune 

or being forced to leave their countries of origin in the European periphery due to war and 

conflict. The migration to Europe intensified in the 2010’s, following the Arab spring and war 

in Syria which sparked a large influx of refugees to Europe (Pew Research Center 2016). Hence, 

also the composition of immigration has changed, with a larger proportion of immigrants being 

born outside of the EU, referred to as third-country nationals, TCNs (European Commission 

2016).  

At the beginning of the 21st century, immigrants made up 15% or more of populations in only 

a few European nations like Austria, Estonia, Latvia, and Switzerland (United Nations 2005). 

As of 2023, the share of foreign-born is larger than 15 % in 14 out of the 27 EU-member states, 

and larger than 10 % in 20 EU-countries (Eurostat 2024a). Moreover, in 21 out of 27 EU-

member states, a majority of the immigrant population were born outside of the EU (Eurostat 

2024b).  

This swift change in population demographics has introduced a greater level of cultural 

diversity and put pressure on European labor markets as well as policymakers. A worrying 

pattern in most immigrant-receiving countries is that foreign-born individuals consistently 

perform worse on the labor market compared to native-born, in terms of both participation and 

earnings (Eurostat 2024, Guzi et al. 2023). The employment gap between foreign and native 

born is particularly large (11-14 percentage points) in some Western European countries such 

as the Netherlands, Sweden, France, and Germany (Ekonomifakta, Eurostat 2024).  

In response to this consistent disparity in labor market outcomes between native-born and 

foreign-born individuals across countries, along with other signs of lacking integration, 

European governments have developed various strategies to improve integration. Strategies 

include increased requirements for acquisition of legal statuses like permanent residency as well 

as introduction & establishment programs for TCNs (Goodman & Wright 2015).   

In the political debate as well as in the scholarly literature, language proficiency is often pointed 

out as a main key to integration, both economic and social. Studies consistently find that 
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language proficiency yields return in labor market outcomes such as earnings or employment 

(Chiswick & Miller 2015; Dustmann & Fabbri 2004). 

Hence, language has been a prevalent component in policies aiming to improve integration. 

European governments have implemented language training and introduction programs, some 

free of charge and others not. Some countries have imposed more profound and restrictive 

conditions for acquiring permanent residency or citizenship, by requiring applicants to pass 

language tests or show a certain knowledge of society. Over time, an increasing number of 

European countries have opted for the more restrictive path, actively increasing the 

requirements for language and civic knowledge on immigrants (Goodman & Wright 2015, p. 

1886; Neureiter 2019, p. 2781; Rocca et al. 2020, p.15). Conditioning legal statuses on passed 

language tests has been justified as a tool to incentivize host-language acquisition and improve 

integration accordingly.  

Following the emergence of increased language and civic education, LCE-requirements for 

immigrants, scholars have attempted to evaluate the effect of these policies. The existing 

literature is rather limited and inconclusive in terms of whether more restrictive requirements 

improve integration. Some scholars in second language acquisition and sociology are largely 

skeptical or unsure about any positive effects (van Oers 2021, p.284; Forsberg Lundell 2020, 

p.3). Economists and other social scientists have arrived at very different conclusions regarding 

the effects of these policies (Böcker & Strik 2011; Neureiter 2019; Goodman & Wright 2015; 

Guzi et al. 2023) - see literature section for an extensive review. 

Yet, in the political debate, LCE-requirements for citizenship or permanent residence 

acquisition have been accepted as the given policy to address integration. The narrative has 

been that stricter requirements embodies a combination of sticks and carrots for immigrants to 

acquire proficiency in the host language, which in turn improves integration (Goodman & 

Wright 2015). Whether or not such positive effects exist, or if they exist only for certain groups 

of immigrants, is yet widely unknown. The firmly held belief that these policies improve 

integration, despite a lack of unified empirical support in the academic literature, makes it clear 

that more research on this matter is called for. Hence, the purpose of this thesis is to examine 

the effects of language and civic education requirements on the economic integration of 

immigrants into the host-society and whether these effects are different for certain immigrant 

groups, focusing on differences between men and women.  
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Scope, contribution and research question (s) 

I contribute to the existing literature by applying the newly developed Language Policy Index 

for Migrants, LAPIM (IMPECT1 2023, Rocca & Carlsen 2024 forthcoming), specifically 

designed for measuring language and civic education requirements for all stages of immigration 

in different countries, to the two most recent rounds of the European Social Survey, ESS. 

LAPIM ranges from 0-100 where countries close to 100 have no or very lenient language and 

civic education requirements, while countries in the lower ranges have stricter requirements. 

The term civic education or civic integration occurs in the literature as the requirements and 

integration policies in question do not solely contain language tests but also include so-called 

‘Knowledge-of-Society, KoS’-tests. KoS-tests are used to assess individuals’ knowledge 

regarding the host society in terms of for instance legal institutions, politics, culture, history 

and values (Rocca et al. 2020, p. 15). Many countries only offer KoS-tests in the language of 

the host country, which implicitly make them indirect reading and language tests (ibid.). For 

this reason, LAPIM-scores are based not only on language tests, but also accounts for KoS-tests 

(more details on coding rules available in Appendix 2).  

The term language and civic education requirements, abbreviated LCE-requirements, is used 

in this thesis as an overarching term referring to both KoS- requirements and language tests or 

mandatory language courses. These requirements may be conditioned for entry, temporary and 

permanent residence, and/or citizenship, depending on the country.   

Considering the free movement and absence of border controls for EU-citizens within the 

Schengen Area, the requirements highlighted in this thesis mainly applies to non-EU born 

immigrants, or third-country nationals. Hence, when requirements are mentioned in this thesis, 

they predominantly refer to the requirements and conditions that must be met by TCNs. 

Immigrants from other EU-countries are not required to apply for temporary and permanent 

residency and hence not subject to the prerequisites of those legal statuses (European 

Commission 2016). With this in mind, I distinguish between EU-migrants and TCNs.  

Integration can be measured in many forms – cultural, social, political, economic. In this thesis, 

integration is narrowed down to economic integration, indicated by employment status. In 

examining policy effects on the economic integration of TCNs, one could focus on other 
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integration policies that encompass TCNs. For instance, many governments have imposed 

introduction programs which predominantly targets refugees, whereas other kinds of TCNs are 

not entitled to participate in such. The language and civic education requirements, however, are 

conditional for all TCNs, which strengthens the approach of focusing on these requirements 

rather than other policies or initiatives implemented to improve integration.  

Apart from investigating potential effects of LCE-requirements on the economic integration of 

TCNs, this thesis also aims to explore the gender dimension of these policies - an aspect that 

seems largely unexplored in this area. Considering the vast literature on the gendered labor 

market (Goldin 2014; England 2010; Tåhlin & Magnusson 2023) along with studies on how 

language acquisition and importance of language proficiency at the workplace differ by gender 

(Birger & Haim 2023; Ghio et al. 2023), it is surprising that the gender dimension has not been 

incorporated in previous studies evaluating the effects of LCE-requirements. Regarding 

language, it is well known that women, both native and foreign-born, to a larger extent work in 

sectors that generally require stronger communicative skills and language proficiency, 

compared to male-dominated occupations (OECD 1998; World Economic Forum 2023; 

Östbakken et al 2023). Hence, the effect of language tests may vary depending on the gender 

of the immigrant, especially when the outcome is measured in economic integration.  

 

Therefore, the primary research question (s) of this thesis are: 

 

What are the effects of LCE-requirements for different stages of immigration on the economic 

integration of immigrants in Europe? Are there different effects for female and male 

immigrants? 

Background 

The emergence of LCE-requirements in Europe 

Up to the year 2000, most European countries did not have specified language requirements for 

the acquisition of permanent residence or citizenship, or even entering the country (Rocca et al. 

2020, p.15). Before the year 2004, only Austria, Denmark and the Netherlands had any 
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specified mandatory integration requirements for immigrants (Neureiter 2019, p.2781). Since 

then, many European countries have adopted compulsory LCE-requirements for entry, 

settlement, and citizenship (Goodman & Wright 2015; Neureiter 2019).  

The details and design of these requirements differ across countries in their strictness and the 

legal status for which they are conditioned. Language tests vary in difficulty from A1 to B2 on 

the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages, CEFR-scale (see Appendix 1 

for overview and detailed explanation of each level), while the requirements also naturally are 

different for pre-entry, residence permit, and citizenship (Council of Europe 2024). For 

example, in Austria you need to pass a language test corresponding to B2-difficulty and a KoS-

test to acquire citizenship, and B1 for permanent residency. Meanwhile, Sweden and Ireland 

currently have no KoS- or language tests required for any legal status or entry.  

To showcase the emergence of these policies, a useful overview is provided by Rocca et al. 

(2020) in a report for the Council of Europe and Association of Language Testers in Europe, 

ALTE. The overview shows that the required proficiency in language differs significantly 

across nations, as does the extent to which governments offer immigrants access to 

complimentary language and KoS-classes. Some countries also have different language 

requirements for oral, reading, and writing skills (Rocca et al. 2020). 

The Council of Europe has carried out four surveys among its member states on policy and 

practice regarding the linguistic integration of adult migrants, conducted in 2007, 2009, 2013 

and 2018. Based on these surveys and the 2018-survey in particular, Rocca et al. (2020) describe 

the development of language and KoS-policies between 2007 and 2018. To allow for trends 

over time, the report separately examines the 19 member states that participated in all four 

surveys (ibid.). 

A selection of their findings is highlighted in the tables and figures below, showing both the 

development of these policies over time and the policies in place today. Table 1 illustrates the 

change in requirements for citizenship over time for the countries included in this thesis, based 

on Rocca et al. (2020). A column for 2022 has been added based on Carlsen’s (2024) 

forthcoming article which includes updated changes between 2018-2022. 

 

 

 



 

 7 

Table 1. Citizenship language requirements over time for countries 

examined. 

Country 2007 2009 2013 2018 2022 

Austria Unspecified A2 B1 B2 B2 

Belgium (Fl.) No No No A2 B2 

Belgium (Fr.) No No No A2 A2 

Bulgaria     A2 

Czech Republic Unspecified A2 B1 B1 B1 

Denmark B2 B2 B1 B2 B2 

Finland   Unspecified B1 B1 

France Unspecified Unspecified B1 B1 B1 

Germany B1 B1 B1 B1 B1 

Greece A1 A1/A2 A2 B2 B1 

Ireland - - - - - 

Italy No No No B1 B1 

Netherlands A2 Unspecified A2 A2 A2 

Norway 
   

A2 oral B1 oral 

Poland No B1 B1 B1 B1 

Slovenia 
 

B1 A2/B1 A2 A2 

Spain 
 

No Unspecified A2 A2 

Sweden - - - - - 

UK B1 B1 B1 B1 B1 

 Source: Rocca et al. (2020), Carlsen (2024 forthcoming) 

 

As illustrated by the table, the language requirements for citizenship have become stricter over 

time in many countries. Rocca et al. (2020) also show the trend of adopting requirements for 
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all immigration stages; pre-entry, temporary residence, permanent residence, and citizenship by 

presenting the number of countries which had requirements for each stage over the surveys.  

Figure 1. Pre-entry requirements in 2009, 2013, and 2018. 

 

Source: Rocca et al. (2020) 

Figure 1 shows pre-entry requirements which were investigated for the first time in the 2009 

survey, thus there is no data from 2007. The data show a substantial increase over time in the 

number of member states setting any formal language requirements - from four in 2013 to ten 

in 2018. Most countries do not have pre-entry requirements, but those that changed their 

policies between 2009 and 2018 generally moved in a stricter direction. For example, Austria 

had no pre-entry requirements in 2009 but implemented level A1 by 2013 and maintained it 

through 2018. The most common pre-entry requirement as of 2018 was level A1 on the CEFR-

scale (Rocca et al. 2020, p. 53).  

Data on requirements for temporary residency have not been exhaustively collected in all four 

surveys and thus is not included in Rocca et al.’s historical overview. However, in 2018, 13 of 

the member states surveyed had language and/or KoS-requirements for temporary residency. 

Most of these countries require the same level in the four language skills (listening, reading, 

speaking and writing), while three countries (Italy, Germany and the UK) vary their required 

level across the different language skills (ibid., p. 25).  

For permanent residency, the proportion of the subset of countries that took part in every survey 

increased from 7 out of 19 (37 %) in 2007 to 13 out of 19 (68%) in 2018. For example, France 

shifted from level A1 in 2007 and 2009 to A2 in 2013 and 2018. Norway moved from no 

requirement 2007-2013 to A1 in oral skills in 2018. Member states with no language 
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requirements for permanent residency at the time of the data collection (2018) were Belgium 

(Wallonia), Ireland, Poland, Spain, and Sweden. As seen in figure 2, it is less apparent that the 

requirements have become stricter, but the data show a noticeable increase in the number of 

countries inducing language requirements for permanent residency over time (ibid, p. 55).   

Figure 2. Permanent residency requirements over time.  

 

 

Source: Rocca et al. (2020) 

As for citizenship requirements (figure 3), the number of states setting language requirements 

has increased steadily since the first survey was conducted. In 2007, 8 out of 19 member states 

had requirements for citizenship. In 2018, 16 out of the 19 countries participating in all surveys 

had official language requirements for citizenship. The countries who did not have any formal 

language requirements for citizenship in 2018 were Ireland, San Marino, and Sweden. In 

addition to more countries setting formal language requirements for citizenship, the 

requirements have also become stricter. In 2007 and 2009, A1 was a relatively common 

requirement-level. In 2013 and 2018, no countries set level A1 requirements for citizenship. In 

2018, five had opted for level A2 while eight out of the 19 countries (42 %) set a B1-level 

requirement, the most common requirement in 2018 (ibid., p. 59).  

Figure 3. Citizenship requirements over time (subset in Rocca et al.) 

 

Source: Rocca et al. (2020) 
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Moreover, in 2018 at least 16 of the 35 responding member states had KoS-tests included as 

requirements for some legal status. In all these countries except for Norway and Moldova, the 

KoS-tests were given in the language of the host country. According to the authors, it is 

reasonable to assume that the language level required to take and pass a KoS-test exceeds level 

A2 in reading or listening (ibid., pp 37-38).  

To summarize, the report clearly shows that a growing number of European countries have 

introduced language and KoS- requirements as part of their immigration and integration policies 

since the early 2000s. While requirements for permanent residency have become more frequent 

but not necessarily stricter, citizenship requirements have increased both in quantity and 

stringency.  

The Language Policy Index for Migrants, LAPIM 

The Language Policy Index for Migrants, LAPIM, is developed by the IMPECT2 Research 

Project Group at the Western Norway University of Applied Sciences and was published in 

October 2023. It is the most up-to-date index for linguistic requirements in integration and 

citizenship policy as well as learning opportunities for migrants across Europe. It was designed 

specifically for this purpose to allow for ranking of countries according to their relative 

strictness in language policy. Data has been collected for around 20 European countries from a 

group of country-representatives and experts in language policy and second language 

acquisition. The index describes both explicit language requirements for immigrants, such as 

language tests, as well as implicit language requirement (e.g. KoS-tests provided only in the 

language of the host country), and existing language opportunities for migrants in each country. 

The index ranges from 0-100 where a high number indicates very lenient LCE-requirements, 

while lower numbers suggest stricter language and civic policies (IMPECT 2023).  

Based on the overview above, LAPIM-scores for each country are calculated. In my country 

sample, LAPIM-scores range from around 30 for the countries with the strictest LCE-

requirements to almost 100 for countries with no requirements. See Appendix 2 for an 

explanation of coding rules and gathering of data.  

Based on these rules, the scores illustrated in figure 4 have been calculated for 2022.  

                                                

2 Linguistic Integration of Adult Migrants with Poor Education and the Consequences of Migration Tests 
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Figure 4. LAPIM-scores as of 2022.3  

 

 

Based on the LAPIM-scores, I categorize countries into three groups of “strict”, “moderately 

strict” and “lenient”. Details on how this categorization is made is expanded upon in the 

section describing analytical approach and variables.  

Other indices 

Despite being the most accurate index for purposes of studying LCE-requirements and their 

effects on immigrant integration, few studies have utilized LAPIM. This may partly result from 

the fact that LAPIM was published recently and therefore is less known than other indices.  

                                                

3 Note that these are the scores of 2022. Since some respondents in the sample have been interviewed in years 

prior, the LAPIM-scores for those individuals have been altered to fit the appropriate year if any change in 

policy has occurred for that country between 2018-2022. However, only minor changes have occurred in a few 

countries and hence the LAPIM-scores of 2018, for instance, are very similar to the scores of 2022.  
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Previous literature attempting to answer similar research questions have instead relied on other 

available indices such as the Migrant Integration Policy Index, MIPEX (Platt et al. 2022; Kanas 

& Steinmetz 2021). MIPEX, like LAPIM, ranges from 0-100 and compares government actions 

to promote the integration of migrants. It is available for 52 countries, including all EU-member 

states and OECD-countries, and was first published in 2004 as the European Civic Citizenship 

and Inclusion Index. In the MIPEX, there are 58 policy indicators on migrant integration. 

Hence, MIPEX accounts for a wide range of factors, also including dimensions not specifically 

aimed at immigrants, such as general labor market mobility, public opinion and education 

(Migrant Policy Index 2020).  

In publishing LAPIM, the creators recognized that it correlates with MIPEX to some extent, 

generating similar scores for a considerable number of countries, while scores deviate 

substantially for a few countries (IMPECT 2023). This highlights the different aspect the 

indices take into consideration, for example Ireland which scores high in LAPIM but 

considerably lower in MIPEX, perhaps due to the country’s relaxed language and civic 

education requirements but its relatively low labor market mobility (score of 22 out of 100 in 

MIPEX labor market mobility indicator 2019) (MIPEX EU 2019).  

While MIPEX is an exhaustive index incorporating a lot of relevant factors, criticism has been 

raised that its spectrum is too broad for purposes of measuring the intensity of a country’s 

language and civic education requirements for immigrants (Goodman & Wright 2015, p.1896; 

Neureiter 2019, p. 2797).  

On that note, Goodman (2014) develops the narrower Civic Integration Policy Index, CIVIX, 

created specifically to measure countries’ language and civic integration policies. CIVIX is an 

additive scale from 0-9 and considers the number of obligatory LCE-requirements at entry, 

settlement, and citizenship (Goodman & Wright 2015, p. 2785). CIVIX also considers the 

strictness of these requirements and potential financial costs incurred by the individual for 

taking a language test or attending a language course. While LAPIM in essence is based on the 

same principles, CIVIX is generated through less complex coding rules by simply accounting 

for the number of membership requirements for the three stages. It does not distinguish between 

temporary and permanent residency, nor if requirements vary for oral, reading, or writing skills.  

LAPIM provides a more detailed picture of a country’s LCE-requirements, estimating scores 

based on the requirements for all four stages of pre-entry, temporary residency, permanent 

residency, and citizenship, as well as all four language skills (listening, reading, speaking, 

writing). It also accounts for how many hours of complimentary language education is provided 
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by the state, if KoS-tests are available in other languages than the host-country language, and 

if the test requires skills in reading, writing, listening, or speaking.  

Considering the extensive scope of LAPIM, its applicability for the purpose of this thesis, and 

due to its novelty and availability, LAPIM is chosen over other available indices as a policy 

indicator for LCE-requirements.  

Literature review & theory 

The initial section of the literature review and theory covers previous studies that have evaluated 

the effects of various integration policies or LCE-requirements in particular. Initially, studies 

that have applied indices similar to LAPIM and other cross-national analyses will be addressed, 

followed by country-specific case studies. This is followed by theory related to human capital 

and the relationship between language proficiency and labor market outcomes. Finally, 

literature related to the gender-segregated labor market and its interaction with immigration are 

highlighted. Based on this review as well as the stated intentions of LCE-requirements, 

hypotheses are formulated and summarized.  

Previous evaluations of LCE-requirements and 

integration policies 

One of the main contributions to the rather limited and specific literature on mandatory LCE-

requirements is Goodman & Wrights’ article from 2015. It is to my knowledge one of the first 

studies to both recognize the growing presence of LCE-requirements in Europe and evaluate 

them cross-nationally. Goodman & Wright (2015) test whether mandatory language and civic 

integration requirements have any effect on the integration of immigrants in the EU-15 

countries by using data from the European Social Survey and applying CIVIX as a policy 

indicator of LCE-requirements, although collapsing the scale into a binary variable of low and 

high scores. The integration outcome is measured in both political, social, and economic 

integration. They observe a positive and significant effect only for political integration, but not 

for economic or social. Thus, they find little evidence for the notion that mandatory civic 

integration impacts the integration of immigrants on larger scale. The authors stress the 
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discovery of no effect at all, neither positive nor negative, leading them to the conclusion that 

civic integration policies may be imposed primarily for symbolic reasons. These could be to 

pacify native citizens or to gain support for the enactment of new immigration controls, rather 

than the functional and intended purpose of instituting mandatory integration requirements to 

solve integration issues (ibid. p. 1887). 

Inspired by Goodman & Wright (2015), Neureiter (2019) conducts a similar study by also 

applying CIVIX to ESS-data for the EU-15 countries but with a more advanced methodological 

strategy and applying the full CIVIX-scale. With a difference-in-differences approach, 

Neureiter finds, in contrast to Goodman & Wright, that mandatory LCE-requirements have a 

strong and positive effect on the economic integration of non-EU born immigrants, while no 

effect is present on social and political integration. Considering this result, Neureiter makes a 

case for the adoption of robust language and civic education requirements for immigrants 

(Neureiter 2019, p. 2795). The conflicting results of these two studies underscore the need to 

further investigate the effects of LCE-policies, potentially through alternative methods and 

policy indicators. The methodology of Neureiter is enhanced compared to that of Goodman & 

Wright, by including a larger set of control variables and addressing unobservable 

heterogeneity. Still there is room for improvement regarding transparency and robustness, as 

no confidence intervals are shown for the predicted probabilities.  

Platt et al. (2022), apply MIPEX to evaluate policies related to migration & integration and their 

effects on the labor market performance of immigrants. As mentioned, by using MIPEX, a 

larger spectrum of policies and labor market characteristics are examined, including anti-

discrimination policies, social expenditure, and labor market regulation. They find that 

employment opportunities for immigrants are negatively associated with national expenditure 

on welfare benefits, but positively associated with policies that facilitate immigrant access to 

social security. Moreover, one of their main findings is that anti-discrimination policies are 

highly important for the economic integration of immigrants, particularly for female 

immigrants and high-skilled, non-Muslim men. These findings suggest that integration policies 

have different effects depending on immigrant characteristics such as gender, educational level, 

and religion (pp. 367-370).  

Similarly, Kanas & Steinmetz (2021) use MIPEX to study how labor market policies influence 

the economic outcomes of immigrants with different migration motives. Specifically, they test 

whether certain labor market policies alleviate the economic disadvantage of family 

reunification and refugee immigrants. They find that the labor market disadvantage of refugees 



 

 15 

and family reunification migrants is significantly smaller in countries with more extensive labor 

market policies, defined by MIPEX as integration policies that target the labor market mobility 

of immigrants. These include policies regulating access to the labor market, to general and 

targeted support, along with work and social security rights (p. 450).  

By applying several integration indices, including MIPEX, Koopmans (2010) finds that 

restrictive integration policies produce better socio-economic integration of immigrants, 

particularly in contrast to laissez-faire multiculturalism. He shows that Sweden, Belgium and 

the Netherlands, countries characterized by generous welfare states, multicultural policies and 

easy access to equal rights without major incentives to learn the host-language, display low 

levels of labor market participation among immigrants. In contrast, countries with more 

restrictive and assimilationist integration policies such as Germany, Austria, and France, or 

limited welfare states such as the UK, have produced better socio-economic integration (pp. 20-

22).  

Other studies have shown that language and integration requirements for legal statuses do not 

necessarily motivate migrants and instead excludes certain groups from a secure legal status. 

Böcker & Strik (2011) argue that standardized language and KoS-tests limits the possibilities 

to tailor language and integration programs to the specific needs of immigrant groups. They 

highlight results from an interview study where many respondents perceived the required level 

of language proficiency as being too low to improve their labor market position, but too high 

to include all immigrants with a will to integrate (p. 182). Van Oers (2021) reports that 

citizenship tests in Germany and the Netherlands prevented specific groups of immigrants from 

fully integrating into society, including the elderly, those with limited education, women and 

refugees (p.281). Reinforcing this critical stance, Guzi et al. (2023) demonstrate that designing 

less strict immigration and integration policies could help reduce existing labor market 

disadvantages for immigrants (p.4182). 

Fouka (2023) reviews a broad range of immigration and integration policies. The review’s main 

conclusion is that policies that reduce the adjustment costs for immigrants in the host country 

consistently prove more effective at promoting integration compared to policies that encourage 

immigrant effort by restricting resources and regulating access to rights. Lowering costs to 

adjustment could include language courses provided free of charge or targeted educational 

programs. On the contrary, restrictive and incentive-based policies, like raised requirements for 

permanent residency, are ambiguous policy tools that can even hinder integration, particularly 

for more marginalized groups, according to Fouka (2023, p.16). 
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Apart from cross-national studies examining the impact of various integration requirements, it 

is also relevant to consider evaluations of specific integration initiatives or policy changes.  

Arendt et al. (2022) examine labor market outcomes for refugees under Danish integration 

policies over 40 years, focusing on employment and economic performance (ibid., pp. 531-

532). They find that while policies reducing welfare benefits and dispersal policies (spreading 

out admitted refugees geographically) yield initial employment gains, they fail to support long-

term labor market integration. On the other hand, programs that extend language learning and 

job training show significant long-term benefits (ibid., pp. 533-534). Similarly, Foged et al. 

(2024) discover that enhanced language training and early placement in robust labor markets 

improved the long-term labor market outcomes for refugees, whereas reducing initial welfare 

payments and placing refugees near other refugees did not (ibid., pp. 366-367).  

Other studies have shown that acquiring citizenship significantly enhances the long-term 

economic integration of immigrants, particularly those from disadvantaged backgrounds (van 

Hook 2003; Hainmueller et al. 2019). On the other hand, a previous study by Hainmueller et al. 

(2018), revealed large barriers to citizenship for low-income migrants. These studies suggest 

that lowering costs for citizenship acquisition may be a way forward to increase naturalization 

rates and subsequently economic integration among immigrants (Hainmueller et al. 2018; 

Hotard et al. 2019). 

Arendt et al. (2023) analyze a Danish reform that imposed tougher permanent residency 

requirements, including higher language test standards and more minimum years of cumulative 

employment. They use a difference-in-differences approach to compare immigrants receiving 

temporary residency before and after the reform, distinguishing treatment and control groups 

that are subject to different eligibility criteria for permanent residency. Contrary to the 

intentions of the reform, the authors find that the overall employment of those affected 

decreased while their language proficiency remained largely unchanged. However, the authors 

derive that the negative effect on employment is driven by immigrants who performed badly in 

terms of employment and language also prior to the reform. Individuals with strong labor 

market attachment before the reform experienced no change in employment due to the reform, 

but it significantly increased their likelihood of passing the language requirement. Thus, this 

study highlights that raised requirements for acquiring permanent residency may only 

incentivize host-language acquisition and consequently labor market engagement if the bar is 

set at an appropriate level (p. 22). Along the same lines, Fouka (2023) recognizes that “limiting 

the generosity of welfare or access to legal status may incentivize certain actions conducive to 
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integration (e.g., job searches or language learning), but it increases deprivation and discourages 

efforts among immigrants who find the bar set too high” (p.16).  

To summarize, the findings on the effects of increased LCE-requirements and other integration 

policies remain rather mixed and inconclusive with both critical and advocating voices. A 

common point, however, seems to be that there may be either incentivizing or excluding effects 

for certain groups, depending on whether the “bar” is set at an appropriate level.  

Human Capital, the Economics of Language & 

Selection 

In explaining these policies’ rise in popularity, one may turn to the reasoning and justification 

behind these policies originate, which likely originate from theories of human capital and the 

“economics of language”. That is, the relationship between language proficiency and labor 

market outcomes.  

The positive impact of language proficiency on economic integration among immigrants is well 

established in the literature and sometimes referred to as “the economics of language” 

(Chiswick 2009, pp. 2-6; Chiswick & Miller 2015, p.212). Among the first studies to recognize 

the language barrier as a major obstacle in the immigrant’s integration were conducted in an 

American context and focused on the impact of the English language on earnings of Hispanic 

immigrants in the U.S. (Chiswick 1991, Borjas 1994, Lochmann et al 2019).  

Chiswick and Miller (2015) provide a comprehensive summary of studies and findings 

regarding language proficiency and economic outcomes. Basically, they all suggest that better 

language skills yield significant dividends in terms of income and employment. Depending on 

the study, income returns for proficient language skills vary from 5% to 30 %. This holds across 

multiple country contexts including the US, Germany, Israel and Bolivia (Chiswick 2009, p. 

19; Chiswick & Miller 2015, p. 259).  

Positive impacts of language proficiency have also been shown on employment. For example, 

Dustmann & Fabbri (2003) demonstrate that proficient English language skills among 

immigrants in the UK are associated with a 22 percent higher likelihood of employment (p. 

696).  

These “economics of language” are related to the broader economic theory of human capital. 

Becker (1962) defines investments in human capital as “activities that influence future real 
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income through the imbedding of resources in people” (p.9). According to this theory, 

variations in labor market success are mainly explained by individual skills and productivity. 

The assumption is that investments in human capital should lead to better labor market 

outcomes. Language proficiency can be considered human capital as it satisfies the three 

requirements for human capital, that is - productive, costly to produce, and embodied in the 

person (Chiswick 2009, p.4).  

However, unlike education, human capital components like language skills are not easily 

transferable across borders, as they are specific to the country in which they were developed. 

Since language skills are considered fundamental human capital, immigrants who lack fluency 

in the language of the host country often face significant disadvantages compared to native-

born individuals. Depending on both the country of origin and the destination country, the 

possibilities and efforts needed to learn a new language vary (van Tubergen & Kalmijn 2004)  

Another potential direct or indirect effect of increased LCE-requirements may be selection. The 

term, sometimes also “self-selection”, refers to the process by which individuals decide to 

migrate and are selected by host countries (Borjas 1987). This selection process is crucial 

because it influences the characteristics of the immigrant population, including their skills, 

education levels, and economic potential. It implies that immigrants can be either positively or 

negatively selected to the destination country. Positively selected immigrants are those who, on 

average, have stronger human capital in skills or education compared to the general population 

in their country of origin. This group is expected to perform well in the host country's labor 

market. Negatively selected immigrants are those who have lower skills or education levels 

compared to their home country's average. The economic integration of negatively selected 

migrants might be more challenging (Borjas 1987, p.2).  

Whether a migrant is positively or negatively selected depends on the state of the sending 

country as well as immigration policies in the receiving country (van Tubergen et al. 2004). 

According to Borjas (1994), countries like Australia and Canada, with historically restrictive 

immigration policies, tend to attract more high-skilled immigrants (positive selection). Borjas 

attributes the positive selection to the specific requirements that must be met for entry visas in 

these countries, which ensures that migrants who successfully pass these requirements are well-

suited for the labor market. Based on this, it is expected that immigrants in countries with 

stricter entry requirements on average have higher occupational status than those in countries 

without any requirements. Borjas confirms this expectation when comparing immigrants in 

Canada and the U.S., where immigrants in the former have superior labor market outcomes 
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(Borjas 1994, p. 1695). The same logic applies for the main hypothesis tested in this thesis, as 

an indirect effect of stricter LCE-policies may be positive selection, yielding enhanced labor 

market outcomes for immigrants in countries with strict LCE-requirements compared to those 

in countries with less strict policies.  

Hypotheses 

Even though the literature evaluating LCE-requirements is split in terms of their effects, I 

phrase my hypotheses based on the underlying intentions behind these policies, which are 

rooted in the theories reviewed above. The stated purpose and intended outcome of increased 

LCE-requirements is that they improve language proficiency among immigrants and 

consequently also should have positive effects on their labor market outcomes. Moreover, 

stricter LCE-policies may theoretically lead to a selection of more skilled immigrants, 

exhibiting better economic integration compared to immigrants in countries with lenient 

requirements where the selection is less restrictive. Since the LCE-requirements in question 

predominantly apply to non-EU born immigrants, I expect TCNs to be more affected by stricter 

LCE-requirements than EU-born immigrants. These theoretical assumptions lay the foundation 

for the hypotheses tested in this thesis, highlighted below.  

H1: TCNs in countries with stricter LCE-requirements have more successful labor market 

outcomes than TCNs in countries with less strict LCE-requirements. 

As natives and EU-born immigrants also are included in the analysis as reference points, I 

formulate hypotheses regarding these groups too, to test if LCE-requirements have any intended 

or unintended effects for them. As mentioned, the requirements examined are mostly a concern 

for TCNs, as they, unlike EU-immigrants, may be subject for pre-entry requirements and must 

apply for residence permits if they wish to stay in the country. However, the requirements for 

citizenship apply to all immigrants, which is why I cannot rule out the possibility that LCE-

requirements also influence the labor market outcome of EU-born immigrants (Goodman & 

Wright 2015, p. 1893). Hence, the following hypothesis is phrased based on the same logic as 

above: 

H2: EU-born immigrants in countries with stricter LCE-requirements have more successful 

labor market outcomes than EU-born immigrants in countries with less strict LCE-requirements 

(albeit a smaller effect than for TCNs).  

As LCE-requirements only apply to immigrants, I expect them to have no effect on employment 

outcomes of natives. 
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H3: For native-born individuals, the degree of strictness in LCE-requirements has no impact 

on labor market outcomes.  

To incorporate the gender aspect, I turn to literature identifying gender-differences in language 

acquisition and labor market outcomes.  

In an Italian context, Ghio et al. (2023) find that female immigrants are more penalized than 

males by poor linguistic proficiency in labor force participation. They relate this to the Italian 

immigrant labor market where domestic work and work in elder care is strongly characterized 

by the employment of female immigrants. The female domination in the domestic sector makes 

proficiency in Italian more important for female immigrants than for male immigrants, as the 

former are more likely to need language skills and interact with native employers and speakers. 

They also find that poor communication skills, i.e. speaking and understanding Italian, produce 

larger penalties for employment than inadequate formal skills, i.e. reading and writing (p. 388). 

The female domination in the care sector is not unique for Italy. The fact that language skills 

seem to matter more for immigrant women in terms of labor market outcomes can largely be 

explained by the gender-segregated labor market, present in most countries. Even if there has 

been improvement since the 1960s, men and women still tend to choose different types of 

occupations. According to the Gender Gap Report of 2023, healthcare and care services is still 

a female-dominated field with a share of females around 65 %. Women also outnumber men in 

occupations within education, mainly in primary school teaching. Meanwhile, men are heavily 

overrepresented in sectors like infrastructure and construction or oil, gas and mining (World 

Economic Forum 2023).  

In line with the arguments put forward by Ghio et al (2023), the female-dominated occupations 

listed above are characterized by communicative elements and require robust skills in the native 

language. This contrasts with traditional male-dominated occupations like construction, which 

may be more physically demanding rather than requiring language skills.  

Studies also imply that immigration plays a role in the gendered labor market.It has been found 

that immigrants contribute to maintaining the gender-segregated labor market, particularly by 

entering the care sector. Östbakken et al. (2023) state that “the strong female dominance in the 

lower ranks of nurturant care is maintained due to a growing share of immigrant women, such 

as home helpers, nursemaids, or doctor’s/dentist’s secretaries” (p. 836).  

Furthermore, Birger & Bar-Haim (2023a) find that migrant men who use a different language 

than the host language at home, are not prone to educational-occupational mismatch (EOM), 
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once education is controlled for. On the contrary, migrant women seem to suffer more from 

EOM when using a foreign language at home (p. 279). They attribute the disadvantage of 

women using a foreign language at home to cultural gender norms around men and women’s 

role within the household, shaping decisions regarding division of work and working hours (p. 

280). In another article by Birgier & Bar-Haim (2023b), they examine the effects of linguistics 

distance and language literacy on the labor market integration of migrant men and women. They 

find a significant negative impact of the linguistic distance between the first language (mother-

tongue) and destination language, on employment of migrant women, but not of men.  

These studies relate to a wider body of literature highlighting the so-called “double 

disadvantage” of migrant women, facing discrimination based both on gender and ethnicity, 

putting them at a disadvantage on the labor market in comparison to both men and native 

women (Moncrief et al. 1991, Lee et al. 2020).   

 Considering the double disadvantage of migrant women and what is known regarding the 

differences in labor market attachments for men and women, it is expected to find lower 

employment rates among females, regardless of origin. However, based on the indication that 

language skills seem to matter more for migrant women than men in their professional life, I 

expect stricter LCE-requirements to disproportionately benefit immigrant women, provided 

that they fill their intended purpose and improve language skills. This effect should be 

particularly pronounced among female TCNs. Hence, a fourth and final hypothesis is phrased: 

H4: The positive impact of stricter LCE-requirements on employment is more profound among 

female TCNs than male TCNs.   

Data 

European Social Survey 

The European social survey, ESS is a biennial social survey that is carried out face-to-face 

across many European countries. It is notorious for its strict methodological standards and focus 

on academic research. The survey lets researchers track how attitudes, behaviors, and 

conditions change and differ among Europeans over time and country-context (ESS 2024a). 

While it was not specifically designed to study immigrants, the ESS's high-quality and 
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consistent measurements across countries, makes it a suitable material for cross-national 

analyzes of immigrant experiences (Goodman & Wright 2015; Neureiter 2019; Platt et al. 

2022).  

The ESS has been conducted since 2000 and currently a total of 10 rounds exists. I use the two 

most recent rounds, 9 and 10, conducted between 2018 and 2022. Even with only two rounds, 

I enjoy a large starting sample of n= 76,769 and a relatively large share of respondents who 

identify as foreign-born (n=6,691).  

In round 9, interviews were conducted between 2018 and early 2020. For round 10 the period 

of conduction was longer than usual due to the COVID-19 pandemic4, and some countries opted 

for self-completion questionnaires in writing instead of traditional interviews to minimize the 

spread of infection. Therefore, the data for certain countries are based on interviews while 

others are based on self-completed written questionnaires.  

I use ESS data for the 18 countries that I have LAPIM-scores for. These are: Sweden, Denmark, 

Finland, Norway, United Kingdom, Ireland, Germany, France, Spain, Italy, Austria, the 

Netherlands, Belgium, Czech Republic, Poland, Slovenia, Bulgaria and Greece. All these 

countries participated in both rounds except for Denmark who only took part in round 9 and 

Greece who only took part in round 10.  

Ethical considerations 

ESS data is anonymized, and each survey is conducted with consent from the respondents. 

Moreover, in accordance with the ESS ERIC Statutes (Article 23.3), the ESS Research Ethics 

Committee subscribes to the Declaration on Professional Ethics of the International Statistical 

Institute. All information gathered is treated with strict confidentiality and in accordance with 

the UK Data Protection Act 2018, EU General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and 

applicable national data protection laws. No participant is identifiable (ESS, 2024b). The latter 

is particularly important when studying relatively small samples of immigrants due to the risk 

of identification, considering their status as a vulnerable group and the risk of affecting the 

narrative on migrants. In the process of writing this thesis, no attempts have been made to 

identify individual respondents in the data. As integration policies are being evaluated, there is 

also a risk that results and conclusions drawn in this thesis may influence future policymaking 
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and directly affect immigrants or certain groups of immigrants. In my assessment and 

evaluation of the LCE-requirements and their possible effects I have strived to be objective and 

not angle the results in any particular direction which could negatively influence future 

integration policy and situation of immigrants. Moreover, I have followed the guidelines 

highlighted in the Swedish Research Council’s report Good Research Practice (2017).  

Analytical strategy and method 

Variables 

Employment status 

The main dependent variable is employment status. It is a dichotomous variable in which 

individuals are coded either 1 or 0 in based on their main activity the last 7 days. Employment 

is coded 1 if the respondent did not mark themselves as unemployed and was not actively 

looking for a job the last 7 days (i.e. had a job). Individuals who responded that they are 

unemployed and actively looking for a job are coded 0.  

LAPIM  

The main independent variable at the country level is the categorical variable based on LAPIM-

scores (0-100). Low values represent strict requirements and high values imply more relaxed 

requirements. The LAPIM-scores of countries in my sample range from Austria at 34 to Sweden 

at 99. As mentioned, LAPIM-scores are divided and categorized into three broader categories: 

strict, moderately strict, and lenient. LAPIM-scores of 35-55 are considered strict, while the 

label moderately strict is assigned to LAPIM-scores between 55 and 75. LAPIM-scores above 

75 are treated as lenient. This yields the following groups of countries in my sample: 
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Figure 5. European map showing categorization of LCE-

requirements for the included countries.

 

 

Depending on the country and when a respondent was interviewed or completed the written 

questionnaire, the appropriate LAPIM-score for that year is used. There are, however, only 

minor policy changes over this short time span. For instance, a respondent interviewed in 

Norway in 2022 receives a LAPIM-score of 67 based on a level B1 requirement in oral skills 

for citizenship. A Norwegian respondent that was interviewed in 2019 receives a score of 69, 

since the same requirement at that time was level A2. There are a few other examples of 

countries that have changed their requirements which slightly affects the LAPIM-scores, but 

this does not in any case alter the categorization made into strict, moderately strict and lenient 

countries. 
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GDP per capita and national unemployment rate 

Since there are other country-level factors that may explain overall employment outcomes, I 

also control for national unemployment rates and GDP per capita5 as continuous variables. 

Depending on the country and when the respondent was interviewed, the appropriate GDP per 

capita and unemployment rate for that year is used. This data is retrieved from Eurostat and the 

UK Office for National Statistics (2024a; 2024b).  

Origin 

The main independent variable at the individual level is origin. Since the main point of interest 

is to analyze labor market outcomes of immigrants, I separate between individuals born in the 

country where the interview is conducted as those who are not. Moreover, within the group of 

foreign-born, I distinguish between immigrants born in another EU-country and third country 

nationals, TCNs. Hence, origin is a categorical variable where native-born respondents are 

coded 0, immigrants born in another EU-country are coded 1, while immigrants born outside 

of the EU are coded 2.  

Immigrants are coded 1 if they are born in any of the 27 EU-member states or Liechtenstein, 

Norway, Iceland and Switzerland (EFTA) as they all have a common visa policy (no border 

controls) and are encompassed by the wider area of freedom, security and justice policy of the 

EU6. I also include UK-born immigrants in this group as many UK-migrants in the sample 

migrated while the country was still a part of the EU. Any remaining foreign-born individuals 

after this distinction are coded 2, representing TCNs. I include natives in my sample as it allows 

me to have a benchmark value for measuring the economic integration of TCNs. Moreover, I 

include EU-born immigrants to test if they also are impacted by LCE-requirements.   

Gender & interactions 

The other main independent variable at the individual level is gender, a binary variable where 

females are coded 1, and males are coded 0. In my models, I include first a two-way interaction 

term between origin and LAPIM-category, and then a three-way interaction between origin, 

LAPIM-category, and gender.  

                                                

5 Chain linked volumes 2010, euro per capita at market prices (coded to thousands of €). 

6 For Schengen border policies, see: https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/system/files_en?file=2020-

09/schengen_brochure_dr3111126_en.pdf  

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/system/files_en?file=2020-09/schengen_brochure_dr3111126_en.pdf
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/system/files_en?file=2020-09/schengen_brochure_dr3111126_en.pdf
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Control variables 

Furthermore, I control for age and highest level of education completed. The education variable 

included in my data is based on the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED). 

A categorical variable is created for respondents’ level of education measured via a four-point 

ordinal scale ranging from ‘less than lower secondary education’ to ‘higher tertiary education’. 

Age is recoded from a continuous variable to a categorical one with age groups from 18-25 to 

55-65. Moreover, I include dummy control variables for whether a respondent is married (1) or 

not (0) and type of domicile (urban=1, rural=0). Ultimately, I include a dummy variable for the 

pandemic which is coded 0 if the year of interview is before 2020, and 1 for years 2020-2022, 

to control for any potential effects of the COVID-19 pandemic and different methods of data 

gathering.  

Selected sample 

In the process of choosing my sample of interest for the purpose of this study, the following 

decisions have been made. To begin with, the starting sample of 76,769 is substantially reduced 

as I keep only the active population, i.e. individuals who are either employed or unemployed 

and actively looking for a job the last 7 days. Hence, students, retirees, homeworkers, 

permanently sick and disabled, and respondents who are unemployed but have indicated that 

they are not actively searching for work, are excluded. In addition, respondents under the age 

of 18 and above 65 are excluded. For 179 respondents, there is missing information on where 

they are born. Since it is crucial to know whether a respondent is to be considered an immigrant 

or not for the purpose of this thesis, I drop these observations. This leaves me with a sample of 

n=38,229.  

244 respondents have not indicated a gender. As gender also is a central part of the research 

questions addressed, these observations are excluded from the model (new n=37,985). For the 

education variable, there are 463 responses of “Don’t know”, “Other”, “Refusal” “No answer”. 

These observations are recoded to missing (=9) and included in the model to avoid unnecessary 

reduction of the sample size. The same is done for the dummy variables of domicile and 

marriage status. For 53 observations, information regarding time at interview is missing. Since 

this also affects my country-level variables that are generated based on a certain point in time 

(GDP per capita, unemployment rates, LAPIM-scores), these observations are excluded from 
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the main model. This leaves me with a sample size of n= 37,932 of which 3,919 (approximately 

10 %) are immigrants.  

A detailed description of the sample and distribution of categories within variables can be found 

in the Appendix 3, tables 6-8.  

Analytical approach 

The data is analyzed first with a basic descriptive approach and then through multilevel logistic 

regression. The descriptive statistics provide an insight into the underlying data used in the 

multilevel model, primarily focusing on how the dependent variable employment varies over 

categories of the independent variables. This is displayed in (weighted) frequency tables and 

bar charts.  

The multilevel analysis includes two full models with random effects, a first with a two-way 

interaction between LAPIM-category and origin and a second with a three-way interaction 

between LAPIM-category, origin, and gender. The advantages and limitations of multilevel 

models are elaborated on in the methodological section below. 

For the descriptive statistics, I apply weights to ensure that the survey sample is more 

representative of the whole population (Solon et al. 2015). This is done using the built-in weight 

anweight, which is automatically included in the ESS-data and recommended by the ESS for 

all types of analysis. According to the ESS, anweight “corrects for differential selection 

probabilities within each country as specified by sample design, for nonresponse, for 

noncoverage, and for sampling error related to the four post-stratification variables and takes 

into account differences in population size across countries.” (Kaminska 2020, p.4). I do not 

apply weights in my regression models as the sample weights are based on variables already 

included in the model (Solon et al. 2015).  

Method 

Since I have cross-sectional data with a hierarchical structure where individual-level data is 

nested within countries, I apply a multilevel random effects regression model. As the outcome 

of employment is binary, logistic regression is used. Logistic regression is suitable for analysis 

with dichotomous outcomes (Bonney 1987). The multilevel random effects approach allows 

me to analyze both individual determinants of employment and effects of institutional macro-



 

 28 

level variables. Hence, it allows for studying the variation both between and within countries 

(Li et al. 2010).  

Use of multilevel modeling is appropriate to estimate the role of contextual effects on 

employment while also considering the multilevel structure of the data. It accounts for the 

clustering of observations within countries and allows me to examine how LCE-policies 

influence employment outcomes, while the random effects account for unobserved 

heterogeneity across countries (Hox et al., 2017, pp. 11-16). Random-effects models are 

beneficial for cross-sectional data where the variability arises from differences in policies and 

conditions across countries rather than changes over time. Considering the many characteristics 

that may vary between countries and which cannot all be controlled for, random-effect models 

do a good job of handling unobserved heterogeneity by modeling it as part of the variance 

structure of the data. The random-effects model does not require large time-series data to be 

effective, and accounts for the variability among different groups (countries), assuming that 

each group could potentially influence the outcome in a unique way. (Borenstein et al. 2010; 

Hox et al 2017). 

As I only use two rounds of the ESS, and the LAPIM-scores do not change dramatically over 

this time period, I value the advantages with random-effects (dealing with clusters and 

unobserved heterogeneity) higher than fixed-effects which may be preferable when the main 

explanatory factor varies over time.  

The use of multilevel models is not without limitations. Recently, criticism has been raised 

against multilevel models when the data consists of a large number of individual observations 

but in a small sample of clusters, such as countries, as this can yield biased estimates for second-

level covariates (Bryan & Jenkins 2016). Stegmueller (2013) finds that multilevel maximum 

likelihood estimates, and their generated confidence intervals, can be biased in multilevel 

models when the number of second-level entities is too small. This can cause the standard 

deviations to be underestimated, creating too short and misleading confidence intervals.  

The appropriate number of second-level entities (in this case countries) needed in a multilevel 

model is debated in the literature. Bryan & Jenkins (2016, pp. 19-20) argue that the number of 

second-level units should be larger than 25 for hierarchical linear models and larger than 30 for 

logistic models with binary outcomes. In Stegmueller (2013, p. 758)’s comparison between 

maximum likelihood estimates of multilevel models and Bayesian approaches, he urges caution 

in using classical ML methods with less than 15 second-level clusters. He shows that with a 

very small sample of second-level units (less than 10), multilevel models are heavily biased 
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while Bayesian methods perform better. However, Stegmueller’s work also clearly shows that 

when the second-level sample size approaches 15 and beyond, the difference between the two 

methods is rather small, with similar biases (ibid., p. 754). 

In my case, I have 18 countries for which both ESS-data and LAPIM-scores are available. This 

puts me in the range of 15-20 second-level units, which warrants less biased results compared 

to country samples smaller than 15, judging by Stegmueller’s demonstration. Nonetheless, I am 

aware of this limitation and encourage caution in making any larger generalization from results 

presented in this thesis. To address this issue, I also I run several robustness checks to validate 

my results, further explained in later segments.  

Since logistic regressions are not suited for stepwise models where different independent 

variables are included successively (Mood 2010), I directly present the full models. In a first 

model, the regression includes all control variables and a two-way-interaction term between 

LAPIM-category and origin. As TCNs is the main group of interest, TCNs are set as the 

reference group. For the results, I plot the predicted probabilities with 95 % confidence intervals 

for each combination of the interaction, for ease of interpretation. The full regression tables 

with odds ratios can be found in Appendix 4. Note that the control variables are included to 

assure that any effects of LCE-requirements and their interaction with origin are present even 

after controlling for education, age, gender, marital status, GDP per capita etc. Thus, the impact 

of control variables is not of primary interest and will therefore only briefly be addressed.  

In a second model, I include a three-way interaction term between LAPIM-category, origin, 

and gender, to show how any of the associations found in model 1 change when interacting 

with gender. These results are also presented as predicted probabilities of employment, while 

the full output table with odds ratios is available in Appendix 4.  

 

The full second model with the three-way interaction can be expressed as follows: 
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where: 

 Originij, LAPIMij, and Genderij include the main effects and their interactions. 

 i indicates level-one unit (e.g. individual)  

 j indicates level-two unit (country) 

 uj is the random effect for the j-th group (country), capturing unobserved heterogeneity. 

 

As a robustness check, I re-run all multilevel models as linear probability models with clustered 

standard errors. The LPM is another viable option when examining binary outcomes, and in 

combination with applying clustered standard errors, it is a suggested alternative to multilevel 

models when the number of countries is relatively small (Platt et al. 2022, p. 352). In addition, 

other sensitivity analyses and diagnostic goodness-of-fit tests are performed to ensure 

robustness, further explained after the results and in Appendix 4. 

Results  

Descriptive statistics  

Table 2-4 illustrate employment by origin, LAPIM-category, and gender separately with 

weighted shares. Figure 6 shows how employment varies by combinations of gender, LAPIM-

categories, and origin.  

 

Table 2. Employment status by origin.  

Employment status n, weighted share in 

parenthesis 

Natives EU-born TCNs  

Unemployed 2,080 (6.1) 119 (8.1) 283 (11.5) 

Employed 31,933 (93.9) 1,344 (91.9) 2,173 (88.5) 

Total 34,013 (100) 1,463 (100) 2,456 (100) 

 

Initially it is noteworthy that the share of employed individuals is high for all categories. As 

expected, both EU-born immigrants and TCNs exhibit slightly higher unemployment rates 

compared to natives, and this is particularly pronounced for TCNs.  
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Table 3. Employment status by LAPIM-category.   

Employment status n, weighted share in 

parenthesis 

Strict Moderate Lenient 

Unemployed 680 (4.4) 1340 (9.6) 389 (4.6) 

Employed 14,932 (95.6) 12,556 (90.4) 8,035 (95.4) 

Total 15,612 (100) 13,896 (100) 8,824 (100) 

 

By LAPIM-category, the respondents from countries coded as having moderate LCE-

requirements clearly exhibit higher unemployment rates, compared to individuals in countries 

categorized as strict or lenient. This is important to consider in the analysis, as employment can 

be expected to be lower within this category compared to strict and lenient both for native-born 

and immigrants.  

 

Somewhat surprisingly, there is no larger difference in employment between men and women 

overall. Small gender differences in unemployment of at most 1.6 percentage points remain 

even when sorted by origin (table 4).  

 

Table 4. Share of unemployed by gender and origin. 

Unemployment, Weighted shares Male Female 

Native-born 6 % 6.2 % 

EU-born immigrants 7.3 % 8.9 % 

Third-country national 11 % 12.2 % 

 

Finally, Figure 6 displays how unemployment varies by gender, origin and LAPIM-category, 

highlighting a pronounced unemployment among female TCNs under moderate requirements 

but a relatively large unemployment among male TCNs under strict policies. The differences 

by gender are more apparent among TCNs than among EU-migrants and natives, particularly 

under strict and moderate settings.  
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Figure 6. Share of unemployed by gender, origin, and LAPIM-

category. 

 

 

For TCNs, an interesting pattern is observed in that men seem to benefit from less strict LCE-

requirements, as unemployment is lower under moderate and lenient requirements compared to 

strict. Among female TCNs, however, the unemployment share is smallest under strict policies, 

and lower than for male TCNs, while it is substantially higher under moderate requirements.   

 

With these patterns in mind, plotted results from the two logistic multilevel models are 

presented below. Full regression output tables are available in Appendix 4.  

Model 1 

The first model estimates the associations between LCE-requirements and employment status 

via the interaction between LAPIM categories and origin. For the full model with the odds ratios 

of all covariates, including the two-way interaction and all control variables, see table 9 in 

Appendix 4. Below I present the predicted probabilities of employment across LAPIM-

categories and origin. To determine any significant differences in predicted employment 

between these groups, attention should be directed at whether the 95 % confidence intervals, 

CI: s, overlap or not.  
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Figure 7. Predicted probabilities of employment by origin and 

LAPIM-category with 95 % confidence intervals. 

Blue squares: natives, Green: EU-born immigrants, Yellow: TCNs. 

First off, it should be recognized that the overall employment rate of respondents in this sample 

is rather high (see descriptive statistics), and therefore the estimated predicted values only differ 

from 0.89 (TCNs under lenient policies) to 0.96 (native-born under strict policies).  

Within groups, across LAPIM-categories 

Figure 7 shows the predicted probabilities of employment within each group of origin. Initially, 

it can be observed that the predicted probability of employment is higher for natives than for 

immigrants across all LAPIM-categories. Overall, EU-born immigrants are estimated to have 

higher likelihoods of being employed compared to TCNs, although the relatively wide CI:s 

imply some uncertainty. For both natives and EU-born immigrants, the predicted probability of 

employment is lower under moderate requirements than under lenient and strict requirements. 

The same pattern is not seen for TCNs. However, these differences across LAPIM-categories 

are not significant, as the CI:s overlap.  

The blue overlapping CI: s indicate that the predicted probability of employment for natives are 

not significantly different across LAPIM-categories, suggesting that LCE-requirements do not 

affect natives. Neither do the predicted probabilities for EU-born (green) or TCNs (yellow) vary 
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significantly over LAPIM-categories, as implied by the overlapping CI: s within each color. 

That is, TCNs under lenient requirements do not have significantly lower or higher estimated 

employment probabilities compared to TCNs under moderate or strict requirements, etc. The 

insignificance is also seen in the output in the Appendix 4 where no statistical significance at 

the conventional P-value of 0.05 is found for the odds ratios of the LAPIM-categories. Based 

on these findings, there seems to be no clear effect of LCE-requirements on the labor market 

outcome for any of these groups. This entails a rejection of H1 and H2, as no positive 

association is found between stricter LCE-requirements and predicted employment, neither for 

TCNs or EU-immigrants. Moreover, H3 is accepted as natives seem to be unaffected by LCE-

requirements, as expected.  

 

Figure 8. Predicted probabilities of employment with 95 % 

confidence intervals (sorted differently). 

 

 

Within LAPIM-categories, between groups 

In figure 8, the same predicted probabilities are sorted differently to illustrate any significant 

differences between natives, EU-born and TCNs within the different LAPIM-categories. In 

summarizing the results, a stepwise explanation is given for each category LAPIM-category. 
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Strict 

Under strict requirements, it is noteworthy that the predicted probability for TCNs is 

significantly lower compared to both natives and EU-born under strict requirements (first 

yellow square compared to first blue and green square). Hence, both native and EU-born 

immigrants are estimated to be substantially and significantly more likely to be employed under 

strict language policies compared to TCNs. No significant difference between EU-born 

immigrants and natives is found.  

Moderate 

Under moderate requirements, there are no significant differences in predicted employment 

between natives, EU-born immigrants, or TCNs as all three CI: s overlap. This is implied also 

by the interaction term between LAPIM and origin (found in table 9 Appendix 4), showing that 

the advantage native-born individuals have over TCNs in terms of employment odds decreases 

when moving from a strict to a moderate LCE-setting. 

Lenient  

Under lenient requirements, TCNs are estimated to have a significantly lower predicted 

probability compared to natives (third yellow square compared to third blue square), but not 

compared to EU-born under (third yellow compared to third green square). 

Hence, the plot shows that the predicted gap in labor market outcomes between natives and 

TCNs is larger (and significant) in countries with strict and lenient LCE-requirements, and that 

the likelihood of employment for the two groups is more alike under moderate policies, as no 

significant difference is shown. The predicted probabilities for EU-born immigrants are not 

significantly different for any LAPIM-category compared to natives (green compared to blue), 

implying that EU-born immigrants may exhibit similar employment levels as natives. 

To summarize, while no association is found between LAPIM-category and the probability of 

employment for TCNs at an absolute level (i.e. predicted probability of employment for TCNs 

is not significantly higher or lower in any of the LAPIM-categories), one can conclude that 

there is a larger estimated employment gap between TCNs and native-born, as well as between 

TCNs and EU-migrants, under strict policies. This gap is also observed between TCNs and 

natives under lenient requirements.  
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While the pattern is not straightforward, it may imply that the economic integration of TCNs 

could be more successful under moderate requirement settings than in countries with strict or 

lenient requirements.   

Model 2 

In the second model, the three-way interaction between LAPIM, origin, and gender is included, 

together with the same variables from model 1. I show the predicted probability of employment 

for male and female natives, EU-born immigrants, and TCNs across LAPIM-categories (figure 

9). As for model 1, the full regression output with odds ratios is available in Appendix 4 (table 

10). In summarizing the results, a stepwise explanation is given for each LAPIM-category.  

Figure 9. Predicted probability of employment by LAPIM-category, 

origin, and gender with 95 % confidence intervals.  

 

Explanation: Native-born in blue, EU-born immigrants in green, TCNs in yellow. Squared nodes for males and 

diamond-shaped nodes for females. 

 

Strict 

Under strict requirements, male TCNs are estimated to have significantly lower predicted 

probabilities of employment compared to native men. Male TCNs under strict policies also 
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exhibit significantly lower probabilities of employment compared to male EU-born immigrants. 

The same is not true for female TCNs compared to native women or female EU-born 

immigrants. Neither gender among EU-born immigrants have significant different probabilities 

of employment compared to natives.  

Moderate 

Under moderate requirements, neither gender among TCNs have significantly lower predicted 

probabilities compared to natives or EU-born immigrants. The same is true for both genders 

among EU-migrants compared to natives. The predicted probabilities for both male and female 

TCNs are not significantly different from those of male and female EU-born immigrants. Worth 

noting, however, is that under moderate settings, male TCNs are estimated to have a 

significantly higher likelihood of being employed compared to male TCNs under strict policies, 

and than female TCNs under moderate policies.  

Lenient 

Under lenient requirements, male TCNs do not have a significantly lower predicted probability 

of employment compared to native men. On the contrary, female TCNs have a significantly 

lower likelihood of being employed compared to native women. This does not hold compared 

to EU-born immigrants. Neither are any of the predicted probabilities for both genders among 

EU-born immigrants significantly different from native born.  

To summarize, there seem to be no differences in employment across LAPIM-categories for 

native and EU-born, neither for men or women, as the CI:s of all blue and all green nodes 

overlap. This further strengthens the rejection of H2 and confirmation of H3. For male TCNs, 

estimates show that strict requirements are negatively associated with predicted employment 

chances as they have significantly lower predicted probabilities compared to both native and 

EU-born immigrant men. For female TCNs, strict requirements do not seem to have the same 

negative association on employment status as no significant difference from natives or EU-born 

immigrants is shown. In fact, within the group female TCNs, there are indications that strict 

requirements have a positive association on employment, as they exhibit higher predicted 

employment compared to female TCNs under moderate and lenient policies – although the 

overlapping CI:s imply uncertainty. Moreover, the predicted employment under strict 

requirements is even higher than for male TCNs under strict policies – however also tempered 

by overlapping CI:s. Nonetheless, the only case where female TCNs have a significantly lower 

likelihood of being employed compared to native women, is under lenient requirements. In 
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comparison, the only case where male TCNs have a significant disadvantage in terms of 

employment chances compared to both native and EU-born immigrant men, is under strict 

requirements. These results are in line with H4 suggesting that stricter LCE-requirements may 

have a positive impact for female TCNs but not for men.  

 

Figure 10. Predicted probability of employment by LAPIM-

category, origin, and gender with 95 % confidence intervals 

(sorted differently). 

 

Explanation: Native-born in blue, EU-born immigrants in green, TCNs in yellow. Squared nodes for males and 

diamond-shaped nodes for females. 

 

When examining the group TCNs across LAPIM-categories, the only significant deviation 

observed is a positive association on employment for male TCNs under moderate requirements 

compared to strict (second yellow square compared to first yellow square). Under this setting, 

male TCNs also have significantly higher estimated chances of employment compared to 

female TCNs (second yellow diamond). However, even if tempered by overlapping CI:s, the 

pattern of the predicted employment chances for female TCNs suggest that stricter requirements 

may be positively associated with employment chances.  For male TCNs, moderate policies 

seem to be the most beneficial requirements in terms of estimated employment outcomes. Thus, 
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the results display variations in the possible effects of LCE-requirements on male and female 

TCNs, in general suggesting that female TCNs can benefit from the most restrictive 

requirements while male TCNs enjoy higher chances of employment in moderately strict 

environments. Hence, some support is found for H4, particularly when the predicted 

probabilities are put in relation to those of natives.  

 

Robustness 

As mentioned in the method-section, I re-run my models as linear probability models with 

clustered standard errors as a robustness check. Similar patterns in terms of the predicted 

probabilities are found. One essential difference that emerged when comparing the two models 

is that the positive significant association between moderate policies for male TCNs and 

employment shown in the multilevel model, as compared to male TCNs under strict policies, is 

not implied in the LPM-model. However, the overall pattern of a significant employment gap 

between male TCNs and native men under strict requirements and a significant employment 

gap between female TCNs and native women under lenient requirements remain. In addition, 

in the LPM female TCNs also have a significant lower predicted probability of employment 

compared to native women under moderate policies. See figure 13 and 14 in Appendix 5. 

To further test the robustness and sensitivity of my analysis, I have successively included and 

excluded variables and countries to determine that my results are not affected by employment 

differences in any particular country or covariate. For example, in one step Bulgaria and Poland 

were excluded since the sample size of immigrants in these countries are s rather small, to assure 

that the results are not driven by these specific countries. The results remained almost identical. 

Regarding variables and model fit, the intraclass correlation (rho) is substantially reduced when 

I include the country-level variables of GDP per capita and national unemployment rate, which 

implies that the added country-level variables are capturing a considerable portion of the 

variation that is otherwise attributed to differences between countries (random effects 

heterogeneity). Lastly, I generate receiver operating characteristic (ROC) - curves for the 

models. ROC-curves are suitable diagnostic tests and performance evaluations of models with 

binary outcomes. It plots the true-positive rate (sensitivity) versus the false positive rate 

(specificity) at various thresholds (Mundrak 2010, p.1315). In interpreting ROC-curves, it is 

more meaningful examine the area under the ROC-curve, AUC. According to Mundrak (2010, 

p. 1316) an AUC of 0.7 and 0.8 is considered acceptable. My models meet these requirements. 

For instance, the AUC for Model 2 is 0.74, available in Appendix 5 (figure 11).  
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To test that whether the gender differences found may be attributable to the gender-segregated 

labor market, as suggested by the literature, I also check the occupational structure by gender 

in my sample. Through Stata’s iscogen-command, occupational categories from the existing 

ISCO-087- variable in the data are created (International Labour Organization 2024). The 

categories are based on Oesch (2022) class schema of eight occupation-categories. When 

sorting the categories by gender, I confirm that female TCNs in my sample to a larger extent 

work in the service sector, while a larger proportion of male TCNs work in the production sector 

(see figure 12 in Appendix).  

Discussion 

While it is precarious to draw any larger generalizations and causal inferences regarding the 

effects of integration policies and LCE-requirements based on the results presented here, 

especially considering the very diverse and multifaceted group of immigrants, my results imply 

a few things. 

The results show that TCNs as a group do not have significantly lower predicted probabilities 

of employment compared to natives under moderate requirements, while they do under lenient 

and strict requirements. However, there is no clear trend that TCNs have lower or higher 

chances of employment in any of the LCE-requirement settings, leading to rejection of the first 

hypothesis that stricter requirements should yield improved integration. What to make of these 

results is therefore not straightforward. Regarding the lack of any significant employment gap 

between natives and TCNs in moderate settings, one may reconnect to the argumentations made 

by Arendt et al. (2023) and Fouka (2023) - that the incentivizing effects of LCE-requirements 

may only occur if “the bar is set at an appropriate level”. Based on the results from my sample, 

the appropriate bar seems to be found at moderately strict requirements, rather than very relaxed 

or very strict policies. The fact that the predicted probability of employment does not 

significantly differ for TCNs across LAPIM-categories raises concerns about the policy design 

and indented effects of these policies. The reasoning behind stricter LCE-requirements lies in 

the assumption that they improve language proficiency and consequently enhance the 

integration of immigrants, including economic integration (Chiswick & Miller, Dustmann & 

                                                

7 The International Standard Classification of Occupations 
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Fabbri). While I do not question this well-established association, especially as it is not directly 

tested in this thesis, my results raise doubts around the initial step in this mechanism, namely 

the assumption that stricter LCE-requirements incentivize and generate improved language 

skills. Based on the results shown here, one should be cautious in assuming the existence of 

such an effect.  

Moreover, also selection theories should lead to the expectation of finding more integrated 

immigrants in countries with stricter requirements (Borjas 1987), but this does not seem to be 

the case for TCNs in my sample. However, neither do I find significantly better outcomes in 

less strict settings. Hence, my results do not lend any obvious support for proponents of stricter 

LCE-requirements (Neureiter 2019, Koopmans 2010) nor critics arguing that they have an 

excluding effect (Fouka 2023; Strik et al. 2010; Guzi et al. 2023). Rather, the results are in line 

with the argumentation of skeptics pointing towards the lack of any empirically shown effects. 

Here, one may reconnect to the point made by Goodman & Wright (2015) regarding whether 

these policies have an impact at all. As they find no significant effects for overall integration, 

Goodman & Wright argue that the reasoning behind and value of these policies may be merely 

symbolic, for electorates to gain political support on issues related to immigration or 

integration. The results shown here are broadly in line with their assessment, with the 

modification that moderate requirements may be superior in promoting economic integration 

of non-EU immigrants compared to lenient or strict policies.  

Regardless, the question becomes more complex when the gender aspect is incorporated, 

showing how multi-faceted the implications of LCE-requirements may be. The associations 

shown in the second model reveal that there may be functional or excluding effects of these 

policies in certain settings, depending on the gender of the immigrant. For female TCNs, the 

likelihood of being employed seems to be lowest under lenient requirements, while they exhibit 

the highest probability of employment in countries with the strictest policies, where the 

predicted probability is even higher than for male TCNs. Although these differences are 

tempered by wide CI: s disclosing some uncertainty- when compared against natives within the 

same LCE-requirement setting, the trend persists. Under lenient requirements, female TCNs 

have significantly lower probability of employment than native females. The same is not true 

under moderate and strict requirements. Hence, H4 is partly supported as there is an observable 

positive association between strict LCE-requirements and the labor market outcome of female 

TCNs, but not for male TCNs. On the contrary, male TCNs only have significantly lower 

chances of being employed compared to native men under strict requirements, while the 
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differences under moderate and lenient requirements are not significant. Moreover, the second 

model shows a positive and significant association between moderate LCE-requirements and 

male TCNs’ employment outcomes, implying that they have a higher likelihood of securing 

employment compared to male TCNs under strict policies. Although these results should be 

interpreted cautiously, they lend some support that strict LCE-requirements may be beneficial 

for labor market outcomes of female TCNs, while they in fact could have excluding effects on 

male TCNs, who may benefit from less strict requirements.  

As the association between LAPIM-category and predicted probability of employment is vastly 

different for male and female TCNs, it seems suitable to reiterate the reasoning around “setting 

the bar at an appropriate level”. Just as Arendt et al. (2023) show how the incentivizing effects 

may fail to appear if the bar is set too high and that the appropriate level varies for different 

types of immigrants, my results suggest that the optimal level of LCE-requirements seem to be 

different for men and women, at least when it comes to economic integration of non-European 

immigrants. For female TCNs, the associations found suggest that the appropriate level to 

benefit from any incentivizing effects of LCE-requirements is the level applied in countries 

with strict requirements. Conversely, the associations imply that strict requirements appear to 

be disadvantageous for male TCNs, and thus the bar set in moderate or lenient settings may be 

more appropriate for them. As shown by Ghio et al. (2023) and Birger & Haim (2023a), this 

may be related to the occupational choices of men and women. In line with their findings, 

language proficiency matters more for female immigrants than for immigrant men in terms of 

their economic integration. Ghio et al. point specifically at the low-skill nature of Italy’s 

immigrant labor market as a reason. As female immigrants are more likely to work in the care 

and domestic sector, they are more likely to need language skills and interact with natives 

compared to male immigrants. Although these differences may be specific to the Italian 

immigrant labor market, similar work patterns and effects of language are seen in other 

contexts. For example, a similar logic would follow the case of Östbakken et al. (2023) who 

show that female immigrants have replaced native females in domestic work and the care-sector 

in Norway. 

The different patterns found for male and female immigrants could also partly be explained by 

the cultural gender norms highlighted by Birgier & Haim (2023a). The fact that investments in 

language proficiency, embodied in stricter LCE-requirements, seem to be more beneficial for 

female TCNs, could be explained by the division of work between men and women among 

immigrants. In countries with lenient or no requirements, without any enforcing elements or 



 

 43 

distinct incentives to learn the language, immigrant women may be less keen to invest in 

learning the host language and run a higher risk of being stationed as homeworkers while the 

men embrace the role as male breadwinners. A way of securing that this language investment 

occurs for females may be through stricter LCE-requirements, providing incentives for both 

male and female immigrants to learn the language of the host country. 

Relating back to Goodman & Wright (2015) and the initial question of whether mandatory 

integration requirements help or hinder the economic integration of immigrants, my results 

would suggest that they seem to do neither for TCNs overall. However, the associations found 

once LAPIM-categories are interacted with gender imply that the strictest type of LCE-

requirements seem to mainly hinder economic integration of male TCNs, while they may help 

the economic integration of non-EU born women. This is at least true when the employment 

gap between natives and TCNs is the unit of measure, which should be an appropriate measure 

of integration, given the definition highlighted by Fouka (2023), originally from Brown & Bean 

(2006): 

“Integration is the process by which the characteristics of members of immigrant groups and 

host societies come to resemble one another.” (Brown & Bean 2006).   

Focusing on the relative economic integration of TCNs against a benchmark value of native 

employment, in addition to the absolute levels (predicted employment probability of TCNs) 

allows for a more robust comparative analysis across the country categories, especially 

considering the higher levels of unemployment in moderate settings that seems to be present 

for both natives and immigrants in these countries. The patterns found in the regression analysis 

are also in line with the rudimentary descriptive analysis shown in Figure 6 where the 

unemployment of male TCNs decreases with less strict LCE-requirements, while the lowest 

unemployment of female TCNs is found in the category of countries with strict requirements.  

Addressing Limitations 

Beyond the methodological limitations discussed in the method section, a few other objections 

towards certain aspects of the study are worth addressing.   

First off, I do not have the possibility to distinguish between immigrants’ reason for migration 

as the ESS has no variable for this. The labor market outcome, as well as any potential effect 

of LCE-requirements, is most likely different for labor migrants and refugees, for instance. 

Hence, I risk not capturing a substantial part of the variation in immigrant employment status 
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explained by different reasons for migration. To partly account for this, I differentiate between 

EU-migrants and third-country nationals, who at least are subject to different immigration and 

integration requirements.  

Moreover, in my study it is not be possible to distinguish which specific integration requirement 

an individual immigrant was exposed to, as immigrants’ year of arrival varies substantially, and 

LCE-policies have changed over time. However, it can be argued that LAPIM functions as an 

indicator for countries’ LCE-requirements even historically, as countries with the strictest 

requirements in 2022 also were the countries with the strictest policies in place in the early 

2000s (Rocca et al. 2020). Since barely any country had pronounced LCE-requirements prior 

to the early 2000s, and since the requirements have almost exclusively gotten stricter, the 

LAPIM-scores of 2022 are fairly representative of the relative strictness and composition of 

requirements across countries even retrospectively. Nonetheless, there is room for improvement 

in the study-design in terms of establishing causal inference which could be approached by 

matching individual immigration years to the present LCE-requirement at the time. This would 

however require substantial data management and preferably data covering only immigrants 

that have migrated to Europe after the year 2000, reducing the sample size. One imaginable 

approach would also be to introduce a lag in the policy effect by investigating the labor market 

status of individual immigrants two years after arrival and exposure to a certain requirement or 

two years after specific LCE-policy was introduced or changed, as an indicator of economic 

integration shaped by these policies.     

Another limitation to the study is its inability to test whether LCE-requirements improve 

language skills, and thereby the desired effect of the requirements. The reasoning behind LCE-

requirements is that they improve economic integration through improved language 

proficiency, with language skills functioning as a mediator. Unfortunately, I do not have the 

variables to directly test this mechanism. Instead, I attempt to analyze the impact of the initial 

factor (requirements) on the final outcome (employment).  

Regarding the data, a key limitation is that the ESS only conducts interviews in the destination-

country language, unless a minority language is spoken by 5 percent or more of the population. 

Therefore, the ESS may under-sample more recent immigrants who are less integrated in 

society. Recent immigrants that are sampled are likely to be biased toward those with greater 

fluency in the destination-country language (Platt et al. 2022). This casts doubt over how 

representative the integration levels of immigrant respondents in the ESS are of a country’s 

overall immigrant population. Since immigrants must be able to speak the official language of 
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the host country to participate in the survey, sampled immigrants may have higher average 

levels of integration than the immigrant population at large. Hence, it may be more appropriate 

to regard this study as an analysis of the possible effects of LCE-requirements on immigrants 

with a certain base level of integration, rather than their effects on immigrants in general. With 

that said, LCE-requirements should theoretically have larger impact on the language acquisition 

of immigrants with no skills in the host country language, compared to those that already have 

some basic language skills. If the ESS and consequently my sample only contain responses 

from immigrants with sufficient language proficiency to answer the survey, I would argue that 

my study likely underestimates the effects of LCE-requirements on economic integration of 

immigrants (for a supporting viewpoint, see Goodman and Wright 2015, p. 1893-1894 or 

Neureiter 2019, p. 2787). That is, associations shown here may be even larger for the immigrant 

population at large.  

Another limitation to address regarding the ESS data is the relatively low response rate in some 

countries, which potentially could lead to nonresponse bias (although the application of weights 

should partly correct for this). The target response rate of the ESS is 70 %, but the actual 

response rate in participating countries in round 10 is around 30-40 %. In round 9, the response 

rates are substantially higher for most countries, ranging from 40-60 % (ESS 2024). This could 

be an effect of the COVID-19 pandemic and the choice of some countries to opt for a self-

completion approach (web and paper questionnaire) instead of traditional fieldwork approach 

with face-to-face interviews, which may have affected the response rates negatively. An attempt 

to account for this was made by including the pre- and post-pandemic dummy as a control 

variable. Regardless, the response rates may be viewed as insufficient even in contemporary 

times of declining survey response rates, and for future research investigating the integrative 

effects of LCE-requirements, it would undeniably be beneficial to rely on register-based 

longitudinal data rather than cross-sectional survey data. 

As data is used for a larger number of countries, the number of foreign-born from each country 

also varies substantially. A few countries like Poland and Bulgaria arguably have insufficient 

samples of immigrant respondents, which raises concerns about reliability and the ability to 

draw conclusions of any country-level variations. This issue has been mitigated by robustness 

models where these countries are excluded to verify that central patterns remain. The limited 

sample of foreign-born respondents in some countries is also one of the reasons why I chose to 

collapse countries into broader categories based on their LAPIM-scores, rather than using the 

full scale for each country. 
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Regarding the definition of integration, economic integration certainly does not present the full 

spectrum of integration, as one must also consider for example political, cultural and social 

integration to get the full picture. Due to the limited scope of this thesis, I chose to focus on 

economic integration as it is a measure of integration that is relatively straightforward in a cross-

national context and potentially less subjective than self-reported perceptions of social or 

cultural integration. Moreover, employment is a natural first step in improving integration 

among immigrants as other aspects of integration may follow once one finds a job. In addition, 

future research should widen the definition also of economic integration, as employment only 

captures very basic elements of economic integration. There is much potential to widen the 

operationalization of economic integration by also incorporating factors such as hours of work 

or earnings.  

Another limitation to address and worth reiterating is the limitation to infer causality. In my 

study, the findings made should not be attributed with causality, i.e. that the strictness of LCE-

requirements is the sole determinant of labor market outcome among immigrants. I do not show 

that stricter LCE-requirements lead to improved labor market integration among female TCNs, 

or that relaxing LCE-requirements will improve the economic integration of male TCNs. The 

results presented are correlations and associations found between country-groups with varying 

strictness in LCE-requirements and the economic integration of immigrants in these countries. 

Hence, it is not safe to say that stricter LCE-requirements improve or harm labor market 

outcomes of immigrants, but rather that countries with strict LCE-requirements, based on the 

categorization made in this thesis, can be associated with a higher predicted employment among 

female TCNs, while countries with lenient LCE-requirements are associated with higher 

predicted employment among male TCNs. The inference that LCE-requirements determines 

labor market outcomes is thus based on theoretical arguments. The case may also be that in 

countries where female TCNs are better integrated economically, LCE-policies tend to be 

stricter, and vice versa for male TCNs. Labor market outcomes, as well as the LCE-policies in 

place, can certainly be explained by other macro-level factors. Imaginable country-level control 

variables to add are: type of government (left or right-leaning), regime type (egalitarian/liberal), 

share of immigrants in the population, presence of anti-immigration parties in the government 

etc. In a previous stage of this thesis, share of immigrants in the country was incorporated as a 

control variable. The reasoning behind this is that countries with stricter LCE-requirements may 

also be those with lower shares of immigrants in their population, potentially making it easier 

for these countries to have a well-integrated immigrant population. Due to indications of the 
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model not being improved when including share of immigrants as a third macro-level control 

variable, it was ultimately excluded. In line with Neureiter (2019), I instead decided to control 

for the basic macro-economic indicators of GDP per capita and national unemployment rate, to 

strengthen my argument that differences in labor market outcomes among immigrants is driven 

by varying stringency in LCE-requirements rather than the general state of a country’s 

economy. 

Considering the different associations found by gender in this thesis it would also be highly 

relevant to add gender-related macro-level control variables such as female participation rates 

or immigrant female participation rates in the labor market. This would allow for a verification 

of whether the gender-related associations found in this study persist or if they are driven by a 

country’s larger or smaller overall female participation in the labor force, rather than the 

strictness of LCE-requirements. It would also have been preferable to control for time since 

migration, i.e. the number of years an immigrant has resided in the country. This could verify 

if the associations across LAPIM-category remain even after time since migration is controlled 

for, as the level of integration and chances of employment theoretically should increase with 

time in the country. Ultimately, this was not feasible as also natives were included in the model. 

However, in the process of writing this thesis and as a robustness check not included in the final 

version, similar associations were found in a model including only TCNs who had immigrated 

after 2010.  

Finally, the design of my analysis did not allow me to directly highlight any impacts of 

educational level, as it was merely included as a control variable for the overall sample 

population. This could have been avoided by only including immigrants in my analysis, as done 

by previous researchers like Goodman & Wright (2015) and Neureiter (2019). However, I opted 

for an approach with a distinct benchmark value in the predicted employment among natives 

across LAPIM-categories. This approach allows for comparisons regarding how the estimated 

employment gap between natives and immigrants varies across LAPIM-categories, which 

should be an appropriate and valuable measure of integration.  

Conclusion & future remarks 

While the estimates presented are uncertain and causal inference difficult to establish, patterns 

shown in this thesis point to an interesting and largely under-researched gender aspect of 

mandatory integration requirements. To summarize, my results reveal gender-specific 
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dynamics in the labor market that may favor and disfavor male and female TCNs differently in 

certain policy contexts. The findings give reason to believe that LCE-requirements could have 

a mainly gatekeeping effect on male TCNs, while they may have an incentivizing effect on 

female TCNs. In speculating on potential explanations, beyond the gender-segregated labor 

market and how language skills seem to matter more fore immigrant women, there may also be 

cultural aspects related to division of work. Perhaps countries with lenient requirements attract 

more migrants with a traditional male breadwinner ideology where women to a larger extent 

stay at home while the men work. This is less of an alternative when countries have strict LCE-

policies that must be met by both men and women in order for them to stay in the country 

together. On the other hand, the potential positive effects of stricter LCE-requirements for 

female TCNs may be compensated by negative effects on male TCNs. Thus, it essentially 

becomes an ideological discussion and choice of promoting a male-breadwinner model or a 

more gender-egalitarian environment. Regardless, by shedding light on the gender dimension 

of these policies, the findings highlighted in this thesis reveal yet another piece of the much 

complex effects of LCE-requirements that deserves further exploration. Future research should 

further investigate the gender aspect of these policies and incorporate more dimensions of 

economic integration by measuring outcomes also in working hours or earnings. Control 

variables at the country-level should be expanded to include more contextual factors in politics 

and economics, and most importantly gender-related indicators such as female labor force 

participation.  Other forms of integration outcomes – political, social, cultural, may also be 

considered to provide a more detailed picture. It would also be worth delving into other 

individual characteristics that may alter any implications of LCE-requirements on economic or 

overall integration. As highlighted by Arendt et al. (2023) among others, individuals with higher 

education may benefit more from stricter requirements while they constitute larger barriers for 

low-skilled immigrants. Considering the findings in this thesis and the succeeding discussion 

around setting “the bar” at the appropriate level, a next relevant step would be to cross-

nationally investigate how the impact of LCE-requirements varies by both education and 

gender, as well as their interaction. Incorporating education could also help determine if LCE-

requirements work through selection rather than integration, that is if more highly educated and 

high-skilled immigrants are consistently found in countries with stricter requirements.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1. The Common European Framework of 

Reference for Languages (CEFR) 

Table 5.  Council of Europe's Scale for Language Proficiency 

Proficient user 

 

C2 

 

Can understand with ease virtually everything 

heard or read. Can summarize information from 

different spoken and written sources, 

reconstructing arguments and accounts in a 

coherent presentation. Can express him/herself 

spontaneously, very fluently and precisely, 

differentiating finer shades of meaning even in 

more complex situations 

C1 

 

Can understand a wide range of demanding, 

longer texts, and recognize implicit meaning. 

Can express him/herself fluently and 

spontaneously without much obvious searching 

for expressions. Can use language flexibly and 

effectively for social, academic and professional 

purposes. Can produce clear, well-structured, 

detailed text on complex subjects, showing 

controlled use of organizational patterns, 

connectors and cohesive devices. 
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Independent Language User 

 

B2 

 

Can understand the main ideas of complex text 

on both concrete and abstract topics, including 

technical discussions in his/her field of 

specialization. Can interact with a degree of 

fluency and spontaneity that makes regular 

interaction with native speakers quite possible 

without strain for either party. Can produce 

clear, detailed text on a wide range of subjects 

and explain a viewpoint on a topical issue giving 

the advantages and disadvantages of various 

options. 

B1 

 

Can understand the main points of clear standard 

input on familiar matters regularly encountered 

in work, school, leisure, etc. Can deal with most 

situations likely to arise whilst travelling in an 

area where the language is spoken.  Can produce 

simple connected text on topics which are 

familiar or of personal interest. Can describe 

experiences and events, dreams, hopes & 

ambitions and briefly give reasons and 

explanations for opinions and plans. 

 

Basic User 

 

A2 

 

Can understand sentences and frequently used 

expressions related to areas of most immediate 

relevance (e.g. very basic personal and family 

information, shopping, local geography, 

employment). Can communicate in simple and 

routine tasks requiring a simple and direct 

exchange of information on familiar and routine 

matters.  Can describe in simple terms aspects of 

his/her background, immediate environment and 

matters in areas of immediate need. 

A1 

 

Can understand and use familiar everyday 

expressions and very basic phrases aimed at the 
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satisfaction of needs of a concrete type. Can 

introduce him/herself and others and can ask and 

answer questions about personal details such as 

where he/she lives, people he/she knows and 

things he/she has. Can interact in a simple way 

provided the other person talks slowly and 

clearly and is prepared to help. 

 

 Source: Council of Europe8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                

8 https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/table-1-cefr-3.3-

common-reference-levels-global-scale  

https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/table-1-cefr-3.3-common-reference-levels-global-scale
https://www.coe.int/en/web/common-european-framework-reference-languages/table-1-cefr-3.3-common-reference-levels-global-scale
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Appendix 2. Coding of LAPIM 

The coding of LAPIM is explicitly explained on IMPECT’s website with both instructions on 

how to code and a template for coding each country publicly available for download9. Still, a 

brief explanation of coding-rules is warranted/in its place. 

Each stage (pre-entry, temporary, permanent residency, and citizenship) in a country’s 

requirements has criteria that can be met, not met, or partly met, yielding a score of either 0, 

33, 66, or 100. Example of a criteria is (for permanent residency) “Language requirements for 

permanent residency” with the options “ No requirement” (100), “Requirement to take a 

language course provided (accessible and free)” (66), “Requirement to take a language course 

(paid by the migrants themselves)” (33), and “Requirement to pass language test(s), as standing 

alone test(s) or in addition to a compulsory language course” (0).  

Other indicators for permanent residency are “What language skill is necessary to pass the 

test(s)?” with options ranging from no requirements, only oral skills, three skills (speaking, 

listening, reading) to four skills (speaking, listening, reading & writing). Lastly, the indicator 

“What CEFR-level (or equivalent to CEFR-level) is required to pass the test(s)?” ranges from 

“No requirement” to “B1 or above”. Again, “no requirement” is coded as 100 whereas the 

strictest requirements in terms of skills needed or CEFR-levels are coded 0.  

The Belgian regions of Flanders and Wallonia have separate LCE-requirements and 

consequently separate LAPIM-scores. Since Belgium is represented as a whole country in the 

ESS-data, I take the average of the LAPIM-scores for Flanders and Wallonia when assigning 

LAPIM-score to Belgium. 

                                                

9 Lorenzo Rocca and Cecilie Hamnes Carlsen, co-writers of the Council of Europe/ALTE-report mentioned 

earlier, are also members in the IMPECT-research group that has developed LAPIM. They have given me 

permission to use their generated LAPIM-scores for 2023 as a point of departure while I have manually 

calculated historical LAPIM-scores for each country to fit my data when needed. This has been done based on 

information in the ALTE-report as well as Carlsen (2024)’s book chapter in which changes in language policies 

between 2018 and 2022 are described. Rocca & Carlsen also have a forthcoming article on the development of, 

and future usage of LAPIM.  
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Appendix 3. Sample description 

Table 6 illustrates the descriptive statistics for the 37,932 sampled respondents, as well as the 

weighted shares of each category based on the estimated population.  

Table 6. Sample description, categorical variables. Sample and 

weighted estimated population. 

Variable Category Weights (estimated 

population), n and % 

No weights (sample), n 

and % 

LAPIM-category Strict 

Moderate 

Lenient 

Total 

18,537 (48.9 %) 

16,592 (43.7 %) 

2,803 (7.4 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

15,612 (41.2 %) 

13,896 (36.6 %) 

8,424 (22.2 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

Employment 

(active population) 

 

Unemployed 

Employed 

Total 

2,537 (6.7 %) 

35,395 (93.3 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

1,951 (5.1 %)  

35,981 (94.9 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

Origin 

 

 

Native-born 

EU-born immigrant 

Third country national 

Total 

32,921 (86.8 %) 

1,568 (4.1 %) 

3,433 (9.1 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

34,013 (89.7 %) 

1,463 (3.8 %) 

2,456 (6.5 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

Gender 

 

Male 

Female 

Total 

20,400 (53.8 %) 

17,532 (46.2 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

19,721 (52 %) 

18,211 (48 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

Education Lower secondary or less 

Upper secondary 

Lower tertiary or vocational 

Higher tertiary 

Missing 

Total 

6,982 (18.4%) 

13,497 (35.6 %) 

9,989 (26.3 %) 

7,103 (18.7 %) 

361 (1 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

4,157 (10.9%) 

14,135 (37.3 %) 

11,681 (30.8 %) 

7,661 (20.2 %) 

298 (0.8 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 
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Age 18–25 

25–35 

35–45 

45–55 

55–65 

Total 

3,397 (9 %) 

8,126 (21.4 %) 

9,080 (23.9 %) 

10,824 (28.5 %) 

6,505 (17.2 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

2,722 (7.2%) 

7,611 (20.1 %) 

9,441 (24.9 %) 

10,600 (27.9 %) 

7,558 (19.9 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

Marriage status Unmarried 

Married 

Total 

20,334 (53.6 %) 

17,598 (46.4 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

21,318 (56.2 %) 

16,614 (43.8 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

Domicile 

 

Rural 

Urban 

Missing 

Total 

13,574 (35.8 %) 

24,217 (63.8 %) 

141 (0.4 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

13,587 (35.8 %) 

24,201 (63.8 %) 

144 (0.4 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

Pre/post-pandemic Pre 

Post 

Total 

18,563 (48.9%) 

19,369 (51.1 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

16,779 (44.2 %) 

21,153 (55.8 %) 

37,932 (100 %) 

 

Table 7. Sample description, continuous variables. Sample and 

weighted estimated population. 

Variable N Mean Std deviation Min Max 

Weighted      

LAPIM  37,932 57.34 15.62 34 99 

GDP per capita (thousands €) 37,932 31.31 10.18 6.3 77.4 

National unemployment rate (%) 37,932 6.53 3.46 2.0 15.5 

Age 37,932 43.87 11.84 18 65 

Unweighted      

LAPIM 37,932 63.23 18.0 34 99 

GDP per capita 37,932 33.14 15.67 6.3 77.4 

National unemployment rate 37,932 6.08 3.1 2.0 15.5 



 

 65 

Age 37,932 43.87 11.84 18 65 

 

 

Table 8. Sample distribution of immigrants by country. 

 

 Country Foreign-born, n   

 Austria 

Belgium 

Bulgaria 

Czechia 

Germany 

Denmark 

Spain 

Finland 

France 

United Kingdom 

Greece 

Ireland 

Italy 

Netherlands 

Norway 

Poland 

Sweden 

Slovenia 

282 

268 

18 

82 

647 

57 

310 

86 

269 

287 

59 

442 

328 

159 

204 

4 

257 

160 

 

 Total 3,919  
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Appendix 4. Regression output for Model 1 and 2, 

with interaction terms 

Table 9 presents the odds ratios from the multilevel random effects logistic regression, 

examining the effects of LAPIM categories and origin on employment outcomes, adjusted for 

control variables. This model includes the two-way-interaction between LAPIM-category and 

origin.  

 

Table 9. Model 1 - Determinants of employment with two-way 

interaction between LAPIM-category and origin.  

    Model 1 (odds 

ratios) 

 

LAPIM-category  Strict 

Moderate 

Lenient 

 1 

1.22 (0.30) 

0.96 (0.26) 

 

Origin 

 

 

 Native 

EU-born immigrant 

TCN 

 2.90*** (0.41) 

2.52*** (0.72) 

1 

 

LAPIM-category*Origin 

(reference groups Strict and TCNs) 

 

 

 Moderate#Native 

Moderate#EU-born imgr 

Lenient#Native 

Lenient#EU-born imgr 

 0.49*** (0.09) 

0.34*** (0.12) 

0.83 (0.17) 

0.75 (0.29) 

 

Gender 

 

 Male 

Female 

 1 

0.86*** (0.04) 

 

Education  Lower secondary or less 

Upper secondary 

Lower Tertiary/Vocational 

Higher Tertiary 

Missing 

 1 

2.26*** (0.18) 

2.85***(0.21) 

4.30***(0.39) 

3.8*** (1.19) 
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Age  18-25 

25-35 

35-45 

45-55 

55-65 

 1 

2.23*** (0.18) 

2.98*** (0.25) 

2.96*** (0.24) 

2.77*** (0.24) 

 

Marital status 

 

 Unmarried 

Married 

 1 

1.92*** (0.12) 

 

Domicile 

 

 Rural 

Urban 

 1 

1.002 (0.04) 

 

GDP per capita    1.006 (0.05)  

National unemployment rate    0.92*** (0.02)  

Pre-post pandemic dummy 

 

 Pre 

Post 

 1 

1.14** (0.06) 

 

Intercept    1.79** (0.51)  

Sigma_u 

Rho10 

Wald chi2 (2211) 

Prob>chi2 

LR test of rho=0:12 

  

 

 

 

chibar2(01) 

 0.30 (0.059) 

0.027 (0.01) 

1023.14*** 

0.000013 

104.8*** 

 

N=37,932. Coefficients displayed in odds ratios. Standard errors in brackets. ***p<0.01, 

**p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: European Social Survey Round 9 & 10 - subset of countries.  

 

                                                

10 Rho=Intraclass correlation coefficient. 

11 Degrees of freedom. 

12 This test formally compares the pooled estimator (logit) with the panel estimator, in this case countries. 

A significant test implies that the xtlogit (multilevel) is an upgrade from a pooled logit estimation 

(StataCorp 2023). 

13 Numbers < 0.05 implies that there are no issues with the model. This is an F-test to see whether all the 

coefficients in the model are jointly different than zero (Torres-Reyna 2007).  
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The rho, or intraclass correlation of 0.027 implies that only 2.7 % of the total variation in 

employment can be attributed/explained by to differences between countries. However, this is 

after I include several essential country-level indicators such as LAPIM, GDP per capita, and 

national unemployment rates. When I exclude these indicators as a robustness test, the rho 

increases to 7.5 %. This implies that the added country-level variables are capturing a 

considerable portion of the variation that is otherwise attributed to differences between 

countries (random effects). Regardless, this entails that a relatively small proportion of the 

variation in employment status is explained by country differences, as illustrated also by the 

similar levels of employment across LAPIM-categories. Thus, individual characteristics such 

as origin, education, and gender may have more explanatory power for labor market outcomes 

than LAPIM. 

Table 10. Model 2 - Determinants of employment with three-

way interaction – LAPIM*Origin*Gender 

Note: Keep in mind the reference groups in all three variables included in the 

interaction term, i.e. the odds ratios of LAPIM-category are for male TCNs, 

odds ratios of origin are for men under strict policies, odds ratios of gender 

are in comparison to male TCNs under strict policies etc.  

  

 

Model 2 (odds ratios) 

 

LAPIM-category  Strict 

Moderate 

Lenient 

 1 

2.25*** (0.66) 

1.48 (0.47) 

 

Origin 

 

 

 Native 

EU-born immigrant 

TCN 

 3.72*** (0.65) 

4.89*** (2.35) 

1 

 

LAPIM-category*Origin 

 

 

 Moderate#Native 

Moderate#EU-born imgr 

Lenient#Native 

Lenient#EU-born imgr 

 0.28*** (0.07) 

0.14*** (0.08) 

0.54** (0.15) 

0.28** (0.16) 

 

Gender 

 

 Male 

Female 

 1 

1.71** (0.46) 

 

LAPIM-category*Gender 

 

 Moderate#Female 

Lenient#Female 

 0.26***(0.09) 

0.37** (0.14) 
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Origin*Female 

 

 Native#Female 

EU-born imgr#Female 

 0.54**(0.15) 

0.27**(0.17) 

 

LAPIM-category*Origin*Female 

 

 

 

 Moderate#Native#Female 

Moderate#EU-born imgr#Female 

Lenient#Native#Female 

Lenient#EU-born imgr#Female 

 3.44*** (1.27) 

6.51** (4.78) 

2.64**(1.11) 

7.32**(5.78) 

 

Education  Lower secondary or less 

Upper secondary 

Lower Tertiary/Vocational 

Higher Tertiary 

Missing 

 1 

2.28*** (0.15) 

2.86***(0.21) 

4.31***(0.39) 

3.75*** (1.18) 

 

Age  18-25 

25-35 

35-45 

45-55 

55-65 

 1 

2.25*** (0.18) 

2.99*** (0.25) 

2.97*** (0.24) 

2.80*** (0.25) 

 

Marital status  Unmarried 

Married 

 1 

1.93*** (0.12) 

 

Domicile  Rural 

Urban 

 1 

1.001 (0.04) 

 

GDP per capita    1.007 (0.005)  

National unemployment rate    0.92*** (0.02)  

Pre-post pandemic dummy  Pre 

Post 

 1 

1.14** (0.06) 

 

Intercept    1.34 (0.41)  

Sigma_u 

Rho 

Wald chi2 (30) 

Prob>chi2 

  

 

 

 

 0.30 (0.059) 

0.027 (0.01) 

1045.12*** 

0.0000 
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LR test of rho=0: chibar2(01) 107.3*** 

N=37,932. Coefficients displayed in odds ratios. Standard errors in brackets. ***p<0.01, 

**p<0.05, *p<0.1. Source: European Social Survey Round 9 & 10 - subset of countries.  

seEform in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Appendix 5. Robustness checks and post-

estimation diagnostics 

Figure 11. ROC-curve for Model 2 estimation 

 

 

Figure 12. Oesch occupation schema by gender (TCNs only). 
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Figure 13. Model 1 margins with LPM (clustered standard errors) 

 

 

Figure 14. Model 2 margins with LPM (clustered standard errors) 
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