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Summary

The thesis sets out to account for variations in migrant poverty across states in Western 

Europe, specifically the poverty o f third-country nationals (TCNs). The intersecting literatures 

on the welfare state, migration and migrant legal status make clear that the position o f TCNs is 

qualitatively different from natives and from other t\'pes o f iTiigrant. Extant accounts such as 

welfare regime theory fail to explicate cross-national variations in poverty when TCNs are the 

unit o f analysis. For TCNs, fuU and secure access to the welfare state is contingent on holding 

long-term residency (LTR) status and transition to a more secure legal status is subject to a 

process governed by conditionalit}^ Extant literature has neglected to account for tliis process. 

The thesis asks what role conditionality o f legal stams can play in explaining TCN poverty 

outcomes and what this means for extant understandings o f welfare in Europe.

States impose conditions on moving between legal statuses, and the stringency o f these 

conditions varies cross-nationaUy in a manner held to be an explanatory factor capable of 

accounting for cross-national variation in TCN poverty outcomes. WTiere rights-granting legal 

status is difficult to attain migrants will subsist in insecure Hfe positions without recourse to the 

supports o f the welfare state. The employment-contingency o f presence in the state means that 

disadvantageous labour market attachments may be tolerated so as not to jeopardise the right to 

reside in the host country. The theoretical framework thus conceptualises conditionality as 

impacting on the poverty o f TCNs in interaction with features o f the work— welfare nexus. The 

generosity o f the welfare state will act to reduce poverty, but this effect wiU be moderated by the 

difficulty o f attaining the legal status granting access to welfare protections.

This conceptualisation is arrived at by building on existing literature and by drawing on new 

primary data collected by means o f expert sur\^ey. The results o f the survey clearly demonstrate 

the existence o f substantial variation at state level between LTR status and its antecedent 

‘temporary’ status both in terms o f security and welfare state access. They also demonstrate 

variation in the contingency o f legal status and highlight the consequences for migrants of weak 

labour market attachment or o f making claims on the welfare state. This serves to motivate the 

explanatory account and to underscore the conceptuaKsation o f a liierarchy o f differentiated legal 

statuses as ha\ang empirical support. Differences in legal status for migrants have material 

implications and these differences obtain in fact.

With this framework established the next task is to measure the explanatory phenomena of 

interest, namely conditionality o f legal status. Drawing on existing data on the conditions states 

apply to migrant legal status transitions, an index o f conditionality is specified both for the 

transition from temporary to LTR status and for the transition from LTR status to citizenship
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status. These indexes are assessed for unidimensionality, internal consistency and external validity 

and are found to meet aU standard criteria. O ther independent variables and relevant indicators 

are drawn from existing data sources.

To integrate the novel concept o f conditionality o f legal status into extant understandings o f 

welfare in Europe, the possibilities for advancing a migrant-specific welfare regime account are 

explored. Using a range o f exploratory^ and analytic quantitative techniques it is seen that a useful 

regime t}^pology of the policies which determine migrant poverty can be advanced drawing on 

conditionality and welfare effort as the constitutive dimensions. The nature of conditionality 

itself is also explored so as to contextuaHse this potential regime account and to deepen our 

understanding o f this under-theorised explanatory factor. It is seen to be subject to 

determination in certain cases by short-run political or economic factors, prompting caution in 

advancing the typology as an immutable ‘regime’ and encouraging reassessment o f the empirical 

and structural regularities uncovered in the analysis as further data come to light.

The central analytic task of the thesis is to test for the hypothesised interactive impacts of 

conditionality on inigrant poverty outcomes, and other dependent variables o f relevance to the 

theoretical framework, utilising large-scale microdata drawn from across Europe. Multilevel 

modelling allows us to control for relevant factors at both the level o f the individual migrant and 

at the state level. Six key hypotheses are tested and the results provide evidence: That 

conditionalit}" and welfare effort interact in the determination o f 1. migrant poverty', 2. migrant 

type o f labour market attachment, 3. inigrant legal status transitions; That conditionality and 

insecurity o f legal status also interact in the determination o f 4. migrant t)'pe of labour market 

attachment, but not o f 5. migrant legal status transitions; That, finally, 6. conditionality on its 

own helps to explain migrant legal status transitions.

In conclusion, the thesis adduces evidence in line udth the central hypothesis that 

conditionality o f legal status plays a \Tital explanatory role regarding TCN poverty. This has 

implications for ongoing debates over the welfare state, the life situations o f migrant 

communities, how we understand the welfare o f residents o f Western Europe, how we talk about 

the relationship o f migrant policy to social policy and how we account for the differences 

between countries in terms o f TCN poverty outcomes. The legal status held by migrants and the 

conditionality states impose on attaining legal status are advanced here as key terms o f reference 

in the ongoing debate over the welfare o f TCN migrants in Europe, forcing a novel and refined 

understanding o f  the institutional and policy processes that work to produce migrant poverty.
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Introduction

Why are migrants poor? For modem European welfare states migration is not only an 

established demographic fact but a contentious political issue, a challenge for societal 

integration and an ever-present policy concern. In global terms, the wealthy, pluralist, 

democratic West — and the generous social protections that are a feature o f the European 

political setdement — has long ser\^ed, and continues to ser\^e, as a beacon-Uke ‘pull factor’ 

for people from all across the world. Most come in search o f a better life. Yet many, by the 

standards o f their host countr)', fail to achieve that better Hfe and end up on the margins of 

society, in poverty. Research has shown that migrant households experience poverty with 

much greater frequency than native households (Morissens and Sainsbur)^ 2005). This 

presents itself not just as an issue of basic social justice but also has broader impKcations. 

The exclusion o f those who will always constitute a permanent minorit}' may well foment 

social discord, where migrants adopt ‘oppositional stances’ to their host countries and natives 

resent perceived welfare abuse and dependency, with consequences for support for the 

welfare state itself and for social cohesion more generally (Portes 1997; Banting and 

Kylmicka 2006a; Nannestad 2007; Crepaz 2008).

In Europe, tliird-country nationals (TCNs) face specific challenges regarding povert}^ 

Quite apart from the deficits of language-skills, cultural capital and social networks that such 

migrants experience next to intra-European migrants, TCNs suffer an added legal 

disadvantage insofar as they are often denied access to the protections of the welfare state by 

virtue of their legal status. While EU-citizen migrants have recourse to supranational legal 

directives at Union level guaranteeing their access to the social protections of their host 

countries, TCNs have no such recourse.

The failure o f classic welfare regime theor}^ in the vein of Esping-Andersen (1990) to 

account satisfactorily for the welfare outcomes of migrants has been established by now, as 

we shall see. Though it remains puzzling as to why exactiy such stark differentials in, say, the 

poverty-aUeviating capacities o f welfare states should obtain even where states share 

similarities and belong to the same welfare regime.
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Fig. 1 - ‘Pre- & post-transfers & tax povert}^ rates for citizen and migrant households’

T
UK94 US97 GE94 FR94 DK97 SW95

70.9% 49.8% 40.2% 13.4% 76.4% 37.7% 76.8% 46.7% 77.4% 44.2% 82.1% 83.2%

Poverty reduction effectiveness % by group/country

Note: first two columns (from left) per country- are pre- & post- povert}- rates respectively for citit̂ en 
households, next two columns per coim tn' are pre- & post-povert)' rates for migrant households. 
Source: Morissens and Sainsbur}' (2005, 646).

Fig. 1 records this interesting cross-national variation. O f  note is the fact that in the two 

highly decommodifying Scandinavian regime countries o f  D enm ark and Sweden the 

effectiveness o f  social transfers in reducing migrant poverty should be so different. Starting 

with roughly similar proportions o f migrant households Hving in pre-transfer poverty, the 

Swedish welfare state records a poverty reduction effectiveness o f  over 83%, while the 

Danish welfare state manages a reduction o f only 44%.

Looking at proportions o f  TC N s in incom e poverty we also see Uttie patterning by 

welfare regime type (Table 1) for post-transfer poverty rates. The generous Scandinavian 

regime reports a low poverty rate o f 12.6% for Denm ark, bu t for the sample o f  TC N s living 

in Finland over 34% are in povert)^ There is also variation in the Southern regime countries 

o f  the M editerranean, with Spain and Greece recording high levels o f  T C N  povert}^ but 

Portugal relatively low levels. The Consen^ative regime countries likewise report m uch ir.tra- 

regime variation.
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Table 1 — Poverty rates o f TC N  migrants: Country & Welfare Regime

[SOUTH] POR 16.1 [SCAND] NOR 24 . 1
SPA 33.1 DEN 12. 6
GRE 34 . 9 SWE 24 . 4

FIN 34 . 3

[CON] AUS 23. 6 [LIB] IRE 18.0
SUI 24.0 UK 24 . 3
BEL 40.3
FRA 27.3
ITA 25.5
GER 25.0
NED 11.1

Note: Data from  EU-SILC 2006 and 2007 merged, fo r th ird -country nationals only, relative income 
poverty variable; N = 24,066; Data interpolated fo r SUI and GER, see Chp. 3 fo r more details.

Such cross-national variation in TC N  outcom es is interesting for other reasons. Some 

authors have perceived a general convergence in the m odes by which rights, specifically 

social rights, accrue to migrants. Soysal (1994) argues that rights-expansion for migrants 

has occurred at the supranational level and she points to the proliferation o f  international 

hum an rights norm s and tlie imperatives o f supranational institutions as having 

underm ined the im portance o f  the nation-state in regulating the m em bership m odes o f 

non-nationals, who are now claimed to enjoy all o f  the rights o f  citizenship without 

necessarily possessing that legal status. O thers perceive a general convergence in the m odes 

by which citizenship status is ascribed to non-nationals in Europe (Bloemraad 2000; 

Casdes 2002; Joppke and Morawska 2003; Klusmeyer and Aleinikoff 2000; Joppke 2007). 

Meanwhile, stiU others claim that rights, iacluding social rights, for migrants have long 

been enjoyed merely by virtue o f ‘denizensliip’ — or ‘helotry’, ‘residence’ or ‘m em bership’ — 

in the host country, where presence-ia-die-countr)' is the basis on which rights-claims are 

actuaHsed (Hammar 1985; Cohen 1987; Brubaker 1989; Feldblum 2000). In light o f  these 

arguments we m ight expect to see rather m ore convergence in migrant outcom es than 

divergence. A nd yet the issue remains: migrants are poor, and in ways that defy the 

expectations we m ight have given our knowledge about countries’ institutional and welfare 

state configurations. So the question arises: Why are third-country nationals poor and how 

can we account for cross-national variation in their poverty outcomes?

Sainsbury (2006) has remarked on the stratifying effects o f  different t}^es o f  entn^ 

category for m igrant outcomes. Across Europe, the empirical reaHt}' o f  those frameworks 

which function to formalise and categorise the m igrant-state relationship is one o f 

differentiated legal statuses van-ing in the nature and expansiveness o f  rights they afford;
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this m uch is made clear by recent international comparable data on migrants and m igration 

policy collected by the M ipex’ project (Niessen, H uddleston, and Citron 2007). This stands 

as a challenge to  those w ho would m aintain that simple presence-in-the-countr)' is 

sufficient to secure rights. Certain legal statuses afford rights that are m ore secure a n d /o r  

m ore expansive than other t\^pes o f  legal status, in ways that var\' cross-nationaUy. 

Elucidation o f  these differences seems a necessary first step before such claims about 

residence in the country, and the implications o f  same, can be properly evaluated. The 

acknowledgment o f  such variation in rights expansiveness and security across countries 

presents itself as one possible explanation for cross-national variation in T C N  povert)% and 

is in line with Sainsburv’s (2006) obser\^ation on the stratifying potential o f  variable entry 

categories.

However, what has been neglected to date in studies o f  m igrant poverty is the 

processual nature o f  migrant engagement with the regulator}^ frameworks which determine 

entry into different types o f  legal status. It is no t the case that legal status is a static 

characteristic o f migrant lives. The incentives offered by acquiring a m ore secure or 

expansive ts'pe o f status can naturally be expected to impact on m igrant actions and 

evaluations. The Mipex data make clear that secure enjoyment o f  social rights and welfare 

entitlements in Europe accrues to those holding long-term  residency (LTR) status, as 

various authors have m aintained (Brubaker 1989; D orr and Faist 1997; Baubock 2006; 

Ham m ar 1990). This LTR status also offers m uch greater securit}? than other inferior 

statuses (more on this in a later chapter) and so its acquisition can be expected to play a 

substantial role in securing T C N  welfare.

Available data also make clear that the acquisition o f  progressively m ore secure legal 

status is no t simply a m atter o f  box-checking or pro forma approval on the part o f  the state. 

Rather, the acquisition o f such status is a contingent process, conditional on fulfilling a set 

o f specified requirem ents which themselves varj^ in the stringency o f  the demands they 

make on migrants on a state by state basis. It is the recognition o f  this ‘conditionality’ of 

rights-granting legal status and the specification and testing o f  a theoretical model 

identifying its relevance to the determ ination o f T C N  poverty that constitutes the central 

analytic task and academic contribution o f  this thesis. Does variation in conditionaUry 

levels allow us to account for cross-national variation in TC N  povert)^ outcomes?

 ̂ M ig ra n t  I n te g r a t io n  Policy Index.
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Formally, the research question this thesis seeks to answer is:

Rj2: Why does cross-national variation in the povert)' o f  third-countn' 

nationals occur across Western European states despite their application o f  

similar welfare policies; what role does legal status, and specifica% the 

conditionaHt)’ states attach to the acquisition o f  rights-granting legal status 

for migrants, plaj' in this; and with what implications for how we 

conceptualise the determination and underpinning o f  die welfare o f  

inhabitants o f  Western Europe?

Acknowledging, measuring and testing the effects o f  this conditionality variable 

constitutes an im portant original contribution in its own right, and no study o f  TCN 

poverty, to the author’s knowledge, has sought to account for cross-country differences 

with reference to conditionality o f  legal status before. As such, this thesis draws on the 

social policy and welfare state literature as well as the broad literatures on both  migration 

and legal status, in the form  o f citizenship, to arrive at a novel theoretical synthesis 

specifically attuned to the life situations o f third-country nationals. This synthesis 

conceptualises status acquisition as a process subject to incentives and constraints 

deHmited by the work and welfare institutions o f  tiie state. As such, this viewpoint 

recognises migrant agency, placing them  at the centre o f  a complex and multiply 

determinative web o f interconnecting poHcy measures which, together with characteristics 

and attributes at the micro-level o f  individual migrants, work to structure poverty 

outcomes.

To ground the theoretical assumptions made concerning the process and incentives 

governing legal status acquisition, first-hand data was collected by means o f a prelitninar}^ 

pilot study designed to elicit inform ation by means o f  expert sun^ey. This demonstrates 

sufficient variation in the security and expansiveness o f rights associated with different 

t}^es o f  legal status to empirically bolster the m otivation for the ensuing investigation."

Utilising comparable data collected to the highest international standards on the 

conditions states attach to attaining legal status, two original measures o f conditionaUtj^ are 

constructed; one measuring conditionality attached to attaining LTR status and the other 

m easuring conditionality attached to attaining the status o f  naturalised citizen. These 

measures are then deployed on large-scale micro-datasets to test various hy-potheses 

concerning the implication o f conditionality in povert)' determination, as derived from  our 

theoretical framework. It will also be possible to test o ther h)^otheses around status 

acquisition itself, subjecting im portant theoretical assum ptions to empirical scrutiny. The

 ̂The pilot study was designed to elicit information relevant to this study that was not available in the 
Mipex project.
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data used for these testing purposes is also o f  the highest international standards, collated 

and harm onised by Eurostat, and is analysed using a powerful tool o f statistical analysis, 

multilevel modelling, that allows the researcher to test hypotheses in a setting o f statistical 

control at both  the contextual (state) level and the level o f  the individual migrant.

This allows us to control for factors at the country level which are highly likely to be 

implicated in the determ ination o f m igrant poverty alongside the central factors o f  state 

institutions and m igrant-oriented policy measures; these other controls include the extent 

o f hostility towards migrants, a country’s political complexion, general econom ic and 

labour m arket indicators, and features o f a state’s historical experience o f migration and 

other unique and time-invariant characteristics. To anticipate the results o f the later 

empirical analysis, the theorised role o f conditionality o f  LTR status — to be outlined in  

detail in Chp. 2 — finds clear empirical support here and the results are consistent with oiir 

central hypothesis.

Alongside this central concern with the explication o f  variations in TCN povert}% we 

are also concerned with how this theoretical addition o f  the role o f  conditionality impacts 

on how we conceptualise the broader frameworks within which we locate poverty and 

welfare outcom es in Europe. Regime theory' has been a central reference point in 

discussions o f  the welfare state for thirt}' years, both as a theoretical statem ent o f the 

reasons for variation in the m odes o f  social protection employed by European states and 

as an empirical tool for explication o f  welfare outcom es for those states’ citizens. For n o n 

citizens, however, these frameworks fail theoretically to account for the qualitative 

differences o f  the TC N  situation.

A natural question to ask, then, is w hether the insights afforded by the augmented, 

TCN-specific theoretical conceptualisation advanced here, with its focus on conditionality, 

allows us to advance similar accounts o f broad frameworks o f  TCN -m igrant welfare. Are 

there ‘migrant-specific welfare regimes’ to be perceived in the concatenation o f  work, 

welfare and conditionalit}? policy measures, as well as other migrant-relevant characteristics 

o f  European welfare states? D oes the designation o f different regime types defined by 

differences in conditionality and differences in welfare effort entail predictive pow er as 

regards migrant outcomes? A nd w hat is the theoretical basis on which we place our 

understanding o f  conditionality itself (something which wiU have implications for how we 

perceive any regime-like account o f  migrant welfare)? Utilising our new measures o f 

conditionality and drawing on the literature pertaining to m igration policy formation, 

another aim o f  the research undertaken here is to explore the possibilities for advancing a
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regime-like account o f  welfare in Europe which takes cognisance o f the specificities o f the 

T C N  experience. A t the same time, assessing the determinants o f  conditionality variation 

across states presents itself as a necessar\' and relevant intellectual task given the im portant 

theoretical role accorded to conditionality in the determ ination o f  TC N  poverty, a role 

supported by the later empirical results.

The findings to be discussed later have implications no t just for the multiple academic 

literatures touched on in this thesis and for the future research agenda, bu t also for 

policymakers and society m ore broadly. M igrant populations are here to stay. It has long 

been established that many migrants do not return hom e even in times o f  recession (Slater 

1979) and, to take Ireland as a single example, recent census data clearly showed that a 

predicted mass exodus o f recent inward migrants had not occurred despite the economic 

dow nturn (Gilmartin 2011). Migrant populations are, rather, an extant feature o f  m odern 

European states, provoking unique poHcy challenges.

The im poverishm ent o f  sections o f these perm anent minorit\^ populations stands not 

only as an indictm ent o f the structures o f  the state where povert}' and exclusion from  the 

m ainstream  Hfe o f society is held to be an undesirable outcom e in general, bu t also poses 

greater challenges in terms o f social cohesion. Im poverished migrants may well form 

oppositional stances to their host countn^ (Portes 1997), leading potentially to 

ghettoisation, social tensions and disintegrative pressures. N o t only that, bu t where 

migrants raise families — and family reunification is now the primar)^ route o f TC N  entr\^ to 

E urope (SOPEM I 2008, 36) — poverty may well spill over into long-term, engrained 

problem s for society consolidated by mechanisms o f  intergenerational poverty 

transmission (ISloore, Hulme, and Shepherd 2001), and com pounded by the extension of 

the negative effects o f  povert)' from  childhood dirough to later adult life (Hayward and 

G orm an 2004).

The structure o f the thesis proceeds as follows. Chp. 1 wiU explore and discuss 

relevant academic literature so as to locate our task inteUecmaUy. The discussion will 

proceed under three headings dealing, firstiy, with welfare states and the challenges posed 

by migration, then with migration policy and the means by which such policy is formed, 

and finally with the literature around legal status, specifically debates over the nature and 

future o f citizenship status.

Chp. 2 addresses itself to two tasks: first, presenting the results o f  the preliminary pilot 

study on legal status and the rights and security attaching to  different types o f  legal status. 

Specifically, the focus here is on differences between long-term  resident, LTR, status and
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what is here labelled ‘tem porary’ migrant status, i.e. any migrant w ho is a non-LTR  m igrant 

and w ho is no t a naturalised citizen. This empirical data senses to motivate som e o f the  

suppositions made in the theoretical framework, which is then formally sketched in the 

second part o f this chapter.

Chp. 3 discusses the m ethodology to be employed in the empirical analysis. Research 

design, case selection and operationalisation o f  the variables are discussed, as well as som e 

relevant methodological points. The other key task o f the chapter is to undertake an  

analysis o f  the Mipex policy indicators data on LTR-status acquisition and on citizenship 

acquisition by means o f  multiple correspondence analysis (JvICA), a cognate o f  principal 

com ponents analysis (PCA). This allows us to construct measures o f conditionality that 

maximise variance between the set o f cases and also allows us to test these measures for 

unidimensionaKt}'. The measures are assessed for reHability and validity.

Chp. 4 specifies a basic typology o f migrant-specific welfare regimes.

Chp. 5 undertakes an exploration o f  the available macro-level data w ith a view to  

assessing w hether we can in fact speak meaningfully o f  migrant-specific welfare regimes. 

The indicators are explored using a battery o f multivariate and analytic data techniques to  

assess the extent o f systematic or empirical regularities between countries and to determ ine 

the nature and extent o f  a t}-’pology o f  regime types. An integral part o f  this task involves 

testing hypotheses about conditionality itself, as drawn from  tlie literature on state policy 

responses to the challenges o f  diversity, and seeking to account for cross-national variation 

in conditionaUt}^ levels. This allows us to set conditionality itself on a firmer theoretical — 

and empirical — footing, elucidating the policy and political processes which shape state 

responses to migrant populations, and w ith implications for how we can conceptualise 

broader frameworks o f welfare in Europe.

Chp. 6 constitutes the empirical core o f  the thesis, testing our central hypotheses using 

microlevel data, made available by Eurostat, by means o f  multilevel modelling. A 

continuous indicator o f material deprivation is taken as the dependent variable in m ost 

models. O ther models test subsidiary hypotheses relevant to our theoretical framework 

involving the labour market and naturalisation. To reiterate, the central analytic task o f  this 

empirical section is to test for the hypothesised role o f the conditionality attached to legal 

status as being determinative o f  m igrant poverty, in interaction with the level o f state 

welfare effort. The final chapter concludes the thesis and discusses the implications o f the 

findings for extant academic literature, for future research, and for policymakers.
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1. Parameters of Poverty: Locating 
Migrants in the Welfare State

In seeking to address the ‘why’ o f migrant povert}% and the why o f  different policy 

approaches to migrant incorporation, it is essential to understand the complex interplay o f 

political, structural, economic and other factors that inform  national debates about 

belonging, legal stams, and the place o f  migrants vis-d-vis state, nation, and welfare state. 

This chapter explores three areas o f literature which wiU sen^e to theoretically m otivate the 

later empirical analysis o f migrant poverty and the determinants o f migration policy in the 

form  o f  conditionalit}' attached to rights-granting legal status. The first section explores 

debates on welfare states and welfare regimes in die context o f  diversity and immigration. 

The next section addresses itself to the form ation o f  migrant policy and provides general 

context relevant to any discussion o f  migration to E urope and the policies wliich affect 

migrant lives. The final section engages with debates over legal status and citizenship in the 

context o f migration. These discussions, apart from  their obvious contextualising role, set 

the scene for the theoretical synthesis to be presented in the next chapter. They highlight 

the complex and interlocking set o f institutional factors which render the TC N  situation 

qualitatively different from  that o f  European natives or intra-European migrants. Finally, 

they underscore the im portance o f  legal status to the quality o f  TC N  Uves.

While this chapter delineates the intellectual landscape within which the discussion to 

follow is situated, and advances the conceptual im portance o f legal status with regard to 

migrant poverty, the subsequent chapter advances the empirical relevance o f legal status on 

the basis o f  the results o f a pilot study in conjunction with im portant secondan^ data on the 

nature o f legal status. This pilot smdy senses to empirically m otivate the focus on legal 

status, and the conditions im posed by states on migrants seeking to secure rights-granting 

legal status, as a legitimate analytic approach with clear explanatory^ potential. The latter 

section o f  that subsequent chapter weaves together the threads o f  the literature discussed 

here to arrive at a m ore formal statem ent o f the theoretical framework wherein this project 

locates the determination o f  migrant poverty, making clear the key role that legal status and 

the conditionality o f legal status are held to play in this regard.
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The redistxibution o f resources from one segment o f  the comm unity to another 

implied and dem anded by the existence o f  the welfare state is a highly contested process 

which has come to define the nature o f politics in Hberal W estern democracies, often 

resulting in bitter struggles betw een opposing factions. This happens despite a shared sense 

o f  comm unity or a shared national identity and despite shared socio-political traditions and 

practices. Migrants, w ho do no t share these practices or identity, w ho are ‘others’ in the 

eyes o f the community, and yet w ho reside there and are implicated in the social and 

econom ic life o f their host country, have often found any redistributive claims they m ight 

make sidelined, resisted, disregarded or politicised depending on prevailing circumstances. 

Below, we explore the nature o f  those circumstances hypothesised to have a detenTiinative 

bearing both  on the povert}' outcom es o f migrants, specifically third-country nationals 

whose life positions are held to  be qualitatively distinct from  natives and other migrants, 

and on the policy approaches that states employ with regard to regulating access to the 

social rights that are synonymous with m odern welfare states. By policy approaches we 

specifically refer to the conditionality that states attach to securing rights-granting legal 

status. This requires exploring the attitudes and interactions bo th  inigrants and natives 

have with regard to state welfare systems and with migrant incorporation into those 

systems.

The term  ‘incorporation’ is no t as straightforward as it sounds and debates in the 

m igration literature are characterised by a complex and contested terminology which has 

frequent, and inconsistent, recourse to various concepts including integration, 

incorporation and assimilation. In this preamble, then, it wiU be useful to  clarify some o f 

these concepts, many o f which share close concepm al space with each other. The latter 

concept o f assimilation may well be “dead” (Glazer 1993, 122), with state practices o f 

dem anding conform ity from  migrants falling into disfavour next to a perceived consensus 

on the need to recognise and protect diversit}^, leading Glazer (1997) to m aintain that we 

are ‘all multiculturalists now ’. It has been observ^ed that assimilation as a concept — with its 

intimations o f  ethnocentrism  and its im position o f demands on ininorities w ho may be 

struggling to  retain their ethno-cultural identities — has fallen out o f  popularit}^ and into 

“disrepute” in academic and public discourse, in the American context at least (Alba and 

N ee 1997, 826). This occurred due to difficulties with the concept, quite apart from  its 

alleged inherent ideological bias, which raise questions such as: w hat are migrants 

assimilating into?; how do we measure and assess when any given migrant can be 

considered ‘assimilated’?; how  many dimensions are there to  assimilation (e.g. economic.
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cultural, spatial)?; is it a one-way process or m ight some form  o f  creoHsation 

simultaneously obtain?; assviming it is a one-way process, does it occur in a linear, ‘bumpy- 

Une’ or segmented fashion?; et cetera (Alba and Nee 1997).

Alba and N ee (1997) do not feel the concept should be rejected entirely, however, and 

call for its continued use in a m ore refined form, on the grounds that to invent a new 

vocabular}^ for the various facets o f  assimilation would be to foreclose examination o f the 

issue with a terminological circumlocution. A lthough this debate is germane, it is not 

critical to the discussion here. W hat is relevant is that some countries, e.g. France, do in 

fact retain assimilatory approaches when it comes to citizenship, naturalisation and the 

extension o f  o ther legal statuses and rights. As we shall see, assimilatory demands are still 

m ade o f  inigrants through the nature and extent o f  conditionality^ that states attach to the 

acquisition o f  legal status. Bearing this in mind, we set aside the fraught issue o f 

‘assimilation’ to  focus on what is m ore pertinent to m igrant impoverishment, concepts o f 

‘integration’ and ‘incorporation’.

For the purposes o f this discussion, the major difference between notions o f 

integration and notions o f incorporation subsists in the criterion o f relativity. ‘Integration’ 

is a relative concept; as such it demands a standard by w'hich it can be evaluated. The 

povert}? line is one such obvious evaluative standard. Those migrants below the povert}' 

line exist on the econoinic margins o f their host society and where lives are patterned by 

social exclusion, deprivation, or marginaUt}' relative to the prevailing standards o f their host 

society then these migrants cannot rightiy be considered ‘integrated’. Systematic exclusion 

and socio-econom ic disadvantage may have implications for integration conceived o f more 

broadly or in non-econom ic terms such as social/cultural acceptance, labour market 

integration, or disposition towards the host society, with the potential for poverty to spur 

the growth o f ‘oppositional cultures’ (Fortes 1997), ‘segmented assimilation’ (Fortes and 

Zhou 1993) or o ther stratifj'ing or divisive outcom es that may be corrosive o f the social 

fabric.

While integration has been conceived o f  in relative terms ‘incorporation’ has, to date, 

been conceived o f  largely in binary terms, i.e. migrants are either incorporated or they are 

not. It is in this binary sense that we use the term  throughout this discussion. In a broad 

sense ‘incorporation regime’ can be thought o f as referring to  the various policies, formal 

and informal, tliat governm ents adopt with regard to migrant minorities, with the 

regulation and granting o f citizenship, or other rights independent o f  formal citizenship 

status, central to the concept. A lthough ‘incorporation’ is a term  frequentiy bandied about,
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the term  has taken on  specific meanings for different authors. Soysal (1994), for example, 

was no t interested in the degree to wliich migrants integrated with the host societ}', but 

observ^ed that w hether or no t they integrate, it is necessarily the case that they becom e 

incorporated into the institutionalised m odes o f  m em bership and the organisational 

structures o f the state. Integration is, for Soysal, secondarj? to the fact that migrants 

undoubtedly become incorporated into the labour, housing, welfare and political systems 

o f  the polit)^ Incorporation is thus seen as bo th  a wider process than integration and also 

as something that is independent o f  it (1994, 31).

N o t even'one is convinced o f  the utility o f conceiving o f  incorporation in term s o f 

regimes however, and Freem an (2004) argues instead that incorporation is better seen as a 

product o f  the intersection o f  migrant strategies with regulatory frameworks in four 

domains: 1. State, 2. Market, 3. W elfare, 4. Culture. Society, in his view, should be 

conceived o f no t as a unitary entity but as a set o f  multiple, autonom ous, interdependent 

systems. Conditionality o f  legal status is advanced here as a key part o f the regulator}^ 

framework governing access to the welfare system for migrants and with implications for 

engagement with the (labour) m arket also. Indeed, aU four o f  Freem an’s interdependent 

systems are conceptualised as working in parallel and in interaction with each other in the 

determination o f migrant poverty' outcomes, as will be presented later in the formal schema 

o f our theoretical understanding. If  the conditionality determining incorporation into 

‘welfare sub-systems’ was seen to manifest systematic sitTdlarities and differences across 

states, this may point to the utiHt}' o f  an incorporation ‘regime’ approach, pace Freem an’s 

preference for a m ore loosely defmed concept o f “syndromes” (2004, 945). W hetlier this is 

in fact a desirable or justifiable epistemological or analytic approach to the explanation of 

migrant povert}^ is the subject o f  a later chapter. Now , we consider the literature on 

migrants and the welfare state.
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1.1. Welfare States
1.1.1. Welfare Regimes

Welfare Regime theory is a central reference point in the study o f social policy. This 

found perhaps its fullest modern expression with the work of Esping-Andersen (1990), 

though earlier contributions in the same vein can be traced to Wilensky and to Titmuss 

(Titmuss and Abel-Smith 1974; Wilensky and Lebeaux 1958). The key arguments o f 

Esping-Andersen’s account are by now weU known. Starting from the insight that 

dissmular contexts produce dissimilar outcomes, resulting in intra-contextual similarities 

and inter-contextual differences, Esping-Andersen identified the key factors which work to 

structure welfare states as: class mobilisation, class-political coalition structures and the 

historical legacy o f regime institutionalisation, also known as the ‘power resources’ model 

(1990). Social citizenship he defined as the core idea o f the welfare state, differentiable 

according to whether practical entitlements were granted on the basis o f right or on tlie 

basis of performance; if the former, then this can be said to entail a ‘decommodification’ of 

the individual as regards the market, though the role o f the market and the fairdly with 

regard to social provision must also be taken into account if we wish to theoretically 

specify the welfare state. Apart from decommodif\^ing individuals to a greater or lesser 

extent, welfare states also have the effect of actively stratifying and ordering social 

relations.

Thus, welfare regimes can be defined according to the twin pillars of 

decommodification and stratification. With this approach, Esping-Andersen identified 

three distinct regime types: Liberal, with low decommodification, the role of the market 

encouraged by the state, a relative ‘equaHt}  ̂of povert}^’ among welfare recipients and a class 

duaUsm between recipients and non-recipients, e.g. US; Conservative, with the state 

apparatus prepared to displace the market as welfare provider and decommodifi^ sections 

o f society, though in a manner directed towards preser\^ing status differentials, witii social 

insurance and a commitment to traditional fairdlies playing a key role, e.g. Germany; Social 

Democratic, with high levels o f decommodification and the extension of this principle to 

the new middle classes resulting in relatively little stratification, where this arrangement is 

committed to guarantee full employment while also being dependent on its attainment, e.g. 

Sweden.

This sparked much academic debate, with some authors accusing Esping-Andersen of 

neglecting gender issues in welfare provision, others identif\^ing a separate regime t}^e for
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Southern European countries, and still others advancing alternative dimensions and 

indicators on which to classify regimes (Abraham son 1999). O f  im port here, it seems clear 

that this theoretical understanding o f  the extension o f social rights and the im plem entation 

o f  social protections m ust apply in a qualitatively different way to migrants. Migrants may 

find themselves decom m odified to a greater or lesser degree in different welfare states, bu t 

only once they have first, as a preUminan?, undergone an ontological transform ation in die 

eyes o f  the state — where having recourse to the welfare state moves from  being an 

impossibility to a mere possibility — by attaining the necessary legal stams, som ething which 

is mediated by conditionality.

M orissens and Sainsbur\" (2005) have looked at migrants, povert)' rates and social 

transfers, in comparative context with host-country natives, in a selection o f O E C D  

countries. Taking Esping-A ndersen’s (1990) concept o f ‘decom m odification’ as an 

indicator o f  the extent to which social protection is afforded as a right, allowing migrants 

to  maintain an acceptable living standard (which they define as being above the povert}" 

line), they find that the decommodif^^ing effects o f  welfare states vary by m igrant and 

native status across welfare regimes (2005, 648). They also explore the stratify^ing effects o f 

‘conditions o f eligibility’ with regard to migrants and find that migrants have poorer access 

to pensions and unem ploym ent benefits (2005, 649). The absolute level o f  benefits 

migrants had recourse to was also seen to be lower than that enjoyed by citizens for typical 

social insurance benefits, though migrants’ usage o f  social assistance (non-contributon?) 

was higher and they relied m ore on m eans-tested benefits; the authors obser\^e that where 

such benefits are associated with stigma and inadequate levels o f  support then m igrants’ 

social rights suffer and there is no parit}' w ith the social rights o f citizens (2005, 650-53). In 

general, the study is an arresting and blunt indication o f the failure o f  W estern welfare 

states to engender equal social citizenship outcom es for migrants. In aU countries, the pre- 

and post-transfer poverty rates for migrants far exceed the equivalent poverty rates for 

natives.^ Even after welfare states have effected incom e redistribution, migrants remain 

disproportionately im poverished com pared to natives.

Sweden is, perhaps, different in this regard and its welfare state does the best job by 

far o f  equalising migrant-native outcom es, despite truly enorm ous pre-transfer poverty 

differentials. Pre-transfers, 30.8% o f natives were impoverished compared to  58.2% of 

migrants, yet after transfers only 5.5% o f  natives were below the poverty line com pared to 

9.8% o f migrants. N o t quite parity o f  outcom e, bu t a substantial amelioration nonetheless.

 ̂T he  c o u n tr ies  included in t h e  analysis  w ere :  t h e  UK, t h e  US, G erm any, France, Denmark and  S w ed en .
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However, Sweden remains the exception here. Compare this to the situation in D enm ark 

where, after social transfers, the poverty rate o f  natives (6.2%) is extremely similar to the 

poverty rate o f Swedish natives (5.5%), yet the p o s t - t r a n s f e r rate o f migrants remains 

extremely high at 36.4% (from a pre-transfer rate o f  65.2%). Undoubtedly, there are many 

potential factors at work here and the com position o f the migrant cohort(s) in each 

country at the time these data were collected, for example, m ust be taken into account."* As 

the authors conclude o f  migrants in D enm ark and Sweden, “ the stratifj^ing effects o f  social 

policies run counter to the minimal stratification that supposedly t}'pifies the social 

dem ocratic welfare regime” (Morissens and Sainsbury 2005, 654).

W hat seems to emerge clearly is that the standard W elfare Regime typology is 

insufficient and inadequate for any comprehensive analysis o f  the social rights o f migrants. 

Serious doubts arise as to w hether countries usually grouped together in Esping- 

A ndersen’s t}'pology can be said to  belong to the same ‘regime’ at all when migrants are the 

specific focus o f the analysis. M orissens and Sainsbury (2005) themselves contend that 

variations in immigration and incorporation regimes are m ore likely to account for 

variations in migrant social rights across countries and, thus, if we want to situate migrant 

social rights m ore convincingly we m ust focus on the dynamics between welfare and 

incorporation/im m igration regimes. It is maintained here that the conditionality o f migrant 

legal status is a key element in this dynainic and that variations in conditionality can 

account for variations in migrant social citizenship outcomes. As will be seen, there exists 

wide variation in entitlem ent to welfare system access for third-country nationals, 

depending on the legal status they hold, and also wide variation in the consequences 

migrants face if  they becom e a drain on public resources. Evidence will be presented in the 

next chapter to sustain this claim.

1.1.2. Challenges of Immigration for the Welfare State

W hat is the fundamental logic o f the m odern welfare state? And what are the 

necessary conditions it requires to function effectively? Freem an (1986) maintains that this 

logic is necessarily a logic o f  closure. Redistributive possibilities are, and m ust, be limited 

because resources are finite, and so the welfare state is defmed by boundedness. In the 

context o f  permeable borders in an age o f global migration, this boundedness is challenged

For instance ,  if th e  c o h o r t  o f  migrants to  Denm ark w e r e  p o s s e s s e d  o f  significant hum an-capita l  or 
linguistic def ic its  in com parison  to  th e  c o h o r t  in S w e d e n  th e n  w e  m ight naturally e x p e c t  poorer  
o u t c o m e s  in t e rm s  o f  labour m arket  p la c e m e n t  and s u b s e q u e n t  social cit izenship  o u t c o m e s .  But th is  is a 
m a tter  for empirical verif ication, and n o t  necessarily  a co n fo u n d in g  fac tor  for our  pu rp oses .
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and the question arises as to  w ho constitutes the legitim ate community o f  welfare 

receivers’ (Bommes and Geddes 2000).

There is a wide literature on the issue o f  w hat diversity means for the welfare state and 

the com m unity that it senses. Citizenship qua legal status is the key criterion by which in- 

and out-groups are delineated. But as Crepaz (2008) obser\^es, citizenship qua identit}' raises 

difficult yet unavoidable issues o f  a cultural nature, pulling diffuse and contested concepts 

such as race, ethnicity, and religion into the discourse. The negative coroUaries o f these 

concepts then come to play a role, and racism, intolerance and chauvinism assert 

themselves as necessary, if  undesirable, terms o f  reference in the debate.

It has been argued that societal hom ogeneity plays a crucial role for the effective

functioning o f  the welfare state (Crepaz 2008). This has been maintained on the grounds 

that parting with a fraction o f  one’s income by means o f social redistribution will be made 

m ore acceptable if  the recipients o f  your incom e-fraction look and act like you (Alesina 

and Glaeser 2004). This sort o f  cultural or ethnic-difference argument has been 

characterised as a ‘primordiaHst’ view o f  racial and ethnic differences which sees such 

differences as reflecting and constituting “ fundamental, ascriptive and m unediate 

identities” (Crepaz 2008, 19). In  other words, these identities are seen as ‘set’, a view which 

stands opposed to the constructivist view which sees race and ethnicity as socially a n d /o r  

poHticaUy constructed categories. While social constructivism has become the academic 

orthodoxy, and primordiaHsm as an academic concept is now seen as something o f  an 

embarrassing inteUectaal holdover, Crepaz maintains that ordinan' people in the course o f 

their daily lives nonetheless adhere de facto to primordiaHst conceptions o f  race and

difference. W hether they do or no t is a source o f contention which admits o f  no easy

resolutions.

W hat can be asserted unproblematicaUy however is that racial diversit}^ exists, that 

people apprehend racial differences, and that people can and do make value judgments on 

the im port o f  these differences. Alesina and Glaeser (2004) examine why the American 

welfare state developed to be so m uch smaller and less inclusive than welfare states across 

Europe. O n  the basis o f their analysis they conclude that about half o f the difference in 

welfare state size between E urope and America can be accounted for in term s o f  racial 

diversit}^ with the other half accounted for in terms o f different instimtions. The authors 

then recount at length how  political parties in the United States o f  the 19* centurj' 

expHcidy set out to ‘racialise’ issues o f  social redistribution by appealing to racial prejudices
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in an attem pt to (successfully) block efforts towards the creation or maintenance o f 

redistributive social programs.

The overarching difference between Europe and America on this issue has been one 

o f  divergent historical trajectories with regard to race and migration. In Europe, the 

challenge o f  diversity presented itself to the generally socially hom ogeneous European 

polities at a point in time when European welfare states had already reached maturity. In 

contrast, the American welfare state had to contend with diversity and racialised poverty, 

due to the historical experience o f slavery, from  its earliest beginnings, thus hampering 

chances for its future developm ent in any comprehensive fashion (Crepaz 2008). Unlike in 

Europe, the issue o f class did not becom e the m ost im portant societal dividing line, and 

the absence o f strong unions and other indicators historically associated with the 

developm ent o f Left poHtics has been ascribed to the difficulties o f mobilising coherent 

and unified social groupings in the context o f racial and ethnic diversity where minority- 

group ties reduce the scope for the formation o f  broader-based coalitions (WUensky 1975).

Diversity in society may spur ‘welfare chauvinism’ on the part o f  natives, where 

welfare chauvinism has been defined, by Faist, as “the fear among groups in the native 

population ... that certain new immigrant groups take away jobs, housing, and social 

services” (Faist 1994, 440). Crepaz (2008) has looked at public attitudes towards migrants 

and their use o f public resources in Europe. While he acknowledges some o f the many 

potential problem s with attitudinal data^ Crepaz’s investigations remain useful insofar as 

they illustrate an often highly politicised issue from  the natives’ point o f  view. It is 

worthwhile drawing out some o f this context within which debates over redistribution and 

social rights take place.

Looking to the International Social Sur\^ey Program  (ISSP), Crepaz first considers 

attitudes o f natives on the question o f whether migrants take away jobs (2008, 67-69). 

Comparing results in 1995 to those in 2003 — a period in which it is claimed that there was 

a ‘general increase’ in the salience o f migration issues — Crepaz finds that in 7 o f  11 O E C D  

countries fewer people in 2003 thought that immigrants take away jobs than in 1995. 

Interestingly, this period coincides with Ireland’s immigration boom  and Ireland is one o f

 ̂ S o m e  o f  t h e s e  pro b lem s inc lude  th e  fact th a t  survey  r e s p o n s e s  can b e  highly sens it iv e  to  particular  
e v e n ts  (Crepaz 2008);  th a t  cultural b iases  m ight m ea n  that  similarly w o r d e d  q u e s t io n s  d o  not  ha v e  th e  
s a m e  m e a n in g  in d ifferent  c o n tex ts ,  lead ing t o  pattern ing  o f  m e a s u r e m e n t  error; th a t  attitudinal  

q u es t io n s  m ay not  have  a rank order  in any m eaningfu l  s e n s e  (M organ and Sonqu is t  196 3 ,  415);  and  
th a t  survey  data  are g e n e r a te d  from  a sa m p le ,  adding  sa m p le  variability  to  m e a s u r e m e n t  error and also  
entailing th a t  w/here sa m p le  s izes  are t o o  small th e n  (in a g iven country ,  say) th e n  th e  at t i tudes  
ref lected  in t h e  data m ay n o t  be  an accurate  reflection  o f  th e  true  po p u la t io n  va lues  (M organ and  
Sonquis t  1963) .

33



the few countries to experience an increase in the sentim ent that m igrants take away jobs. 

Similarly, on the broader question o f w hether people agree that immigrants are ‘good for 

the countn^’, Ireland reflects the largest decline in this sentim ent o f  all o f  these countries; a 

16% decline (from 56% agreeing in 1995 to 40% in 2003). The ‘traditional’ immigration 

countries (Australia, N ew  Zealand, Canada, US) aU manifest broadly pro-m igrant attitudes 

and attitudinal changes in this time period.

The European Social Survey (ESS) is another source o f  inform ation in this regard. 

Crepaz’s analysis o f  the 2002 wave o f this data reveals that “large segments o f  E uropean 

societies display xenophobic and anti-immigrant tendencies” (2008, 70-71). O f  several 

questions asked the question on w hether respondents agree that ‘Immigrants take out 

m ore than they put in’ is the m ost striking indicator (in terms o f large num bers reporting 

anti-immigrant sentiments) and appears to be the leading concern in m ost o f  the 13 

countries under consideration.' O f  all these countries, Ireland again leads in terms o f 

negative sentim ent with just over 60% o f respondents agreeing with the statement, though 

the UK, Germany, Finland, D enm ark and Belgium all display negative sentiments in the 

50th-60th percentile range.

It may be the case that large influxes o f  migrants affects either the distributive capacit)' 

o f  the welfare state o r the distributive willingness o f  those who fund it, i.e. diversity may 

affect people’s general support for the welfare state. Banting has explored such issues in his 

writings on  the effect o f  multicultural policies on national welfare states (Banting and 

Kymlicka 2006a; Banting 2000; Banting and Kymlicka 2006b; Banting 2005). Intuitively, it 

is o f course highly plausible that dom inant societal groups may resist or eliminate any 

migrant-specific social entitlements that may be made available by tiie state, simply on the 

basis o f  prim ordiahst conceptions o f  difference. Banting (2000) also suggests tliat 

dom inant groups may abandon the idea o f  a wider set o f  entitiements and may disengage 

from  the welfare state in a general way in the face o f  high levels o f societal diversity.

Crepaz (2008, 59-61) takes issue with this suggestion on several grounds. First, he 

advances an argument on the basis o f  perceived path dependency, pointing to the 

entrenched nature o f  m odern welfare states in Europe which are deeply em bedded not 

only in the legal-institutional framework o f  states but also in the political culture o f 

individual states. Second, he obser%^es that in centralised states it is difficult for populist

 ̂The q u e s t io n s  ask w h eth er :  im m igrants m a k e  a co untry  a w o r s e  or  b e t te r  p lace  t o  live; im m igrants  
take  o u t  m o r e  than  t h e y  put in; im m igrants bring d o w n  avera g e  salar ies  and w a g e s .  (Crepaz 2 0 0 8 ,  70).  
^The 13 c o u n tr ies  are: Austria, Belgium, Denm ark, Finland, G erm any,  Ireland, Italy, N etherlan ds,
Norway,  S w e d e n ,  Switzerland , UK.
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anti-im migrant sentiments to  “bubble up” to the level o f  national pubHc policy, predicting 

that tighter controls over immigration policy are m ore Likely to result in such states than 

are broad-based welfare cuts. Third, he argues that those who lose m ost in the context o f  

high levels o f  immigration are low-skilled and blue-collar workers who are Hkely to be 

squeezed out o f the bottom  end o f the labour market by immigrants willing to w ork for 

lower wages. Also, processes o f  ‘deindustrialisation’ (Iversen 2001), i.e. the shift to post- 

Fordist form s o f  economic organisation and the gready increased im portance o f the sendee 

sector over m ore traditional economic sectors, have left these blue-coUar groups m ore 

exposed than any other group. In Hght o f  this pincer-Hke squeeze in which these groups 

fmd themselves, it seems higlily unlikely that they will withdraw support from  their m ost 

obvious source o f protection, the welfare state (Crepaz 2008). However, it remains highly 

possible that such insecure groups might vent their frustrations in other ways, perhaps by 

joining or supporting right-wing, anti-immigrant political parties or agitating for tighter 

imm igration controls.

W hat is interesting for present purposes is how conditionality o f  legal status — as a 

policy instrum ent — may add to our understanding o f diversit}^ the welfare state and 

m igrant welfare usage. Crepaz may be right about anti-migrant sentiments no t bubbling up 

sufficiendy to result in broad-based welfare cuts, but it may yet be the case that such 

sentiments bear on conditionality o f legal status, with implications for m igrant access to 

welfare. This will be directiy testable later.

Banting (2000) maintains that while welfare use by immigrants always entails the 

potential for backlash from  the wider political community there is nothing inevitable about 

this, and Boinmes and Geddes (2000) similarly argue against the idea that m igrant welfare 

use will stimulate a public backlash. O f  course, m uch o f this wiU depend on context. The 

welfare regime prevailing in the state is likely to be a major institutional variable 

determ ining support for state-provided welfare in diverse societies (Esping-Andersen 

1990). It has been obser\^ed that m eans-testing o f  welfare benefits, for example, would be 

detrim ental to societal integration insofar as it highlights those groups in need o f  state 

assistance, something which universalistic (i.e. Social Democratic) forms o f assistance 

effectively work to conceal (Crepaz 2008; Titmuss 1976).

Also, van O orschot (2010) has observ^ed how  people’s orientations towards the role o f 

governm ents and the welfare state in general are closely bound up with their attimdes 

towards immigrants. For D utch respondents, ideational factors such as views holding that 

social insurance should be properly the responsibility o f the governm ent no t the individual.
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or that benefit levels (and thus taxes) should be increased as opposed to decreased, were 

correlated with tolerant or at least non-stigmatising views on migrants and welfare 

magnetism. Likewise, those w ho strongly disagreed that migrants should have less rights to 

social assistance than D utch people also perceived fewer negative economic or moral 

consequences, and m ore positive social consequences, to the operation o f the welfare state 

(van O orschot 2010).

In broader comparative context van O orschot (2008) has found that social solidarity 

towards migrants relative to other welfare-recipient groups in society, e.g. the elderly, is 

low. This could have implications for migrants in times o f austerity, for example, where 

choices have to be made about welfare state expansiveness. A nother study found that 

levels o f  relative concern for migrants were higher in high-spending European welfare 

states, and that high levels o f  immigration may have a socialising effect on natives 

accepting foreign out-groups (van O orschot and Uunk 2007). It is an interesting question 

w hether such socialised responses would w ithstand welfare policy changes that saw high- 

spending states retrenching or becom ing otherwise less expansive. W ere public opinion to 

turn against migrants for econom ic or other reasons (e.g. terrorist attacks) then low levels 

o f solidarit}’ or reduced relative concern may facilitate unfavourable welfare state policy 

responses. Van O orschot (2008) m entions the possibility o f  de-linking perm anent 

residency from  welfare entitiement and imposing longer waiting times on welfare eligibility, 

though this is no t som ething that has been seriously attempted. However, it is plain to see 

the relevance o f conditionality in this regard, where conditionality de facto determines 

welfare eligibility and may present itself as a ready tool for policymakers to satisfy hostile 

public opinion.

The official stance o f the state towards its imm igrant minorities, and the degree to 

which the state puts in place special supports and protections specifically for migrants (i.e. 

the degree to which the state subscribes to  multiculturaHsm), is also relevant to  perceptions 

o f  migrants and o f  the welfare state. Multicultural policies stem from  a recogm tion that 

appealing to ethnic bases o f identity, in the post-W ar era, wiU no longer suffice in political 

debate (Hansen and K oehler 2005). But strongly multicultural, as opposed to 

assimilationist, policies may w ork to single out and highlight those groups in need (or 

receipt) o f  welfare benefits, and such high visibility may w ork to  the detrim ent o f 

immigrants in difficult econom ic times, for example, or under conditions o f high 

unemployment. O ther mechanisms by which multicultural policies may work to erode
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support for the welfare state have been suggested (Banting and Kymlicka 2006b); 1. The 

Crow ding-O ut Effect; 2. The Corroding Effect; 3. The Misdiagnosis Effect.

The ‘crowding-out’ effect is a claim to the effect that time and energy spent securing 

and defending multicultural policies has left less time in civil society for the pursuit o f  

socially redistributive measures, i.e. energies that could have been used to fonn  

redistributive coalitions were dissipated in the defence o f multiculturalism. However, this 

assumes the existence o f a politically active coalition able and willing to defend the welfare 

state, although this assum ption is no t necessarily true, and the view o f  time and political 

‘energy’ as being zero-sum  is arguably a grossly reductive simplification.

The ‘corroding effect’ claims that the official recognition o f differences increases the 

salience o f  irunorit}^ groups at the expense o f feelings o f social solidarity and commonalit}^ 

and again presumes a sort o f  primordial favouritism towards ‘people like us’. The existence 

o f separate institutions for migrants may be especially corrosive insofar as it singles out a 

discrete group for special treatm ent no t enjoyed by natives. By way o f objection, it can be 

noted that the assumption that there existed high levels o f inter-ethnic trust in societ}^ prior 

to the adoption o f multiculturalism, levels wliich were afterwards eaten away, is 

questionable (Banting and Kymlicka 2006b). Also, how is this corrosion m eant to happen? 

Is the simple fact o f brute preference convincing enough as a mechanism?

The ‘misdiagnosis effect’ arises when the ideolog)' o f  multiculturalism encourages 

people to  explain inequalities as the result o f  cultural m isunderstandings, and thus to  offer 

cultural solutions. These solutions wiU be useless, however, where the causes o f 

disadvantage actually lie elsewhere, in exogenous factors such as racism or the class 

structure. The point o f the misdiagnosis effect is tiiat attention focused on cultural 

solutions diverts attention away from  these im portant exogenous factors. (Banting and 

Kymlicka 2006a; 2006b, 289). However, this argum ent appears to be predicated on a zero- 

sum conception o f justice, which is another questionable assumption. To focus on cultural 

inequalities does not preclude an appreciation o f  racial and socio-economic inequalities. It 

may be the case that sensitivity to one form  o f injustice heightens sensitivity^ to other 

forms, or that those who do not detect one form  o f injustice wiU likewise not detect other 

forms. In short, none o f  the above m entioned mechanisms by which multiculturalist 

policies inight harm socially redistributive efforts are self-evident. (Banting and Kymlicka 

2006b).

In their empirical analysis o f  the effect o f  multicultural policies Banting et al. (2006) 

look at levels o f  inequality in market incomes and in disposable incomes, before and after
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taxes and social transfers, and they also consider supplementary measures o f child poverty 

and the level o f incom e inequality. They find that there is no consistent or systematic 

relationship between multicultural policies and welfare state ‘erosion’. The possibility that 

multicultural policies may mediate attitudes towards migrants with implications for 

migration policy outputs, i.e. conditionality levels, wiU be explored later.

O n  the integrative benefits o f such policies. Banting and Kymlicka (2006a) argue that 

there is m uch scope for tension where multicultural policies are advanced by the state as an 

ideology but where m igrant groups, w ho claim the right to difference, are n o t seen to make 

any concom itant effort to integrate with the host societ}^ This is som ething that is likely to 

violate the citizenry’s sense o f fairness, and thus may create political pressures towards 

stricter immigration control or welfare state retrenchm ent, or may find expression in the 

im position o f higher levels o f  conditionality^. These same authors also recognise, however, 

that multicultural policies can play a role — as one element in a larger constellation o f 

factors — in securing the political and socio-economic integration o f migrants, where those 

policies are designed with explicitiy nation-building aims in m ind to foster broader social 

solidarity and to discourage the rise o f welfare chauvinism on the part o f the native 

populace (Ibid.).

The extent to which this happens will namrally depend on how expansive or otlierwise 

are the protections states offer and on the specific make-up o f the policies. Banting (2005, 

102) obser\^es that while multiculturalism is “a social reality throughout W estern 

countries” , three basic models o f  state interactions with diversity can be identified: 1. 

Liberal, where a hard line is drawn between the public and private spheres and where equal 

public rights are guaranteed but diversity is tolerated in private; 2. Nationalist, which 

demands assimilation to  a com m on culture; 3. Multicultural, where there is no hard 

private/public line drawn and where diversit}? is celebrated with official public support. 

Multicultural policies can be m ore or less ‘radical’ and their strength can be classified 

according to various criteria (Banting et al. 2006; Banting 2005; Banting and Kymlicka 

2006b).®

® Banting e t  al. (2006)  su g g e s t  e ig h t  e m b le m a t ic  fo r m s  o f  policy which could  be  u sed  to  g a u g e  t h e  
s tren gth  o f  m ulticulturalism in a g iven country .  T h e se  include: 1. Constitutional,  legislative,  or  
parliam entary  affirmation o f  m ulticulturalism at central  a n d /o r  regional levels; 2. The a d o p t io n  o f  
m ulticulturalism in t h e  national sc h o o l  curriculum; 3. Inclusion o f  e th n ic  r ep re se n ta t io n  in t h e  m a n d a te  
o f  t h e  public media; 4. E xem ptions  from d ress  c o d e s ,  Su nd ay  c los ing legislation e tc .  for  minorities; 5. 
W h e th e r  dual c it izenship is p e r m it te d  or n o t  in a g iven country; 6. S ta te  funding  o f  e th n ic  g ro ups  or  
org a n isa t io n s  to  su pp ort  cultural activities; 7. Funding o f  bilingual ed u ca t io n ;  8. Affirmative act ion  for  
d isa d v a n ta g ed  im m igrant groups .
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1.1.3. Welfare State Usage

Public hostility to granting full and equal welfare system access to migrants is often 

predicated on a presum ption that migrants abuse the welfare system or constitute an 

especial drain on public resources. Accordingly, it is im portant to consider how far such 

claims are supported, or underm ined, by the empirical research on this topic. The literature 

explored below is by no means exhaustive; there are dozens o f  W estern welfare states 

where this is a Uve political issue and each individual state wiU have had dozens o f studies 

conducted on its own particularities. However, key smdies in the field are discussed, and a 

central point that emerges here is that there is a broad diversity and variety o f  nation state 

experiences w ith migrant welfare usage, making it difficult to advance broad 

generalisations. The contextual contingency o f  migrant welfare usage is hardly surprising 

given the m ultitude o f historical, social and political factors that work to shape iTiigrant 

flows into any given country, and also given the diversity in economic and welfare 

arrangements that obtain across the region.

Borjas has explored many facets o f the interactions o f migrants and welfare systems in 

the American context. He advances a theory o f ‘negative self-selection’ wliich holds that 

migrants will have below-average earnings in both  source country and host countn^ if  the 

correlation betw een the return to skills in the two countries is high and if the dispersion in 

the earnings distribution is higher in the source than in the host country (Borjas 1999, 

1689). As welfare systems normally act to reduce the dispersion o f the incom e distribution 

by means o f  transfers and progressive taxes, the dispersion o f  the earnings distributions in 

W estern welfare states wiU tend to be less than in many potential source countries 

(Nannestad 2007, 515). Hence Borjas expects immigration into W estern welfare states, 

which usually involves poorer or less-developed source countries, to consist predom inandy 

o f  negatively self-selected individuals, i.e. those with below-average skill levels relative to 

m ean skiU levels in both  source and host countries.

A n application o f this st)?Hsed m icro-economic m odel o f  migrant behaviour is the 

‘m agnet-effect’ which holds that migrant relocation decisions are influenced by the relative 

generosity o f  welfare states, a theor)? for which Borjas (1999) finds some empirical support 

in terms o f  m igrant clustering in high-benefit areas o f  the US. M cCormick et al. (2002) 

concluded that some generous welfare states in Europe do act as m igrant magnets. 

However, it has been noted that Borjas’ results were on the m argin o f significance and that 

there are general difficulties with discounting other possible explanations such as pre-
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existing networks o f migrants in high-benefit areas exerting a determinative effect on 

migrant inflows (Barrett and McCarthy 2009; N annestad 2007).

In  the absence o f reliable data concerning migrant relocation decisions, it has often 

proven difficult to satisfactorily assess the ‘magnet effect’ thesis. But it is certainly the case 

that, following relocation, migrants find themselves em bedded in a network o f  incentives 

and constraints determined by the social, political and institutional configuration o f the 

host countr}^ These incentives are similar to those faced by aU inhabitants o f  m odern 

welfare states, where some degree o f m oral hazard is unavoidable (Okun 1975; Sinn 1995), 

bu t incentives towards moral hazard are possibly greater for migrants given migrant- 

specific integration costs which may lead some to opt, rationally, to maximise their income 

by means o f  social transfers and no t through the labour-m arket (Nannestad 2007). I f  such 

processes obtain then higher levels o f  welfare generosity would be negatively correlated 

with migrant integration, with concom itant higher welfare dependency for migrants than 

for natives.

A migrant-native welfare dependency gap was detected in the US by Borjas and Hilton 

(1996) w ho state that the difference in probabilities o f receiving cash-transfers was small, 

bu t positive, for migrants over natives, but that this gap widened to 7% when other forms 

o f  social assistance were included. Similarly, Borjas and Trejo (1991) found that migrants 

retained an average level o f  welfare usage higher than that o f natives. In Europe 

M cCormick et al. (2002) found a marginally significant correlation between m igrants’ 

‘residual dependency’ on unem ploym ent benefits and a measure o f welfare generosity. In 

line with Borjas et al. they define ‘residual dependency’ as the migrant-native gap in welfare 

dependency after obser\^able characteristics have been controlled for, and find a positive 

gap (i.e. migrants were m ore likely to be in receipt o f  welfare) for Austria, Denmark, 

Finland, France, and the Netherlands. A part from  this finding that migrant dependency on 

welfare is m ore extensive than their socioeconomic characteristics predict these authors 

also find that the existence o f  benefit programs distorts the com position o f  migrant 

streams (McCormick et al. 2002).

In terms o f country-specific studies, a detailed consideration o f Denm ark revealed that 

although migrants tend to assimilate out o f welfare over time, there remained an 

appreciable welfare gap insofar as migrants stabilised after 15-25 years at a dependency 

baseline that was still high relative to natives (Blume and Verner 2007). Sweden, too, was 

found to experience a migrant-native disparity in welfare usage after controlling for 

characteristics (Hansen and Lofstrom  2003). Castronova et al. (2001) found, for Germany,
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that despite migrants’ higher eligibility for welfare benefits given their income levels and 

household size they were no more likely than natives to enter into receipt of welfare. 

Comparing Britain, Germany and Sweden, Kesler (2006) found larger migrant-native 

joblessness gaps in (high-generosity) Sweden tlian in the other countries, controlling for 

characteristics and sending country. Kogan (2003) assessed outcomes for sunilar groups of 

migrants, ex-Yugoslavs, in two different countries, finding that welfare availability 

depressed labour force participation in Sweden compared with Austria.

Recent research finds a lower probability of migrants in Ireland being in receipt o f any 

form of cash benefit, relative to natives, and concludes that migrants appear not to be a 

burden on the Irish welfare state (Barrett and McCarthy 2009; 2007). The same authors 

also found a higher probabilit}" of welfare receipt for migrants in the UK relative to natives, 

controlling for characteristics (Ibid.). This latter finding contrasts with other recent 

research which found no significant inigrant-native welfare gap (for unemployment 

benefits) in the UK (NlcConnick et al. 2002). Recent comparative research completed by 

the present author looked at how similar cohorts o f migrants utilise state-provided welfare 

in the context of dissimilar incentive structures in Ireland and Britain and found that 

simple moral hazard views may be overstated and inaccurate (Corrigan 2010). 

Disaggregating welfare use into three distinct concepts of ‘usage’, ‘participation’ and 

‘dependency’ revealed that migrants to Ireland’s more generous welfare state were no more 

likely to be wholly dependent on state-provided cash transfers than migrants to less 

generous Britain^, although they were more likely to be in receipt of any form of welfare 

benefit (i.e. ‘participation’) than their counterparts in Britain and also more Hkely to form 

marginal labour market attachments.

Evidently, a given country’s experiences o f migrant welfare use wiU be contingent on 

various socio-economic factors including national structural particularities, the scale and 

composition of migrant inflows, prevailing macro-economic conditions etc. All of these 

factors should, and can, be controlled for in an empirical investigation o f the determinants 

of the conditionality of legal status. The saKence of migration and migration-related issues, 

in terms o f factors Hke the size and nature o f inflows, and whether and how they draw on 

public resources, is likely to bear on the nature o f states’ policy outputs in temis of 

variations in level o f conditionality imposed on migrants seeking to attain a more secure 

legal status.

®The Un i t ed  Ki ngdom,  e x c l u d i n g  N o r t h e r n  I reland.
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\5/hile the focus o f  m ost o f the studies discussed above has been n o t on poverty per se 

but on m igrant engagem ent with the welfare system and the question o f  dependency on 

welfare benefits, this project moves the discussion forward by highlighting the 

hypothesised mediating role o f legal status with regard to this welfare system engagement. 

If  we seek to account for cross-national variation in migrant povert}^ then, o f  course, we 

m ust attend to the role o f  the welfare state in alleviating this poverty. This alone is not 

sufficient, however, and the conceptualisation advanced here points ou t that welfare states, 

no m itter how expansive, may simply be irrelevant to large num bers o f  migrants where 

they are precluded from  having recourse to those institutions by virtue o f their legal status, 

and demands an appraisal o f  outcom es with reference to welfare state effects in interaction 

with rights-granting legal status and the conditionaHt}^ governing entry into that status.
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1.2. Migration Policy

1.2.1. Migration Policy Formation

Freem an’s ‘client politics’ account (1995; 2002; 2004) o f  immigration policy has been 

canonical in the field o f migration research.’® Freem an observ^es that whether the benefits 

and costs attached to a particular course o f  action are concentrated or diffuse wiU 

incentivise groups in certain ways and wiU thus influence whether groups organise to 

pursue a course o f  action (2002). He maintains that the politics o f immigration can be 

characterised as cHent politics insofar as the benefits o f  securing a broadly concessionan' 

immigration policy are concentrated, i.e. for the discrete group o f  a state’s migrant 

population (usually not m ore than one-tenth o f  a state’s total population) or for employers 

and businessmen w ho rely on the availability o f  a cheap and pliable workforce. Meanwhile, 

the costs o f such a policy are diffuse and spread across the rest o f  the populace.

Freem an claims that this form  o f politics has led to migration policies that are t)'picaUy 

expansionar)" and concessionary (2002). A lthough public opinion may often be opposed to 

liberal intakes and inflows o f  migrants this opposition is often poorly articulated. As vote- 

maxirmsers, politicians can afford to ignore such poorly and fragmentaUy articulated 

sentiments and favour the policy preferences o f tliose com m itted to expansionary 

inigration policy (Freeman 1995). Politicians are also generally constrained by what 

Freem an (1995, 885) terms the “strong antipopuHst norm ”, i.e. politicians in liberal 

democracies tend not to fom ent xenophobic sentiment in the construction o f  their public 

policy discourse.”

O thers have maintained, however, that Freem an om itted to account for other 

im portant sources o f expansiveness and inclusiveness towards migrants Qoppke 1999). 

G uiraudon claims that these kinds o f concessionary rights are unlikely to be secured in the 

democratic arena and argues that the venue in which rights are sought or debated wiU have 

a material im pact on whether and how they are granted (Guiraudon 2002; 1998). She 

disagrees with Freem an’s explicitly political account o f the control o f  migration policy 

claiining that overt politicisation o f  the issue is often risky, for several reasons. As different 

institutions wiU privilege different groups in different ways it is no t self-evident that open 

public debate is the best forum  to secure expansionary m igration policy. Far-right parties.

It s h o u ld  b e  c la r if ied  h e r e  t h a t  ' im m ig r a t io n  policy '  g e n e ra l ly  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  po l ic ies  s t a t e s  e m p l o y  to  
c o n t r o l  a n d  s t r u c t u r e  im m ig ra t io n  inflows.

L abelled  'a n t i p o p u l i s t ' ,  a s  t h e  'p o p u l i s t '  im p u l s e  is h e ld  t o  b e  a n t i - im m ig r a n t .
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for example, would be privileged by such an open forum, moving their otherwise marginal 

political proposals to centre stage in the public arena. Politicians, Hkewise, can occasionally 

be m otivated m ore by mercenar}' political calculation than by noble ideals, perhaps falling 

prey to m ore popiiHst sentiments as elections draw near. Media coverage wiU play a 

significant role in how issues like m igration are constructed in the public domain. Finally, 

public opinion on migration issues is Hkely to prove volatile depending on economic and 

other conditions. G uiraudon (1998) argues that these three elements together — pubHc 

opinion, poKticians’ motives and the media — can give rise to a self-reinforcing negative 

dynamic, leading her to conclude that restricted loci o f debate may be better for securing 

migrant rights. In essence, her contention is that different venues result in different policy 

outcomes.

There are two t}'pes o f  situation G uiraudon (1998) delineates where debate on 

migration policy m ight move beyond the executive realm. The first is ‘rule-induced debate 

expansion’. Some types o f right may need to be formally approved by the national 

legislature, and this is likely to  be the case with poHrical rights, for example. However, 

G uiraudon points out that other t\^pes o f rights, Uke social rights, may no t requite 

legislative change; welfare benefits and eligibility for same are often determ ined merely by 

regulatory change within governm ental departments. So we see how the interstices in the 

bureaucratic rule-structure open up space for the discussion and possible extension o f 

rights by a sort o f ‘under the radar’ process (Guiraudon 1998).

The second simation G uiraudon refers to  concerns ‘conflict-based debate expansion’. 

Here, as the num ber o f actors involved in the politico-legal process, and thus the potential 

for conflict, increases, the scope o f the debate is Hkely to expand also. She cites the 

example o f Germany where migration law is a federal concern. This denies the Lander the 

right to disagree and to im plem ent their own interpretations o f the law, bu t it remains the 

case that the Lander exert control over social policy, education and cultural policies, thus 

multiplying the num ber o f policy venues. The extent o f  com petition between these various 

venues and the extent to which poHcymaking is coordinated within a state will determine 

the kinds o f  migration policy output that governing elites produce. Obviously the type o f  

decentralisation captured in the Lander example creates the potential for intra-national 

variations in policy outputs which run contrary to the universalism implicit in the notion o f  

‘rights’.

However, particular institutional configurations may also make it easier to secure 

certain t}'pes o f rights Hke social rights, which G uiraudon holds are m ore compatible with
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stealth-driven, i.e. non-pubHc, processes of debate and extension. Guiraudon’s conclusion 

on the basis of the discussion outlined above is that the state makes a contribution to 

migration poHcy that is independent of poHtical parties or political ideology. In a similar 

vein, though on a different topic, others have found that a state’s constitutional structure 

has ver)  ̂ robust effects on welfare state effort with clear implications for poverty (Huber, 

Ragin, and Stephens 1993; MoUer et al. 2003). They argue that dispersion o f political power 

offers multiple points o f influence on the making and implementation of policy, something 

which will be inimical to welfare state expansion, thus reducing welfare effort, and the 

results o f their empirical analysis bear this out (Huber, Ragin, and Stephens 1993, 722).

Guiraudon also maintains that policy change on immigration issues is only possible if 

It is elaborated by officials who are working in a context o f no or low publicity. This is 

why, like Joppke (1999), she contends that national legal/court systems have been so 

m portant in the securing and extension o f rights for migrants, as judges were free to 

jiter\^ene in the debate and set standards — in accordance with broad-based human rights 

principles — for those rights, in a way that set limits on state power (Guiraudon 1998).

The independence o f the policy venue involved and the extent to which it can operate 

oy ‘stealth’ wiLl most likely, as tiiese authors maintain, have a bearing on the scope of rights 

ifforded to migrants. But this view and Freeman’s cUent-politics view need not be thought 

)f as mutually exclusive accounts. Both accounts arguably explain different sides of 

migration policy change. Stealth matters, but so too do the exigencies of politics and the 

salience of political demands. However, both accounts could also be criticised on the 

grounds that tiiey assume a linear development o f migration policy change in an 

jicreasingly expansionary and concessionan^ direction. There is no clear reason to assume 

mch expansionan" Unearit^^

Applying the client politics model in another way, taking social rights as the focal 

point, we can see how the theory could equally well account for contractionan^, perhaps 

zonditional, changes to the welfare entidements afforded by social rights. This aU depends 

m how the ‘cHent base’ is defined. Under certain conditions the diffuse nature o f the 

welfare) costs imposed on the populace at large may come to be perceived as unduly 

Durdensome. When this cost-bearing majority segment o f the populace constitutes the 

cHent base’, the political imperatives created for the government may be too great to 

.gnore if opposition to cost-bearing becomes voluble. As vote-maximisers, politicians can 

tquaUy well be expected to contract previously expansionan? policies where this is deemed 

politically expedient. Guiraudon (1998) similarly obser\^es that governments may be simply
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pragmatic in their approach to ‘rights’ for migrants, perhaps n o t seeing them  as rights at all 

bu t rather as sticks and carrots to be used to incentivise people in wa^^s that ultimately obey 

an economic rationale. She also contends that stability and an absence o f social unrest may 

be goods m ore highly valued by pragmatic governm ents than the protection at aU costs o f  

‘rights’ extended to  migrants (Ibid.).

Just as the client politics account can be held to cut bo th  ways for migrant social 

rights, so too can the policy venue account. Policy venues insulated from  the 

disapprobation o f  public discourse cannot be presum ed to  be automatically biased towards 

an expansionary' rights agenda. Likewise, we cannot presum e immutability o f  motivation 

on the part o f  the elites who control these policy venues. Processes o f  stealth will facilitate 

the retraction o f  social rights and entitlements to welfare access just as readily as they 

facilitate their extension. W hether and how the conditionality o f legal status for migrants 

can be pegged to the prevalence o f  stealth-driven poHcy processes, perhaps contingent on 

populist and retractionist public sentiment, is something to be explored empirically later.

There seems to be ample theoretical scope here to h}?pothesise that such factors wiU 

indeed have a determinative bearing on migration poHcy outputs. The results wiU have 

implications for how  we conceptualise migrant incorporation into social rights and welfare 

state access and for the very idea o f ‘Incorporation Regimes’. It may not even prove 

possible to convincingly speak o f  incorporation in term s o f  ‘regimes’ where the processes 

involved dem onstrate no discernible ‘elective affinities’ (Shalev 2007, 264) or where the 

bureaucratic-institutional framework governing incorporation is no t characterised by 

sustained tem poral projection. This is the subject o f a later chapter.

Some have pointed to potential sources o f conditionality and social rights-retraction 

other than anti-immigrant sentiment. Feldblm n (2000) maintains that there are several 

broad trends w ith regard to citizenship and m em bership in m odern states, including the 

growing salience o f  dual nationality, the changing rights and benefits afforded to 

residents/denizens, and the seeming convergence o f  citizenship acquisition policies across 

states. W ithin this context she argues that states pursue strategies to ‘manage m em bership’ 

within their borders, and that some o f  these strategies involve attem pts to revalorise 

citizenship. The distinction to be made between citizenship qua identity and citizenship qua 

legal status is relevant here, and Feldblum  acknowledges that debates about nationhood 

and identity may im pact on policy debates in ways that seek to  actively prom ote the ‘value’ 

o f  citizenship.
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One such means by which this could happen might involve the imposition of 

disincentives on migrants or potential migrants, including such measures as limiting access 

to social services, imposing harsher controls on migrants and imposing obstacles to full 

labour market integration (Feldblum 2000). Qualifying rights, i.e. imposing conditionality, 

can also be seen as a means of managing membership, and this may be tied to other trends 

in the management o f access to citizenship and the formal rights attached to citizenship, 

such as limitations on jus soli nAes for example (Ibid.). This raises questions, however, as to 

whether moves towards the qualification of rights actually result in outcomes that are 

congruent with the political rationale of such moves.

It may be the case that moves to revalorise citizenship in an assimHationist vein result 

in outcomes that could be seen as multicialturalist. Feldblum (2000) gives the example of 

the moves in the US to tighten migrant eligibility for welfare benefits leading to a surge in 

migrant numbers applj'ing for naturalisation and thus to an increase in the heterogeneity of 

the community o f citizens, an outcome which may not have been fuUy intended. 

Analogously, TCNs in Europe may naturalise to avail o f the various subsidiary benefits of 

holding EU citizenship status, something which Feldblum suggests may not be in line with 

EU poUcymaker intentions. In a similar vein, it could be the case that state attempts to 

manage membership of migrants through the imposition o f conditionality' on attaining a 

more favourable legal status may have unintended consequences. JNligration policy 

frameworks designed to exclude migrants from fuU access to the protections afforded by 

die state may incentivise tliem to seek even greater security, depending on the settings of 

die other parameters of the state’s broader policy superstructure such as the generosit}' of 

die welfare state or openness of the labour market. Generous welfare state supports may, 

:or example, interact with currentiy held legal status and the nature of (in) security' delimited 

by that situation to spur migrants into the seeking of a more favourable position witliin the 

state-institutional/legal-status nexus.

Leaving aside the intentions or otherwise o f state policymakers acting to protect or 

revalorise the status o f citizenship specificaUy, what other factors are relevant to the 

determination of migration policy more broadly? There is a wide consensus ascribing 

economic concerns a central role, if not the central role, in this policymaking process. Some 

have claimed that in Europe all policy roads now lead to the “flexible labour market” 

where migrants slot in and out in the fulfilment of purely functional economic roles 

(Schierup, Hansen, and Casties 2006, 79), a situation that conflicts with the idea o f a 

Social Europe’ or a meaningful European social citizenship (Ryner 2000). The flexibility
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demanded o f  migrants in the E m opean context is the core o f an emergent EU regime, 

these authors say, representing “a com m on conditionality to which the m em ber states are 

bound to adapt” (Schierup, Hansen, and Casdes 2006, 80). However this is no t held, by 

these authors, to augur the end o f  the historical pliirality o f  citizenship, welfare and other 

policy regimes in Europe.

Sassen (1999) also considers the impact o f  economic factors on migration policy and 

argues that processes o f  econom ic globalisation have changed the nature o f  state 

sovereignty resulting in a ‘de facto transnationaUsm’ in the handling o f both  domestic and 

international immigration issues. The attem pt to form  a truly global economy has required 

a huge effort o f legal innovation, Sassen says, and this set o f legal innovations and practices 

has resulted in a reconstitution o f  the power structures within which the state finds itself. 

This has resulted in a shifting o f  responsibility for elements o f immigration poHcy away 

from  the state and on to supranational institutions in the EU, and has also resulted in an 

increase in the use o f  international himian rights instruments in the legal adjudication o f 

migration issues, similar to Soysal’s (1994) argum ent (Sassen 1999, 179). The exigencies o f 

a globalised economy have led to the form ation o f  privatised regimes for the circulation o f  

certain t)'pes o f  workers in countries with free-trade agreements; Sassen (1999) cites the 

example o f  Japan wliich, in the 1990s, and as a result o f  the increasing internationalisarion 

o f  its professional work-world, banned immigration that m et only ‘simple labour’ needs to 

focus instead on the admittance o f  certain high-skilled categories o f W estern labour.

In this way we see how the increased circulation o f  capital and goods that is so integral 

to processes o f  globalisation forced the issue o f the circulation o f  people onto the agenda. 

The idea that states adapt policy to facilitate the circulation o f people so as to m eet the 

needs o f their post-Fordist, ser\tice-based economies chimes with the position o f Schierup, 

Hansen, and Casties (2006) on the central im portance now ascribed to the ‘flexibility’ o f 

m odem  labour regimes. Sassen observes on the irony o f migrant-receiving countries 

bending to the economic imperatives o f globalisation by filtering migrant inflows towards 

the higher end o f  the skills spectrum, when the technological and comm umcations 

infrastructure, as well as the high-skilled workforce needed to operate that infrastructure — 

the features o f globalised late capitalism in the developed world — are concentrated in 

urban centres, necessitating the simultaneous existence o f an attendant low-skilled 

workforce providing essential low-tech ser\tices (Sassen 1998).

Indeed, if economics really is the dri\dng force behind the making o f  m uch migration 

policy then there is a substantial case to be made on economic grounds for aU W estern
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countries to liberalise their approaches to the inward migration o f  low-skilled migrants. 

There are, for example, vast productivity gains to be made by people moving from poor to 

rich countries (Legrain 2006). Legrain (2006, 64) provides the cogent example o f a poor 

farmer tilling by hand in Africa who, upon m oving to W estern Europe, gains access to  the 

superior capital and technolog}^ available there, enabling him to produce m ore food, earn a 

higher wage and ultimately increase global food production. Large productivity gaps imply 

large potential gains to be made by facilitating m igration on a vast scale. Some calculations 

have estimated these gains to be o f truly gargantuan proportions, with one study (Moses 

and Letnes 2004) using 1998 data positiag a global gain from  completely liberalised 

worldwide migration in the order o f US$55 triUion — a figure in excess o f  the world's G D P 

in that year!

Such gains accrue for a num ber o f  reasons. In a basic sense an influx o f  new people 

amounts to an influx o f new consumers. W ith m ore people to  sell their goods to, host 

country businesses benefit and can employ m ore sta ff Higher output and higher 

em ployment mean higher G D P and increased tax takes for governm ents to spend. W ith 

the im portation o f low-cost labour to perfonn  low-skill jobs workers may be displaced, but 

this frees them  for redeployment to m ore productive ends elsewhere while simultaneously 

keeping the cost o f  labour-intensive sentices low in the host countrv' (Legrain 2006). 

SiiTiilarly, complementarities between workers can also result in productivity gains, e.g. 

where hiring an affordable nanny allows a currendy inactive m other to enter or return to 

the labour force (Ibid.).

Immigrants obviously come from  different cultural, social and economic backgrounds, 

and this very difference allows consumers in the host country to  enjoy goods and servtices 

no t previously available, or to enjoy them  at a m uch lower price (Legrain 2006, 82). 

Difference can Hkewise facilitate economically' beneficial innovation, where a diversity o f 

viewpoints drawn from  those not shaped by the cultural status quo can result in the 

application o f novel solutions to problems. Short to m edium  term  migration o f  those 

engaged in business can foster deeper cultural understandings and facilitate the 

developm ent o f international social networks with all o f  the information-disseminating 

gains that such social capital entails (Granovetter 1973). Beyond this, difference also entails 

softer benefits, such as contributing to the cxiltural Hfe o f  cities and countries; who can 

imagine a New York or a London devoid o f immigrants?

O ne o f the m ost compelling reasons for the liberalisation o f inigration has a special 

relevance in the context o f  W estern European welfare states. Put simply, European
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populations are ageing, and in ways that threaten the future viability, or at the very least the 

futxire capacity, o f welfare states to provide social protections. The dependency ratio, i.e. 

the num ber o f younger working-age people potentially able to support each older and

economically inactive person (Cohen 2003), is predicted to deteriorate over time with

fewer young people to support an increasingly old population (Legrain 2006). Projections 

for the O E C D  countries’  ̂estimate that from  about 2015 onwards the size o f  the incoming 

(20-24) and outgoing (60-64) working-age cohorts will hit equilibrium temporarily as the 

size o f the younger cohort continues on a downward trajectory while the older cohort 

continues to increase in size, resulting in an eventual disparity^ o f 13% by 2030 (SOPEM l 

2010, 26). In  order to maintain its population at current levels the EU  would have to admit 

47.5 million immigrants by the year 2050, fewer than it receives at present (Legrain 2006, 

157). While irnmigration alone cannot solve problem s around the deteriorating dependency 

ratio — with increases in the retirem ent age already ongoing across Europe — it certainly has

a positive role to play in this regard.

Apart from  w hat appear to be the m arked economic benefits o f migration, it seems 

clear that states do no t develop migration policy solely on economic grounds. If  there is a 

purely economic rationale at w ork in the determination o f  the m odes by which states adapt 

to the requirements o f  labour m arket flexibility then we would not expect to see restrictive 

skiUs-based criteria working to structure migrant inflows, such as are imposed by certain o f 

these migrant-receiving countries. This raises questions as to w hether European states 

really are “bound to adapt” — in the sense o f such an adaptation being a functional necessity 

— to the “com m on conditionality” o f  flexible labour markets (Schierup, Hansen, and 

Casties 2006, 80). In terms o f the conditionality^ o f  legal status, it also opens up conceptual 

space allowing us to go beyond accounts couched merely in terms o f the vagaries o f 

historical contingency, to explore other possible reasons behind variations in state 

adaptations to the requirem ents o f the flexibility that m odem  economies are held to 

demand.

O f course, complex social phenom ena are likely to be the result o f  multiple 

determination and causal heterogeneity (Shalev et al. 2007). Many o f  the accounts 

discussed here have pointed to the constraints which bind states to respond in certain 

ways, ranging from  the economic and political to the legal and the normative. 

Undoubtedly, states m ust respond to these and they do so in different ways, contingent 

upon their historical and structural particularities. These structural particularities lend

E x c lu d in g  M e x i c o  a n d  Turl<ey.
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themselves to strategic trajectories which challenge the constraint-centric view o f  state 

action. Certainly with regard to the phenom enon o f interest here — the conditionality o f 

legal status faced by migrants and its role in the determ ination o f  their poverty outcom es — 

states can and have acted in unconstrained ways. The foregoing discussion ser\'^es to 

theoretically motivate later explorations o f  reasons for variations in the levels o f 

conditionality im posed by states.

1.2.2. Migration Policy and the EU

Since the Single European A ct o f 1986, the free m ovem ent o f  people, goods and 

capital across EU m em ber-state borders has been established, and this convention also 

applies to those non-m em ber states which are part o f the European Free Trade Area. 

Morris (1997) obser\"es that there has been significant resistance on the part o f  the 

m em ber-states to allowing the same freedoms for TCNs and opposition by some to any 

form  o f supranational setdem ent in this area. Easy intra-EU passage for “clandestine ... 

migrants, or even asylum seekers” has not been acceptable to m em ber states (Ivlorris 1997, 

195), potentially because migration streams o f tliis sort tend to originate at the Southern 

and Eastern frontiers o f the Union, i.e. where povert}^ o f  potential migrants is likely to  be 

lugher and skill levels likely to be lower than in the developed, wealthy core o f Europe.

To facilitate free m ovem ent o f  TC N s from  these areas would be essentially to remove 

control from  individual mem ber-states, as the practices o f states with less stringent 

admissions policies would then rebound on the entire coinmunity (Morris 1997). The 

existence o f this “soft underbelly” o f Europe has facilitated abuse o f  Schengen Treaty 

norm s on border control (Scliierup, Hansen, and Casties 2006, 104), and this may arguably 

have contributed to state fears o f  a creeping supranational regime working to constrain 

state sovereignty over the im portant and contested policy dom ain o f migration control, 

while also explaining state intransigence as regards the ceding o f  power from  the domestic 

level to the Community level.

It has been widely rem arked that the EU  is not in fact a supranational entit}^ for the 

m ost part but, rather, an Tnter-governm ental’ entit)? (Hansen 1998; Morris 1997; 

Koslowski 1998; Schierup, Hansen, and Casties 2006; Schuster and Solomos 2002). The 

Schengen Treat}?, for example, which removes internal border checks between 25 

European countries, three o f  them  outside the EU, was originally negotiated (between five 

m em bers o f  the European Community in 1985) at an inter-govemm ental, non- 

Communit}?, level, thus avoiding the specific legal criteria attaching to Community level
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agreements and also placing the agreement beyond the jurisdiction o f  the European C o u r  

o f  Justice (Morris 1997). However, in the time since Morris was writing, the EU has shiftec 

immigration and asylum concerns from  the inter-governm ental Pillar to the Community 

Pillar o f the U nion thus making these concerns subject to qualified majorit}^ voting, witlr. 

the passing o f the Am sterdam  Treaty (Bommes and Geddes 2000; Schierup, Hansen, and 

Casdes 2006). W hile this Communit}--level agreement produced im portant guiding 

principles in the area o f  imm igration/asylum , such as the principle o f  ‘first safe country’ o: 

that o f non-refoulement it did not, however, specif}^ the how o f  nation-state dealings w itt 

asylum seekers or TCNs.

Accordingly, and perhaps unsurprisingly, states have tended to be guided in thei: 

dealings with these types o f  migrants by material considerations and motivations in the 

national interest. It has been claimed that previous inter-govem m ental agreements, like 

Schengen and the D ublin convention (see last footnote), weakened the right to asylum, and 

led to an EU-wide contest at the nation-state level centred around constructing the most 

restrictive residence perm it and visa systems possible in an effort to dissuade unwanted 

non-nationals (Schierup, Hansen, and Casties 2006). Even following the end o f  inter- 

governmentaHsm with regard to EU  migration policy, it still remains within the pow er of 

m em ber states to determine the restrictiveness o f  their residency regimes; conditionality is 

advanced here as a measure o f the extent o f that restrictiveness as it applies to  TCNs, and 

the im port o f  these state practices wiU be assessed empirically later.

Also, where m em ber states had previously entered into bilateral agreements with 

m igrant-sending countries (for TCNs), e.g. for agricultural and seasonal work, the 

European Com m ission accepted this and, as a natural consequence, accepted the attendant 

inferior working conditions and wage standards that appKed to TC N s working under these 

agreements (Schierup, Hansen, and Casties 2006). There is an extent to which these moves 

could be construed as “social dum ping” (Alber and Standing 2000; Casties 2006; Rhodes 

1996) with regard to  economic migrants and asylum seekers. Indeed, for the latter category 

such moves arguably contravene the spirit o f  international refugee law (Morris 1997).

All o f this is set within a wider context o f  w hat Schierup, Hansen and Casties (2006) 

term  the m ove towards a ‘post-national workfare regime’ in the E U  (it should be noted 

that these authors do not use the term  ‘post-national’ in the same sense as Soysal (1994)).

N o n -re fo u le m e n t  requires th a t  receiv ing c o u n tr ies  c a n n o t  sen d  asylum  seel<ers bacl< to  the ir  country  
o f  origin w h e r e  this  is lil<ely to  p lace  th a t  asylum  se e k e r  in dan ger  (Joppke 1998);  t h e  'first sa fe  country'  
principle der ives  from  t h e  Dublin C onvention  and requires th a t  asylum  se e k e r s  m u st  m ake  the ir  claim  
for  r e fu g ee  s ta tu s  in t h e  first sa fe  country  o f  t h e  Union in which t h e y  arrive, and o th e r  c o u n tr ies  retain  
t h e  right to  return asy lum  s e e k e r s  t o  their  country  o f  first arrival (Morris 1997) .
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They perceive in the European Union a drift away from  the Enlightenm ent ideals which 

inform ed the developm ent o f the European project — ideals o f universaUsm, hum anism  

and equality for aU — towards a new ordering principle o f economic rationality and self 

interest wherein ‘The M arket’ has taken priority over all other concerns.

This feeds into a ‘double dilemma’ at the heart o f  Europe: the first concerned with the 

tension between corporate economic interest and the necessity o f social solidarity or 

redistribution; the second concerned with continued migration, racism, and the 

raciaHsation o f  social exclusion. The reality o f  social exclusion gives the Ue to claims about 

the central im portance o f E urope’s ‘social dimension’, and migrants often find themselves 

bereft o f  occupational choice, reduced to m ere cogs serv^ing the “much-hailed flexibility” 

o f  production and labour regimes and the new servace economies (Schierup, Hansen, and 

Castles 2006, 15).

This has implications for social cohesion in the Union, which the authors m aintain is 

vitally im portant for the maintenance o f  political stability in the “enormously 

heterogeneous multinational and multi-ethnic cultural conglomerate o f E urope” (Schierup, 

Hansen, and Casdes 2006, 14). They perceive a shift in the overarching discourse and 

conceptuahsation o f the political coalitions at the heart o f Europe, away from  the old 

Conser\'ative-Social Dem ocratic coalition and towards a new Neo-Com m unitarian—Neo- 

Liberal coalition focused on maintaining m arket efficiency, above aU, while at the same 

time attem pting to engender social solidarity. This has come at the expense o f traditional 

E uropean conceptions o f social inclusion and protection which, by virtue o f a broad 

understanding o f what ‘substantive citizenship’ entails, afforded these protections as a 

m atter o f  right. It is this broad understanding, the authors say, which has characterised the 

E U ’s approach to social inclusion until very recently in its histor)^ This understanding has 

now  been narrowed to one in which social inclusion/exclusion takes engagement in paid 

w ork or em ploym ent (or self-employment) as its defining criterion, something which has 

resulted in the sidelining and hollowing out o f  social rights (Ibid., 16-17).

G uiraudon (1998) has claimed that, for migrants, M arshall’s (1963) triptych o f ci-̂ til, 

political and social rights accruing to citizens in that order over the course o f  historj^ (see 

next section) has been ‘reordered’; social and ci\nl rights are now the first to be afforded to 

migrants, while political rights remain denied. In contrast to this position, Schierup, 

Hansen, and Casties (2006) maintain that in the context o f the EU  the triptych has not 

been ‘reordered’, bu t has in fact been set the ‘right way up ’ again. This represents a ‘return 

to history’ at the supranational level o f  the Union where civil rights, and possibly some
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political rights’"', are secured by virtue o f a market-bound civic citizenship, bu t this does not 

entail any guarantee o f an evolution towards a meaningful social citizenship o f the Union 

(Schierup, Hansen, and Casdes 2006). The role o f  legal status in the securing o f social 

citizenship for migrants is the subject o f  the next section.

S o m e  European s ta te s ,  like Denm ark, Ireland and t h e  N etherlan ds,  afford local vot ing  rights sim ply  by 
virtue o f  p e r m a n e n t  r e s id en ce  in t h e  s ta te  (H ansen 1998) .
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1.3. Legal Status
In  this section we discuss the im portance o f  legal status for the quality o f migrant 

Uves. Many o f the rights traditionally afforded by citizenship status have come to be 

detached from  the formal holding o f that status and are secured now for migrants by virtue 

o f residence in the country. This situation has naturally spawned a large literature around 

the nature and concept o f citizenship in the age o f  global migration, its continued 

relevance, implications o f  this shift for the nation state, and implications for our 

understanding o f the basis and legitimacy o f  m em bership and rights in m odern societies. 

These rights, specifically the set o f social rights comprising (a part of) the core o f 

citizenship, m atter directiy for the analytic concern o f this project, m igrant povert}^

As such, where residency has essentially becom e a de facto form  o f citizenship entailing 

all o f  the latter concept’s im portant social elements, it then becomes necessar}? to consider 

m ore deeply the concept o f citizenship and to contextuaHse the im portance o f  legal status 

that is claimed here within the set o f broader debates around citizenship and migration. 

This section will begin by discussing the concept o f citizenship and cognate concepts o f 

denizenship and m em bership which m ore accurately capture the situation o f not-yet- 

naturalised migrants who still enjoy a comprehensive set o f  social supports and protections 

on a par with citizens. We will then consider how the unm ooring o f  rights from  citizenship 

has been conceptualised and debated, before discussing in the context o f  the European 

Union, the possibility o f  a specifically ‘EU-citizenship’.

The distinct practices o f  diverse nation states as regards the fonnal ascription o f 

citizenship status will be instructive insofar as this is dicectiy analogous to the practices by 

which states ascribe fonnal long-term residency status, with both  also subject to the 

im position o f conditionality. Citizenship, and not residency status per se, has been central to 

the academic discussion o f  legal status and rights-ascription for migrants, presumably on 

the grounds o f  its greater theoretical import. Accordingly, this will by necessity' be the 

focus o f the discussion here also. However, in the next chapter we present the results and 

primary? data from a pilot survey conducted on the links between the welfare state, 

residential security, long-term  residency status, and citizenship status, sen ’̂ ing to motivate 

and ground the focus on legal status and the conditionality o f  same as a justifiable and 

appropriate explanatorj' apparams. A formal sketch o f  the theoretical framework within 

which we locate migrant poverty outcom es is presented following that section.
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1.3.1. Migrant Social Riglits: Citizenship, Denizenship, Membersliip?

TH  Marshall’s (1963) tripartite conceptualisation o f citizenship has been foundational 

to contemporar)^ debates about social rights and social citizenship. Marshall perceived in 

m odern social history an evolutionan? developm ent from  Civil Rights, largely secured in 

the 17* century (in Britain at least), through Political Rights, progressively expanded 

through the 18* century, through to the m odem  day developm ent o f  Social Rights in the 

19* centur}^ His views stemmed from  the perception that there was a basic kind o f  equality 

associated with the concept o f  ‘full m em bership’ o f  the community, and that this concept 

o f m em bership had becom e whoUy identified with citizenship. Citizenship, he claimed, was 

the ‘architect o f inequality’ insofar as it afforded formal equality while at the same time 

justifying post-m arket inequalities. O f  course, many critiques have been levelled at his 

account and Marshall has been charged with both  androcentrism  and ethnocentrism ; 

indeed, by our m odern sociological standards he could also be labelled an anachronism , 

writing as he was at a time before the advent o f globalisation, with its attendant social and 

econoinic transform ations, including the normalisation and facilitation o f the processes o f  

mass migration.

A distinguishing feature o f  the tripartite view is how each o f the elements are 

interlocking and mutually (though perhaps no t symmetrically) supportive, i.e. securing Civil 

Rights is a necessar\^ precondition for securing Political Rights, and there would be Httie 

point for example in choosing political leaders, through whatever governance m echanism  

obtained in that society, if  the rights to freedom  o f speech, or freedom  o f propert}' or 

association, were not secured. Similarly, it can be argued that Social rights are a necessan? 

precondition for the effective exercise o f Political Rights (cf. Fabre 2000, who argues this 

point in another context); the idea being that people wiU not engage with political discourse 

as a priorit\^ if  they are unable to  feed or clothe themselves, i.e. social rights have a clearly 

“enabling” aspect (Faist 2001, 55).

The logical, perhaps teleological, securing o f rights Marshall discusses does no t always 

run from the Civil through the Political to the Social. As Bloemraad et al. (2008) point out, 

w om en had been afforded social rights in Marshall’s Britain long before they were afforded 

political rights. Similarly, for migrants, the progression o f  rights has no t followed this linear 

path, but has tended to m ove from  the Civil often — though not always — to the Social, 

while postponing, perhaps indefinitel}?, the securing o f  Political rights (Bloemraad, 

Korteweg, and Yurdakul 2008). Guiraudon (2000) has labelled this the ‘MarshaUian
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txiptych reordered’, with social rights accruing first o f  all while political rights remain 

contested.

This is hardly a mysterious or inexplicable set o f circumstances, given the im portant 

symbolic dimensions o f  citizenship, with political rights attaining a special significance in 

this symbolic context insofar as they afford determinative agency over the poHty to  the 

Demos. T hat migrants are not, and maybe should not be, m em bers o f  the Demos 

immediately on their arrival in the host country is unlikely to prove a controversial 

standpoint, at least amongst those who are not com m itted to radically cosmopolitan views 

o f  citizenship o f the type explored, for example, by D annreuther and Hutchings (1999). 

But it also seems highly unlikely that migrants can expect to be denied, simply by virtue o f 

their m igrant status, the set o f civil rights prevailing in any given host country (certainly not 

in the W estern liberal democracies at least). Social rights are a m ore complicated issue, 

both  conceptually and poUticaUy. W hat does seem clear, however, is that migrant 

minorities in societ}^ will force a re-evaluation o f w hat comprises the ‘essential core’ o f 

citizenship for that society. Norm ative arguments concerning the necessity o f  securing and 

protecting social rights for ‘citizens’ are often designed on the assum ption o f a unitar)' 

citizenn^, w ithout recognition o f the fact tiiat many societies today contain large num bers 

o f  non-citizens whose status vis- a-vis social rights is uncertain and insecure.

Indeed, this very uncertainty raises questions, in a communitarian vein, as to what 

exactiy society owes to these non-citizens, and what these non-citizens owe to society (see 

e.g. Bader 1997). It also prom pts philosophical reflection on the utility o f  the concept 

‘citizen’ and how that concept might be challenged and changed by the existence o f 

migrant minorities. Some authors have advanced the concept o f ‘denizenship’ in 

opposition to citizenship, highlighting that many o f  the rights o f  citizenship accrue to these 

denizens simply by virtue o f their residency in the countn^, specifically civil and social — 

though no t political — rights, and that residency has now becom e a legally enforceable basis 

on which to make claims o f  the welfare state (Brubaker 1989; Ham m ar 1990; Hansen 1998; 

Freem an 2004). For Brubaker (1989) the organisation o f  state m em bership is conceived o f 

as two concentric circles, with the inner circle representing m em bership o f  the political 

community, o f  citizens, and the outer one representing m em bership o f the national, social 

and econoinic community, o f denizens, i.e. permanentiy resident aliens.’^

Arguably, this situation is itself problematic, and Casties (2000) suggests that a form  

o f  denizenship which excludes perm anent minorities from the political sphere is

And citizens o f  otiier m em b er  states, in the  European Union.
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inconsistent with democratic rule and thus undesirable in the long term. Also, even where 

political rights are afforded de jure they can often be ineffective where perm anent 

minorities, such as the Aboriginals in Australia, can never hope to hold determinative 

agency over the mainstream  political process (Castles 2000), something which raises the 

issue o f  justified special rights for discrete groups (IvliUer 2002; Kymlicka 1995). Besides, 

the claim that denizens fuUy enjoy civil and social rights is questionable. Casdes (2000) 

observes that civil rights guaranteed de Jure to migrants are often no t realised, or are 

violated, de facto. State institutions like the police sendee, courts system or prison system 

cannot be presum ed to be wholly impartial at all times in their dealings with non-nationals, 

and the prevalence o f  em bedded institutional racism could be seen as a constraint on 

migrants’ civil rights (Castles 2000).

In the case o f  social rights in Em ope for third-country nationals the claim that all 

denizens fuUy enjoy social rights is belied by the existence in fact o f qualitativel)^ different 

legal statuses, certain o f which are functional pre-requisites for the enjoym ent o f rights and 

entitiements made available by the (welfare) state and on which conditions o f entr)' vanning 

in t\^pe, scope and extent are imposed. W ho are the ‘denizens’? It is insufficient to simply 

claim that “"residency’ is the basis on which rights are ascribed w ithout attending to the 

multiplicity o f forms such residency can take and the num erous obstacles states can and do 

impose on attaining the m ost secure and expansive forms. In line with the approach and 

views o f  o ther authors (Dorr and Faist 1997; Morris 2003; Niessen, Huddleston, and 

Citron 2007), the assum ption made here is that permanent residency — i.e. officially 

sanctioned long-term  residency — is this m ost expansive form, presenting no barriers to  

social rights.

Brubaker (1989) accords with this view also and his conception o f  m em bership, as 

noted above, emphasises the perm anency o f  residency as especially im portant for the life 

chances o f  migrants; at the same time he acknowledges that citizenship still confers 

significant advantages, even beyond the political sphere. Baubock likewise recounts, in 

reflecting on the recent history o f migration to Europe, how the rights o f “perm anent 

residents” in these m ajor migrant-receiving states were substantially upgraded or “equalised 

with those o f citizens” (Baubock 2006, 9). To the extent, then, that migrants are prevented 

from  attaining the security o f this legal status we m ight naturally expect them  to m anifest 

undesirable or disadvantageous life outcomes.

Casties (2000) obser\^es that ethnic minorities have experienced weakening social 

rights and that incorporation into social rights for migrants may only be partial. This partial
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incorporation into mainstream  social and economic structures may lead to social 

segmentation, something possibly exacerbated for certain sub-groups o f migrant owing 

perhaps to a weak legal position (i.e. undocum ented immigrants wiU be in a m uch weaker 

position relative to those holding w ork permits), relative hum an capital disadvantages, or 

simply due to racial stigmatising (Casties 2000). In this sense Casties is here acknowledging 

that the particular category o f residency held by the migrant is key to their life outcomes. 

These concerns lead Castles to conclude that the Marshallian triad is now insufficient, and 

that at the very least we m ust take other migrant-specific rights issues into account if  we 

wish to employ a meaningful concept o f  citizenship in a world o f  mass migration.

It is im portant to  differentiate between contending meanings o f  the concept 

‘citizenship’. The de jure vs. de facto distinction introduced earlier with regard to the 

enjoym ent o f rights can also be usefully applied to understanding citizenship. Legal 

ascription o f citizenship status naturally implies that a form  o f  equality obtains across aU 

holders o f  this status. Yet this legal status may no t result in comparable experiences o f 

citizenship, with socio-economic inequalities ser\^ing as an obvious metric for comparison 

in this regard (Morissens and Sainsbun^ 2005). This contrast has also been conceived o f  as 

the difference between ‘fonnal’ and ‘substantive’ citizenship (Brubaker 1989; Fabre 2000). 

Baub • k (1994) advances a similar distinction between ‘nom inal’ (equivalent to ‘form al’ in 

the discussion here) and ‘substantial’ citizenship, where the basic elements o f substantial 

citizenship comprise generalised rights within a political community.’  ̂ The use o f  a term 

like ‘substantive’ here suggests the need for an external standard o f ‘substantiveness’ in the 

context o f citizenship.

In Marshall’s (1963) original formulation, citizenship was held to require “a dixect 

sense o f  community m em bership based on loyalty to a civilisation which is a com m on 

possession” . For those w ho hold legal citizenship status and yet are stiJl subject to severe 

socio-economic disparities relative to other citizens, how likely is it that they wiU 

experience this sense o f  ‘community m em bersliip’? And, how accurate then is it to apply to 

them  the label ‘citizen’? The use o f Marshall here as the external standard by which

Social ( in)equality is n o t  inh eren t  in Baubock's  c o n c e p t  o f  'substantial'  h o w e v e r  and he  po in ts  o u t  that  
citizenship  can be substantia lly  equal,  e v e n  w h e n  t h e  s c o p e  o f  t h e  rights it affords are minimal.  For 
e x a m p le ,  in a libertarian minimal s ta te  c it izenship m a y  c o n s is t  on ly  o f  property  rights and  negative  
l iberties o f  f ree  sp e e c h  e tc . ,  and under  th is  sy s tem  both  p lutocrats  and paupers  w ou ld  be  substantia lly  

equal.  Under  a d ifferent  soc ieta l  co nstruction ,  h o w ev e r ,  w h e r e  s o m e  idea o f  d e m o c ra t ic  g o v e r n m e n t  
u n der  popular  control w e r e  im portant,  th e n  social inequality  b e c o m e s  relevant insofar as  t h e  s ta te  
w o u ld  ha v e  t o  assist  pau pers  so  as to  a l low  t h e m  e f fe c t u a t e  their  d em o cra t ic  rights. Both soc ietal  
c o n stru c t io n s  here  afford substantia lly  equa l  rights o f  citizenship; t h e  d if ference  su bs is ts  in t h e  num ber,  
s c o p e  and ty p e  o f  rights a fford ed  under  ea ch  co nstruction .  (Baubock 199 4 ,  26-7).
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citizenship m ight be measured highlights some limitations o f his original account. Marshall 

did not subscribe to post facto equaHtarianism, something he was quite explicit about in 

Citi^nship Social Class. In other words, Marshall was no t arguing for equal outcomes for 

all, but was tn^ing to make continuing inequality seem tolerable, while simultaneously 

prom oting a set o f universally held rights; equality o f  opportunit}' was what m attered 

(Marshall 1963; Dw^^er 2000).

‘Legitimate inequality’ would be accepted, he claimed, provided that there was 

sufficient open social mobility in society (IMarshall 1963). His Anglocentric approach does 

not readily integrate the specific concerns o f non-nationals here. W here the incorporation 

o f  migrants into the set o f  rights attached to citizenship is only partial or is otiierwise 

qualified or conditional, can it then be justifiably maintained that migrants enjoy the same 

equality o f opportunity as national citizens? A nd where socio-economic disadvantages 

attach themselves consistentiy to a discretely bounded and identifiable group, such as n o n 

nationals, can it then still be maintained that such inequality is ‘legitimate’? These 

shortcomings do not suggest that Marshall failed when he addressed these issues; they 

merely highlight his error o f  omission in dealing solely with the concerns o f (male) Britons 

within a narrowly delimited tem poral frame.

The larger point here is that there does seem to be both justification and utility in 

disaggregating citizenship into bo th  legal and substantive forms. Furtherm ore, taking 

socio-economic inequality as an indicator o f w hat ‘substantive citizenship’ might m ean 

seems justified. Indeed, the E uropean U nion’' recently made com m ents to the effect that 

social exclusion can be considered the “negation o f citizenship” (Schierup, Hansen, and 

Castles 2006). This is no t to say that economic concerns are the fundam ental absolute 

w hen we speak o f substantive citizenship, but in the context o f analysing processes o f  

migrant incorporation into social rights, socio-econom ic outcom es naturally present 

themselves as a key indicator. W e can again appeal to  Marshall (1963) for an external 

standard by which socio-economic outcom es can be judged.

He defines social citizenship as “that whole range [of rights o f  citizenship] from  the right 

to a m odicum  o f  economic welfare and security to the right to share to the fiiU in the social 

heritage and to Hve the life o f a civilised being according to the standards prevailing in the 

society” (1963, 74). O ne o f  our central analytic concerns here is how access to the rights o f  

social citizenship that has been qualified or rendered conditional for migrants may come to  

affect the “m odicum  o f  welfare” they enjoy as well as their chances o f living “ the life o f a

The European Union Poverty Programme (Schierup, Hansen, and Castles 2006).
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civilised being” according to prevailing societal standards. Marshall, despite his various 

shortcomings, may yet prove useful.

1.3.2. Citizenship as legal status: Converging, Diverging, or Irrelevant?

For other authors, the simple denizen/citizen dualit}^ may not be sufficient in a 

globalised world which contains pressures and trends towards increased supranational 

m odes o f governance. Soysal (1994) argues that nation state citizenship is increasingly 

being superseded by Postnational forms o f m embership. She points to the proliferation o f 

international hum an rights norm s, and o f supranational institutions (like the European 

Court o f  H um an Rights), as decentring the im portance o f  the nation state as the locus o f 

rights-claims, and challenging nation-state sovereignty in the process.

This claim can be objected to, however, on the grounds that although international 

liberal norm s may have some force, it remains the province o f  the nation state to actively 

secure and provide for the rights-claims o f citizens. It is difficult to see how social rights — 

such as benefit claims or the right to education for example — could ever be provided 

supranationally, that is to say outside o f the framework o f  a social securit}', educational, or 

healthcare system, all o f  which are necessarily located in a nationally-based bureaucratic- 

institutional nexus. Although the EU has made some tentative moves in this direction with 

its rules facilitating the portability o f  state pension and child benefits across M ember State 

borders (e.g. Regulation 1408/71), it remains the case that these benefits are, and m ust be, 

claimed in a national context. In Joppke’s (1998) words, PostnationaMsm is a status which 

ascribes nothing and which is possessed o f no institutional apparatus that would make it a 

viable alternative to national citizenship.

The broader arguments o f  the proponents o f Postnational accounts am ount to two 

key claims. First, that the nation state has found its sovereignty challenged by mass 

migratonr processes. Second, that national citizenship is no longer relevant and has been 

underm ined by the fact that securit}^ is now guaranteed to citizen and non-citizen alike.

An im portant distinction relevant to understandings o f citizenship pertains to the 

difference between citizenship as a legal status and citizenship as an identity. 

PostnationaMsm has been seen as a challenge to understandings o f citizenship qua legal 

status, while MulticultoraUsm, where there is a high degree o f official or unofficial support 

for migrant groups by the state, has been seen as posing a challenge to understandings o f 

citizenship identity (Joppke 1998).
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O n the challenge to citizenship as a legal status, Joppke (1998, 25) is deeply dissatisfied 

with what he perceives to be the implicit “advocacy” o f  the Postnational account. Beyond 

advocating (implicidy) for internationalism in this post-socialist world, the postnationalists, 

worn^ingly in Joppke’s (1998) view, reinterpret the guestworker experience in a positive 

light, transform ing the vice o f second-class m em bership into a virtue. Exclusion from  the 

nation state is certainly not seen as a bad thing in the Postnational account — despite the 

potential for partial and incom plete incorporation into the material aspects o f citizenship 

that this may entail and which was alluded to earlier — but Joppke interprets this as 

potentially placing non-nationals in a \Tilnerable and inferior (“second-class”) position 

which is difficult to reconcile with the democratic principle o f  equal rights (1998, 25). 

There are several other reasons for thinking that the challenge o f PostnationaHsm to the 

relevance o f  citizenship as a legal status may be overstated.

It may be the case that proponents o f PostnationaHsm have drawn a wrong dualism 

between nation states and individual rights; i.e. the protection o f indi\adual rights is 

arguably an inherent feature o f  nation-states qua Hberal-constitutional states, so rights 

should no t be understood as obtaining due to the force o f some external imperative 

(Joppke 1998, 26). G uiraudon (1998) affirms the continued im portance o f  the nation state 

when she obsen^es that liberal international norm s will be institutionalised in particular 

states subject to context-specific national variation which wiU lead to non-uniform ity in 

policy outputs. M ember states o f  the EU  will interpret EU directives in light o f existing 

legal and institutional constraints and remain the ultimate arbiters o f their own legislative 

outputs. The nation state, Guiraudon says, can prefer ‘its ow n’ in legislation, and this 

applies to socio-economic rights insofar as these aim to protect the national labour market.

Joppke also maintains that the Postnational account lacks ‘tem poral m arkers’ (1998). 

His argum ent is that the Postnationalists have overdrawn w hat was a historically finite 

episode o f  immigration and represented it as a fundamental transform ation in the nature o f 

the nation-state. So, while Postnational m em bership has a clear beginning — in the post-war 

era — its proponents do not see it as having any identifiable end; this seems highly unlikely 

given that Postnational m em bership is seen, Joppke claims, as an “intolerable anomaly” 

which is “detested” by the immigrant-receiving states themselves (1998, 28). H e also 

maintains that the spatial concentration o f the Postnational m odel in W estern E urope is 

no t due to the greater receptiveness o f  these nations to international hum an rights norm s 

imposed exogenously from  on (supranational) high, bu t is explicable by the fact that the
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shifts leading to the adoption o f these norms were in fact endogenous to the nation-states 

in question and came about due to the pursuit o f identifiably national goals.

The broad diversity o f distinct national approaches to the regulation o f entr\' into 

citizenship stands as a challenge to the view o f nation states as being somehow 

disempowered in the face o f an irresistible Postnational or supranational impulse. Brubaker 

finds interesting the extent to which member states’ citizenship models continue to travel 

along divergent trajectories despite the existence of supranational entities such as the EU 

(Brubaker 1992). Such divergence has given rise to much research on the nature of these 

‘citizenship regimes’. In Hne with much of the literature on this issue, Koopmans and 

Statham (1999) conceive o f citizenship regimes as differentiating themselves along two 

dimensions: a. Criteria necessary for gaining formal access to citizenship status, b. Cultural 

obligations this access to citizenship entails. The latter dimension refers to the degree to 

which migrants are expected to assimilate to the host-countn'^ culture, i.e. Assimilationism, 

or the degree to which migrant group differences are officially or unofficially recognised 

and supported by the state, i.e. MulticulturaUsm.

Brubaker (1992) accounts for the continuing divergence in state approaches in terms 

of the cultural foundations o f nation states which bind a community through nationhood. 

In this sense he is close to Favell (1998) who identifies broad ‘philosophies of integration’ 

which nation states adopt in their efforts towards including non-nationals in the poHt)^ 

Brubaker (1992) contrasts jus sanguinis citizenship traditions, where citizenship is derived 

through ethnic descent, with jus soli traditions, where it derives from birth within a 

delimited territor}'. France is Brubaker’s model o f a dominant jus soli countn^, though there 

are strains of jus sanguinis present as well, and Germany is taken as a case o f pure jus 

sanguinis. Both jus soli and jus sanguinis constitute the criteria dimension of citizenship 

regimes, with the latter ethnocultural model generally taken to be more ‘closed’ while tlie 

former civic model is generally taken to be more ‘open’. Combining the two dimensions 

above produces three ideal types o f citizenship regime: 1. The Ethnocultural exclusionist 

model (e.g. Germany); 2. The Civic Assimilationist model (e.g. France); 3. The 

Multicultural Pluralist model (e.g. UK, Netherlands) (I^Coopmans & Statham 1999). (For 

similar accounts see also e.g. Casdes 2002; Casdes 1995; Hagan 2006; Joppke and 

Morawska 2003; Sainsbury 2006).

In Joppke’s later work (2007) he moves away sHghdy from the view of state 

integration and citizenship practices as being characterised by a broad heterogeneity to 

claim now that there has been a general convergence in the ways national citizenship
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regime models work to integrate migrants; this is similar to the view shared by other 

authors that there has been convergence between Exiropean citizenship policies over recent 

years (Casdes 2002; Bloemraad 2000; KJusmeyer and Aleinikoff 2000).’* As an interesting 

counterpoint, Hansen (1998) maintains that there has been no such similar trend towards 

convergence in requirements for formal resident in Europe, highlighting the analytical and 

empirical distinctness o f these two legal statuses o f citizenship and residency. Indeed, 

SainsbuT}  ̂ (2006), in discussing migrant integration outcomes, argues that the convergence 

in citizenship regimes renders them not very useful for purposes o f explanation; this 

observation, coupled with Hansen’s (1998) point, opens up clear theoretical space for legal 

residency status to play an explanatory role.

Furthermore, in light of the foregoing debate, even if PostnationaHsts like Soysal 

(1994) are correct and the important rights affecting life chances that were traditionally 

associated with citizenship have become detached from that status, the fact that the secure 

realisation o f those rights has simply become contingent on the holding o f another legal 

status — long-term residency -  stands itself as an indication of the continued central role of 

the nation state in the ascription of rights and the regulation of membership for non

nationals.’’ The role of supranational institutions cannot, o f course, be discounted entirely 

and EU citizenship could potentially be seen as having relevance to the inclusion of third- 

country nationals as members in their host societies of the EU.

EU citizenship was given formal legal expression in the Maastricht Treat}% linking four 

fundamental freedoms — free movement of goods, persons, ser\tices and capital — with 

citizenship o f the Union and attaching various political rights also, including inter alia the 

right to move freely within the E U /E E A  and to vote and stand in local and European 

elections in the state o f residence (Hansen 1998). The formalisation of this status in law 

was something o f a disappointment however, as it did nothing to address the situation of 

millions o f denizen, long-term resident, migrants who held social and other rights, but 

were afforded no new substantive political rights vis- a-vis the host member state.

Joppke's concern here is not citizenship p e r s e  but rather the  broader models which worl< to integrate  
migrants o f  which citizenship is a com ponent part; s ee  his (2007) article for full details. Joppke's focus is 
less on th e  formal 'criteria' dim ension and more on the  'cultural obligations' dimension o f  immigrant 
integration regimes.

It is acknowledged that within the  EU states must take cognisance of Council Directive 
2003/109/EC of  25 November 2003 concerning the  status o f  third-country nationals, making available 
long-term residency after a defined period o f  5 years of lawful residence in an EU m em ber s tate  has 
elapsed. Within this constraint, however, states remain free to interpret and apply the  regulation as 
they will, free to  im pose  a shorter minimum period o f  lawful residence, as so m e  do, and free to apply 
other econom ic  and cultural conditions at w hatever level o f  stringency th ey  d eem  appropriate.
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A nother flaw in the nature o f  EU  citizenship was held to be its “derivative” nature 

(Hansen 1998; Morris 1997; Schuster and Solomos 2002; Joppke 1998). Quite simply, EU 

citizenship is a secondar}? status, dependent for its ascription on the holding o f  national 

citizenship in an EU  m ember-state. This fact has implications for Postnational accounts, 

with Joppke (1998) claiming that EU  citizenship could only be considered Postnational if 

and w hen the status is ascribed to non-EU  immigrants in the EU  member-states. But this 

seems highly unlikely given the clear desire on the part o f  EU  m em ber states to retain 

control over their migration policies (Morris 1997).

It shoxild be acknowledged, however, that the U nion has recentiy m ade some m inor 

moves towards affording Hmited freedom  o f  m ovem ent rights within the EU  to TC N s 

w ho have been officially accorded ‘long-term resident’ status in any member-state, 

something Schierup, Hansen, and Castles (2006) have labelled ‘civic citizenship’. However, 

while this civic citizenship may seem to epitomise some o f  the principles and values laid 

down in the E U ’s Charter o f Fundam ental Rights, these authors think it highly unlikely 

that the status wiU ever replace nationality with residency as the key criterion for attaining 

EU citizenship.

Leaving that particular peculiarity aside, the convergence o f  nationaUy-based 

citizenship and integration practices as perceived by Joppke (2007) has been interpreted as 

eliding old distinctions, producing a new duality o f Civic Integration and 

Antidiscrimination which renders the traditional national models view increasingly 

unhelpful. Integration o f  migrants is not, for Joppke, a two-way process, but rather two 

separate one-way processes where Civic Integration places the burden o f  integration 

wholly on the migrant who m ust gradually ‘earn’ the rights o f full membership. 

Antidiscrimination is the second o f  these one-way processes, am ounting to a tacit 

acknowledgment that Civic Integration has failed and shifting the burden o f integration to 

the state which attempts to remedy post-m igration inequahty by means o f legislation.

However, Joppke does not claim that national differences in dealing with immigrants 

will disappear, and he acknowledges that national differences will ob tain due to historical 

contingency and the efforts o f  those allied to the old m odels to m ould “the new in the 

image o f the past” (2007, 272). O n historical contingency, G\iiraudon (1998) obser\^es that 

French citizenship-traditions subscribe to a civic republican m odel with its historical roots 

in the first days o f  French nation-building, when the newly unitary state sought to forge a 

unitars^ national identity by pursuing policies to turn peasants into Frenchmen. Similarly, 

m odern day multicultural approaches to  citizenship and m igration in Britain may have
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roots in past experiences as a colonial and imperial power, with path dependence 

contributing to m odem  poHcy approaches (Hansen 2002). Joppke does, however, argue 

against such grand ‘philosophies o f integration’ as assimilationism and multiculturaHsm 

having continued relevance to  the debate (Joppke 2007; Joppke and Morawska 2003).

Civic Integration is held to entail an obligator}^ side, making demands o f  migrants in 

exchange for the ascription o f  the desired legal status. This “iUiberalism in pursuit o f  a 

liberal goal” (Joppke 2007, 253) has am ounted to coercive, paternalistic measures whereby 

rights to residency were made conditional on fulfiUing certain culmral obligations: e.g. in 

France the renewal o f  the 10 year residency card was tied to a concept o f  ‘Republican 

Integration’ as m easured in terms o f migrant knowledge o f French civics and the French 

language; in the Netherlands, Civic Integration emerged as a response to past failures of 

integration, and new policies obliged migrants to receive 600 hours o f D utch language 

instruction and education in D utch  civics in preparation for entering the labour market; 

Germ an policy measures also required that newcomers learn the national language.

Obligations o f this type act as functional prerequisites for attaining perm anent 

residency, the necessary condition for full m em bership o f  the host society. W hat Joppke 

has identified here is one aspect — what he calls the cultural obligations aspect — o f w hat is 

referred to in this project as conditionality, upon which full access to rights-ascribing legal 

status is m ade contingent. Conditionality is here conceived o f as broader than mere cultural 

aspects, however, and also involves economic and other issues, o f which more will be said 

in the methodology^ chapter. Conditionality can thus be seen as an assertion o f  pow er by 

the sovereign state over the m anagem ent o f its own m em bership and over the definition o f 

the legitimate communit}" o f those w’ho would make claims upon it.

1.3.3. Naturalisation: Seeking Security of Status
O n the issue o f  why it is migrants naturalise there is a rich theoretical debate and 

multiple contrasting empirical approaches. Bloemraad (2000, 13) observ^es that there is a 

“strong spHt” in the literature between academics working in tlie W estern European 

tradition and those working in the American tradition o f immigrant-receiving states, with 

the form er emphasising citizenship acquisition within a framework o f legal regimes, while 

the latter take a micro-level focus on why migrants choose to  naturalise. The former, 

Bloemraad observes, sees the state as the grantor o f  citizenship, something it accomplishes 

according to  its own logic, while the latter consider how the motivations and characteristics 

o f migrants lead them  towards naturalisation. The approach taken here wiU am otint to
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som ething o f  a bridging o f  these two traditions. O n the one hand, a focus on the relevance 

o f state-level factors, like conditionality, is central to our analytic concerns; however, this 

will be com plem ented by taking account o f  micro-level factors, such as the attributes o f 

migrants and the incentives they face, all o f  which play a role in the complex theoretical 

framework o f  multiple determination w ithin which m igrant decisions about legal status are 

made, with implications for their poverty outcomes.

Van H ook et al. (2006) discuss why naturalisation itself may be a desirable course o f 

action for certain migrants to take, identifying two broad perspectives on citizenship, with 

parallels to Bloemraad’s (2000) distinction, which they term  the Instrumental-Legalistic 

(IL) view and the Social-Contextual (SC) view. In the IL view citizenship is understood 

primarily as a status affording poUrical and economic rights through which migrants gain 

(often economic) advantages, with the trade-off that they are then expected to conform  to 

uniform  national identities.

Meanwhile the SC view attends m ore to the personal and symboHc aspects o f 

citizenship, where migrants value no t just economic factors but also Hnks to their 

homeland, for cultural or other practical reasons, perhaps holding dual citizenship (Faist 

2000) or practicing transnational m odes o f engagement (Baubock 1994; Kivisto 2001; 

Portes and Curtis 1987), and may be influenced by the ‘context o f  reception’ they enjoy in 

the host country’, i.e. in terms o f institutional support for settiem ent and cultural adaptation 

(Bloemraad 2002), or by desires to assimilate for less tangible reasons o f belonging, 

integration or identity construction (Diehl and Blohm  2003). For instance, Diehl and 

Blohm (2003) find that for a specific group o f  migrants in Germany, Turks, naturalisation 

rates could not be explained simply by the legal advantages to be gained by naturalising, 

and they ascribe the difference with other migrant groups to Turkish m igrants’ desire for 

perceived upward mobility and assimilation."” Bloemraad (2000, 15) problematises accounts 

like these latter, however, sa)ring that approaches employing psychological frameworks 

have been the “least successful” explanation o f  naturalisation with littie empirical support 

for the idea that identity shift is central to naturalisation decisions.

The view o f  the naturalisation decision process adopted here Hes somewhere between 

the IL and SC views, bu t with an emphasis more so on the IL side and the economic 

benefits which are held to accrue by virtue o f  holding citizenship status, while allowing that 

context, o f  course, matters for the how  and why o f  decisions migrants make. Indeed,

They a lso  n o te  th a t  peripheral im m igrants are m o r e  likely t o  pu rsue  social and legal integration,  
accept ing  th e  leg it im acy  o f  t h e  core  group,  if t h e y  p erce ive  t h e  sy s te m  o f  s ta tu s  a t ta in m e n t  in th e  hos t  
country  to  be  as o p e n  as possible .
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conditionality o f  status could be seen as an analogue o f the ‘contexts o f reception’ view 

insofar as it constitutes a key part o f the legal-institutional apparatus with which migrants 

m ust contend on arrival in the host countr}?.

More formally, citizenship status — in the poverty equation — is conceptualised as a 

m oderator o f  the rights-relationship o f individual and state (Bloemraad 2000) that entails 

clear economic benefits for holders in a m anner that may incentivise non-holders, 

conditional on various other factors, to acquire that status. In Bloemraad’s words, “while 

states set policies, immigrants m ust choose legal citizenship” (2000, 15). There is a clear 

and explicit assum ption here o f migrants undertaking cost-benefit evaluations around the 

naturalisation decision and behaving in line with rational choice models, though the 

limitations o f  such approaches"' are at the same time acknowledged (Simon 1955).

Citizenship is assumed to entail both  tangible and intangible economic benefits and 

economic benefits are assumed, in line with van H ook et al. (2006), to increase the 

likelihood o f  naturalisation. Tangible benefits include eligibility for certain types o f 

em ployment open only to national citizens as well as eligibiUt}  ̂ for certain types o f state 

support (van H ook et al. 2006).”  This hypothesis, with welfare system differentials 

providing the tangible benefits, will be directly testable later. Non-tangible benefits 

accruing from  citizenship may also spur migrants to naturalise, where such benefits include 

the role o f citizenship stams as a signal for language competency and also as a means o f 

reducing (or communicating the reduction of) cultural distance (DeVoretz and Pivnenko 

2005). This entails clear benefits no t only for subjective feelings o f  integration but, m ore 

relevant under our economic-m otivation framework, also for labour market opportunities. 

Naturalising and the reduction o f  cultural distance may help migrants to generate new 

social networks or to gain access to existing social networks am ong the native population, 

with aU o f the attendant benefits for infonnation flows and labour m arket awareness that 

such weak ties can generate (Granovetter 1973). Indeed, Liang (1994) found explicit 

support for the im portance o f  such social capital effects in the determ ination o f  

naturalisation decisions among six imm igrant groups. The tangible and intangible benefits 

o f  naturalisation dem onstrate n o t only why naturalising m ight be a desirable choice for

These limitations mostly consist in making som etim es untenable assumptions, such as: assuming that  
the  choice maker Is aware o f  all alternatives to the  option before them; that th ey  have com plete  
information about all o f  th ose  alternatives; that they are capable o f  computing con seq u en ces  (and 
unintended consequences)  for those  options; and that they are capable o f  fully rank-ordering the  
options following such computations (Simon 1955).

The 1996 PRWORA (Welfare Reform Act) in the  US tied welfare benefit eligibility explicitly to  
citizenship status (Hook et al. 2006); meanwhile, in Europe, certain types of welfare benefit are qualified 
in amount or duration for non-citizen migrant recipients (see  expert survey In section 2.1).
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m igrants but also highlight the implication o f  citizenship in the determination o f  migrant 

outcom es for em ployment and, thus, poverty.

O ther sociodemographic factors at the individual level have been found to increase 

the likelihood o f  migrant naturalisation. O ne o f  the earliest studies found that immigrants 

with higher income and education levels as well as higher occupational status, i.e. those 

w ho were m ore like native inhabitants o f  the host countr\^ and less like traditional 

immigrants, were m ore Ukely to naturalise (Bernard 1936). Portes and Curtis (1987, 355- 

56), working mostly on American data and often with a focus on the specific situation o f 

Mexican immigrants, identify four families o f  relevant independent variables: a) Background 

characteristics, incl. age, marital status, family size, education, length o f residence in host 

country, work experience; b) Skills and resources acquired in the host country, where such factors 

are held to be good indicators o f  long-term  com m itm ent to the host country, incl. present 

occupation, hom e ownership, knowledge o f host country language; c) Residentialfactors and 

social relations, drawing on the social capital approach, incl. ethnicity o f neighbourhood, 

num ber o f friends, opportunities to interact with indigenous host-country residents; d) 

Attitudes and orientations, i.e. subjective migrant evaluations o f Hfe satisfaction, willingness to 

return home, perceptions o f discrimination etc. Contingent on data avaiJabilit}' the later 

empirical analysis wiU be able to control for many though not all o f  these relevant factors.”̂  

To summarise the argum ent outlined above regarding migrant naturalisation decisions: 

-Citizenship is a legal status which entails a set o f  tangible and intangible 

economic and non-economic benefits;

-Ivligrants, acting rationally, are capable o f  evaluating and responding to the 

set o f  incentives and constraints presented to them b)’ constellations of 

state-level and other contextual factors;

-These constellations include levels o f  welfare support, the conditions 

attached to seeking citizenship status, the availabilit}" o f  employment and 

other factors and specific combinations \it11 make naturalisation more or less 

desirable for a given migrant, thus rendering the transition to citizenship 

status more or less likely;

-This migrant’s attributes and characteristics (i.e. at the micro-level) wiU also 

condition the likehliood o f  attaining citizen status;

-Migrants in insecure or economically disadvantageous situations are thus 

expected to be more Ukely to seek the greater securit}’ and economic 

advantages offered by citizenship.

EU-SILC, while con ta in ing  m uch  de ta i led  in form ation  on so c io -dem ograph ics  and  poverty -re levan t 
fac to rs  a n d  m easu res ,  is n o t  a migrant-specific d a ta s e t  and  as such d o es  n o t  con ta in  d a ta  on e.g. length 
o f  t im e  in th e  host  country , e thnicity  o f  r e s p o n d e n ts  o r  th o s e  w h o m  th e y  assoc ia te  with, o r  subjective 
m ig ran t th o u g h ts  and  eva lua tions  on th e i r  life positions.
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This economic argument applies, mutatis mutandis and a fortiori, to the situation 

regarding long-term residency status when compared to the more insecure situation of 

temporary migrants. Why a fortiori? The answer is because with LTR status none o f the 

identity and affective considerations that feed in to the decision to naturalise seem likely to 

be o f relevance. Long-term residency can be seen as ‘just a legal status’, conferring strictly 

functional benefits, in a way that citizenship can not. While many of the economic benefits 

o f citizenship accrue to long-term residents few, if  any, o f the ‘downsides’ associated with 

naturalisation, like the deep-rooted symbolic, psychological, homeland-orientation and 

identity issues noted earlier, seem likely to impinge on the decision of migrants to seek and 

attain long-term residency status. These economic benefits include unfettered access to the 

labour market’" in a manner wliich temporary migrants, who are often tied in to 

employment-specific work permits, do not enjoy, as well as to certain welfare benefits and 

other social rights (as we shall see later). This accords with the interpretation of other 

authors noted earlier (Brubaker 1989; Baubock 2006) who perceive an equalising of the 

rights o f residency with the (social) rights o f citizenship.

Beyond Europe there are other examples of countries attaching social rights to 

holding a specific legal status and in Israel, for example, the right to welfare benefit is 

determined primarily by the individual’s “belonging to a socially defined category” (Gal and 

Oser 2011, 232). This fact, coupled witli die universaMstic impulse o f Israeli social 

protection, has led to what has been described as a “categorical universalism” which 

benefits specific social categories and has worked to the especial advantage of migrants to 

Israel (Gal and Oser 2011, 238). Similarly, US reforms making migrant receipt of welfare 

contingent on holding fornial citizenship status, denying benefits even to long-term 

residents, resulted in a surge o f applications for naturalisations from migrants (Klusmeyer 

and Aleinikoff 2000). That migrants are often highly aware of their entitiements and 

capable o f negotiating the policy-institutional nexus o f the state in response to incentives 

and so as to secure their access to available protections is in line with recent research 

(Timonen and Doyle 2009; Corrigan 2010).

The Mipex (2007) microindicators (indicator #64) show  that for th e  16 countries o f  interest here  
alm ost ail granted "equal access" to  em p loym ent on a par with nationals and "equal working 
conditions" while only one country, France, imposed "other limiting conditions".
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2. Theoretical Role of Legal Status and 
Conditionality

2.1. Legal Status & the Welfare State
The foregoing discussion o f academic debates about migrants, welfare states and legal 

status has ser\^ed to identify the intellectual parameters o f  this analysis. Using these 

building blocks, a formal theoretical conceptualisation o f the determinants o f  migrant 

povert}^ focusing on the role o f legal status, wiU be advanced shortly. W hile the discussion 

to  this point has highlighted the concepm al im portance o f  legal status, it is also vitally 

im portant to understand the empirical reality o f  legal status as it relates to migrant work and 

welfare experiences, within and across Europe, before any accurate theoretical framework 

can be advanced.

Data, both primar}' and secondar\% was examined with a view to answering several 

sigmficant questions. Is there a prima facie case to assume that legal stams can play an 

explanaton^ role regarding povert\^ insofar as it determines access to welfare? Specificallv, 

are there qualitative differences in terms o f  access to the welfare system between those 

w ho hold long-term residency stams and those migrants o f a temporan? nature who do not 

hold this status? O nce access to the welfare system has been secured, are there differences 

in the quality o f welfare supports enjoyed by migrants relative to natives? D o different 

t}fpes o f  legal status, i.e. long-term  residency and citizenship, vary in terms o f  the security 

they offer in a way that might reasonably be held to incentivise migrants? Is there sufficient 

variation across countries to posit legal stams (es) as potential explanator)^ factor(s)?

To answer these questions we rely on both  secondar)' sources and on primar)' data 

collection by means o f  expert surv^ey. The comprehensive, detailed and standardised work 

undertaken by the Mipex (2007) project will allow us to  make broad comparisons across 

countries in terms o f  rights and security afforded by different legal statuses and wiU be 

discussed in the next sub-section. However, for the level o f detail we require on legal status 

and welfare access specifically it was necessary to supplem ent the Mipex data with data 

collected first-hand by means o f  expert sun^ey (see the M ethodology section).
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2.1.1. Expert Survey: Status, Welfare Access & Migrant Security

Data collected by this means were not available or forthcom ing for aU o f the 16 

countries o f  interest here, although sufficient responses were received from  experts 

surv^eyed to allow us to answer the questions outlined above, to draw conclusions about 

the face validity o f legal status as an explanatory factor, and to explore relevant aspects o f  

migrant welfare receipt as determined by legal status.

The countries for which responses were received were as follows; Austria, Belgiiim, 

Denmark, Finland, France, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Sweden, la Suisse (Switzerland). 

Though no t a ‘complete set’ this nonetheless represents a satisfactory num ber for 

preUminar}" consideration and tliis set o f ten countries also manages to encompass at least 

one m em ber o f  each o f Esping-A ndersen’s (1990) three ‘worlds o f welfare’ plus — 

depending on how one categorises — a fourth M editerranean type as well (Arts and 

GeKssen 2002):

Table 2 .1 :  Mapping o f  Expert Survey results to  Welfare Regimes

Liberal IRE
C o n s e r v a t iv e AUS, BEL, FRA, NED, SUI
S c a n d in a v ia n DEN, FIN, SWE

M e d i t e r r a n e a n ITA

Although some o f this inform ation could have been gleaned from  a reading o f 

secondar)^ literature also, m uch o f  this inform ation was only to be found partially for 

individual countries in a variety o f  disparate sources and, in any event, may not have been 

collected according to the same definitions and criteria. Some o f  the requisite inform ation 

may not have been available to the researcher, given the nature o f  some o f  the regulations 

in question which a) may not exist in a translation from  the original national language, or b) 

may not be codified in legislation bu t rather recorded only in internal migration-oriented 

administrative or bureaucratic departm ental regulations or guidelines. The standardisation 

and control over the information-eliciting process offered by a sun^ey instrum ent was 

deemed preferable to the potential for inaccuracy or opacity that exists with the collection 

o f  inform ation from  num erous secondary sources which may or may no t be out o f date.

The point o f  departure here concerns the social rights attached to LTR status which 

Mipex (2007, indicator #65) records as follows. Table 2.2:
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Table 2.2 : Social rights accorded by Long-term residency status, 16 countries (Mipex 2007)
#65: Long-term resident: Access to  social 
security, social assistance, health  care, housing

Country coding

3. Equal access w ith  nationals

AUS, BEL, DEN, FIN, FRA, GER, 
GRE, ITA, NED, NOR, POR, SPA, 
SWE, SUI, UK

2. Priority to n a tio n a ls / EEA citizens IRE

1. O th er lim iting  conditions apply

As can be seen, holders o f this status in all countries gain access to a broad set o f 

social rights on a par with natives, with a m inor exception in Ireland where, with these 

2006 data, Mipex found that priority was accorded to non-TCN s for access to some o f 

these rights. The indicator here is somewhat broad however and we wish to  know more 

about how access to the first two aspects o f  social rights Usted, social security and 

assistance, varies with legal status. The next table presents inform ation from  the expert 

sur\^ey recording differences between LTR and non-LTR (‘tem porar)'’) third-country 

national access to different t}'pes o f welfare support (benefit and assistance) and the 

security o f  that status when welfare supports are sought.

Table 2.3 clearly shows substantial variation across legal status in terms of security of 

presence in the country and in terms o f  the state’s indulgence towards those w ho have 

become a drain on public funds. Long-term  residents, as expected, enjoy a securit}' o f 

status that is resilient to the claiming o f  either contributory (unemployment) benefits or 

non-contributor\' social assistance, although there are one or two m inor qualifications to 

this, see the table footnotes. O n the other hand, third-countr}' nationals who do not hold 

LTR status face a m uch less secure situation. Claiming o f unem ploym ent benefits may or 

win result in expulsion o f  the migrant in a majority o f the cases for which data was 

returned by experts. The grace period afforded to migrants who lose their job also seems 

highly variable for non-LTRs, from  3 m onths in Sweden to  one year in the Netherlands.
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Table  2.3 - Exper t  survey:  w e lf a re  ac ces s / s ec u r i ty  by legal s t a t u s  (pt. I)
LONG-TERM
RESIDENT

'TEMPORARY'
MIGRANT

Is m igrant free from  Yes AUS, BEL, DEN, BEL, DEN, FIN,
possibility of expulsion if FIN, FRA, IRE, ITA, FRA
claiming unem ploym ent NED, SWE, SUI
benefit?

No, expuls ion AUS(52)^
a f t e r  (m on ths ) ITA(6),
if NED(12)^
u n e m p l o y m e n t S U I( l l -2 3 )^
pers is ts SWE(3)

No, expuls ion m Q
.

poss ib le
If unem ploym ent benefits Yes AUS, BEL, DEN, BEL, DEN, FIN,
exhausted, or m igrant not FIN, FRA, IRE^ ITA, FRA, IRE^
entitled  to  same, can NED^, SWE, SUI SUI(?)®, SWE
m igrant claim social
assistance?

Yes, b u t  claim
is poss ible AUS^ NED
r e a s o n  for
expuls ion

No, expuls ion ITA(6)
a f t e r  per iod
(m on ths )

No, b u t SUI(?)
expuls ion d o es
n o t  occur

Notes to above table: a: Austria’s grace period seems very long at 52 months, the respondent 
may have entered this value as 52 ‘weeks’, i.e. one year or 12 months; b; One respondent 
answered in error for ‘social assistance’, not unemployment benefit, this answer was 
disregarded; c: Both respondents for Switzerland agreed on this point, but gave different 
lengths of time for the grace period; d: Depending on nature o f work permit the migrant 
may be deemed ‘available for work’ and thus enrided to benefits, but if not available for 
work then deportation is a matter for the immigration authorities; e: The ‘habitual residence 
condition’ will apply, as it does to Irish nationals, though the respondent notes that each case 
is assessed on its own merits; f: One o f the two respondents for this case notes that 
expulsion may depend on other migrant-specific circumstances; g: Swiss respondents 
differed on this point with one answering ‘Yes’ until non-renewal o f the permit, and the 
other answering ‘No, but can remain in country’; h: Respondent notes that “deportability 
depends on individual situation o f the immigrant” but is not explicit that temporary migrants 
may claim social assistance.
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T a b le  2 .3  - Expe r t  su rv e y :  w e l f a r e  a c c e s s / s e c u r i t y  by legal s t a t u s  (pt .  II)

LONG-TERM
RESIDENT

'TEMPORARY'
MIGRANT

W hat happens if all w elfare Can r e m a i n AUS, BEL, ITA, BEL
options are e x h a u s t e d  and indef in i te ly NED, SWE, SUI
migrant remains
unem ployed?

S i t u a t i o n  co ul d DEN, FIN, FRA, IRE® DEN, FIN, FRA,
n o t  a r i s e  (e.g. SWE'
n o  l imit  on
c e r t a i n
b e n e f i t s )

Expuls ion  a f t e r
p e r i o d ITA(6), SUI^
( m o n t h s )

Pos s ib le AUS, IRE^ NED
Expuls ion

Are w elfare benefits subject Be ne f i t s  n o t AUS, BEL, FIN, FRA, AUS, BEL, FIN,
t o  q u a l i f ic a t io n s  w h e n  qu a l i f i ed IRE, ITA, NED, FRA, IRE, ITA,
migrants, not natives, are SWE,  SUI SWE
the claimants?

D if f e r en t  r a t e s d e n ' d e n '

D if fe re n t NED'^, SUI"
d u r a t i o n

N oks (cont.): i: no limit on social assistance but other detailed rules apply regarding renewal 
or no t o f w ork/m igrant permit; j: Until residence perm it expires; k: “M atter for immigration 
authorities” , depends on work perm it rules; 1: rate o f social assistance is 40% less than the 
rate paid to natives o f Denm ark; m; social assistance; n: sickness benefit.

O n the issue o f social assistance we also see substantive differences depending on the 

legal status held by the migrant. While some countries allow temporary migrants to claim 

assistance, others may or may not use this as a reason for expulsion while stiU others apply 

a grace period and then initiate expulsion procedures. Even among those countries who 

allow temporan^ migrants to claim assistance there are other qualifications that obtain such 

that in D enm ark, for example, the am ount o f  benefits m ade available to migrants is 40% 

less than that made available to natives, while in Ireland the habitual residence condition 

applies and each claim is assessed on a case-by-case basis. Thus we see the inherent 

contingency and uncertainty o f the process o f  claiming social assistance for migrants who 

do not possess the more expansive rights-status o f  long-term  resident.
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There are several clear linkages here implicating legal status in the determination of 

poverty. For tem porar)' migrants in m ost countries their legal status is precarious and ver.’ 

m uch tied to  insertion in the labour market nexus. The threat o f  expulsion from  the host 

countr}^ is real and m ust surely act as a major disincentive for temporary migrants who 

becom e unemployed to report this to the relevant authorities"^, resulting in the possibiHt/ 

that they wiU tolerate employm ent below their skiU level, accept poor rem uneration or even 

resort to finding w ork in the black economy with all o f  the attendant potential for 

exploitation and subjection to poor pay and working conditions that implies. This seems 

likely to  be the main m echanism  by which the Ukelihood o f TC N  povert}^ in less secure 

legal statuses is greater than that for other stamses. Specifically, this likelihood is assumed 

to be greater for those non-naturalised migrants no t holding long-term  residency status. 

Beyond this, a m ore prosaic reason for greater povert}' could be due to the qualification of 

benefit entitlements to the detrim ent o f migrants. Denm ark, the N etherlands and 

Switzerland for example apply either differential monetan^ rates or differential effective 

durations to  certain benefits when migrants, as opposed to natives, are the claimants.

Given the higher likelihood o f  poverty for those living under a less secure legal status 

a n d /o r  those with only partial access to social supports, the conditionaHt}' o f  attaining a 

m ore secure legal status thus comes to take on a clear theoretical role with obsen^able 

implications. Higher conditionality will force migrants to subsist in a less secure simation 

for longer while the various conditions — be they time-based (minimum residency 

requirements), economic (requiring the saving or guarantee o f  a sufficient am ount of 

financial resources) or cultural (reqviiring a time investment so as to pass any relevant 

language or integration tests) — are individually fulfilled as the migrant attempts to move to 

a position o f  greater economic and social security.

Beyond security o f status and security o f presence in the countr}^, fulfilling the 

conditions im posed on attaining long-term  resident status also grants unqualified and 

comprehensive access to the full gam ut o f social rights a state has to offer. Full access to 

the welfare state will entail access to employment-related benefits, like child benefit in 

some countries for example, which will also contribute to better living standards and less 

povert)?, contingent on m igrants retaining links to the labour market. Full access to state 

social rights also entails access to  health and housing alongside the social security and social 

assistance aspects we have been discussing. Given the correlations o f  health and Hving

It is acknow ledged  th at depending on th e  nature o f  the work perm it system  involved it m ay rest with 
th e  em ployer, and not th e  migrant, to  report this to  th e  relevant authorities.
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conditions with povert}^ (Wilson 1987; Hayward and G orm an 2004), we expect those who 

hold LTR status to  be less impoverished than those w ho do not, even in the event that 

status should be lost due to, say, unemployment."^

AH o f  this implies a predictive role for conditionality in the determination o f migrant 

poverty outcomes. High conditionality is expected to be associated with higher poverty and 

low conditionality with lower poverty and, accordingly, we expect conditionalit}" to allow us 

to  account for some o f  the puzzling cross-national variation in migrant poverty noted 

earlier w ith reference to M orissens and Sainsbury (2005). This is no t the whole story 

however and obviously the level o f  social supports made available by the welfare state also 

plays a role in the determination o f  povert\% such that m ore generous welfare states can be 

expected to  reduce poverty to a greater degree than less generous states. O f  course, the 

poverty reduction effectiveness o f  a given level o f  generosity will be contingent upon the 

level o f  conditionality obtaining in the same state, and thus our explicit expectation is that 

welfare generosity and conditionality o f legal stams will interact in the determination o f 

m igrant poverty and that this will be reflected in micro-level poverty outcomes for 

migrants.

The results o f the expert sur\^ey have allowed us to establish that a) ‘tem porary’ status 

and LTR status do manifest differences in fact in terms o f the security and the 

expansiveness o f  rights they afford, b) there are thus clear reasons to hold that one status 

will be m ore beneficial to migrants than the other, c) the theoretical understanding 

advanced wherein legal status constitutes a clear hierarchy o f security finds empirical 

support, rendering it a credible and functional explanatory account, opening up further 

explanaton^ space for d) the relative ease or difficulty o f securing legal status, i.e. 

conditionalit}^ to assume its own explanatory role. This part o f the research performs a 

crucial function in underscoring the existence o f  necessarj' cross-national variation in the 

factors held to be relevant to the phenom enon o f interest, undei-pinning key assumptions 

about the explanatory' account to be advanced shortiy. This will draw on the central 

concepts o f  security, legal stams and conditionalit}’ in the context o f the welfare state. The 

expert responses collected here justify this account as having real-world relevance, while 

also elucidating the theoretical framework within which we locate the determination o f 

TC N  m igrant poverty.

If LTR status becom es jeopard ised due to  u nem p loym ent th e n  w e  still expect this m igrant to  have a 

low er likelihood o f im poverishm ent than  som eone w ho  has never held LTR status as this m igrant will 

have had recourse to  a diverse set o f  social rights and en titlem en ts  in th e  period im m ed ia te ly  preceding  

th e  onset o f u nem ploym ent.
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2.1.2. Existing data on Migrant Security & Legal Status

Long-term  residency status is undoubtedly m ore secure than alternative temporar)^ 

arrangements, while also entailing a m ore comprehensive set o f social rights and 

entidements. However, the next m ove in this analysis wiU now be to consider in w hat ways 

LTR status is itself qualified or insufficient to the task o f  securing migrant quality o f  life. 

W here LTR-status is itself insecure relative to other legal-regulator}' options Kke fuU 

naturalised citizen status then, just as in the foregoing discussion, we can expect this 

insecurit}^ to  incentivise migrants to explore and pursue those other advantageous options. 

But just how insecure is LTR status?

Table 2.4 is taken directiy from  the set o f  micro-indicators used by the Mipex 2007 

report in the construction o f their index and relates specifically to the securit}' o f  LTR 

status. The situations denoted by ‘O ption  V  are the least favomable to migrants. Some o f 

the facts recorded in the table are, perhaps, surprising and cast doubt on quite how ‘long

term ’ so-caUed long-term residents can expect to be in their host countr}^ N one o f the 16 

countries we are considering confine themselves to the finding o f fraud in the application 

process or the comm itting o f serious crime by the migrant as the only criteria on which to 

base decisions o f  withdrawal o f LTR status, where these are the ‘best practice’ criteria from  

the normative framework upon which the Mipex project bases its evaluations. Rather, 

every country also reser\^es the right to withdraw’ the status from  som eone posing a 

security threat, quite apart from  any crime committed. FuUy one-quarter o f the cases — 

France, Ireland, Norway, Switzerland — reserve the right to withdraw LTR status in the 

event the migrant becomes unem ployed (or for some reason other than fraud, crime or 

security threat). Such withdrawal would leave migrants in the less secure legal position o f 

the tem porary migrant, w ithout fuU recourse to the comprehensive set o f social rights 

assured by long-term  residency status and on a path that may ultimately lead to expulsion.

For an astonishing 10 o f  these 16 wealthy, developed W estern European countries 

expulsion o f  the migrant is not precluded even if the migrant in question has been long

term  resident for 20 or m ore years in the host countr}^ For this same set o f 10 countries it 

is Hkewise the case that even m inors or those migrants w ho have spent their formative 

years, from  the ages o f  10-18 years, in the host covintr)? are not precluded from  expulsion. 

In the case o f  withdrawal o f long-term  residency or the m aking o f an expulsion order 

against a migrant, it is the case in Italy that said m igrant is no t guaranteed one o f  either a) a 

fair hearing, b) a reasoned decision on the part o f  the authorities, or c) a right to appeal.
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while in Denmark migrants are not guaranteed a right to representation before the decisive 

body.

This is hardly a state of affairs likely to inspire confidence in European migrant 

communities, even where individuals are designated long-term residents. The potential 

insecurity o f LTR status for certain migrants, coupled with the various tangible and 

intangible benefits of citizenship outlined earlier in the literature on naturalisation, imply 

that seeking citizenship statos wiU be a rational act depending on the conditions migrants 

face. Although it is not crucial to our argument here it is interesting nonetheless to note 

that holding citizenship status is not an absolute and final guarantee of security for third- 

country nationals in Western Europe. What is important for our argument however is to 

note that naturalised citizenship is certainly a relatively more secure status than that of 

residency, long-temi or otherwise. Nonetheless, fuUy 10 of the 16 countries considered 

here reser\^e the right to refuse or withdraw citizenship at any time for reasons other than 

proven fraud in the application process or the migrant’s posing an ‘acmal and serious 

threat’ to national security”̂  (though five of these countries prohibit by law withdrawal of 

citizenship where it would lead to statelessness), see Table 2.5.

”  Three countries confine th em selves solely to  th ese  tw o reasons.
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T ab le  2 .4 - Security » f  ]^on^y-tcrm rcsidcnc\' status, M ipcx  dO O l'] ind ica tors

Security of LTR-Status Indicators Option 3 Option 2 Option 1

A
U

S kU
CD DE

N z

FR
A

G
ER

G
RE UJ <

N
ED

N
O

R

PO
R

SP
A

SW
E

3
i/l 3

57 Renewable permit A utom atica l

ly

Upon
application

Provided orig ina l 
requirements are 
s till m et

2 3 3 3 2 3 2 1 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3

58 Periods of absence allowed for renewal, after granting of 
status (continuous or cumulative)

> 3 years < 3 > 1 <1
2 1 1 2 3 1 3 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2

59 Grounds for withdrawal:
a. proven fraud in the acquisition of permit
b. sentence for serious crimes,
c. actual and serious threat to public policy or national 
security,
d. unemployment

No o ther 
than a-b

Grounds 
include c 
b u t n o t d

Grounds include d 
or o ther than  
a-b-c 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 2

60 Protection against expulsion. Due account taken of:
a. personal behaviour
b. age of resident,
c. duration of residence,
d. consequences for both the resident and his or her family,
e. existing links to the Member State concerned
f. (non-)existing links to the resident's country of origin 
(including problems of re-entry for political or citizenship 
reasons), and
g. alternative measures (downgrading to limited residence 
permit etc.)

A ll elements A t least b, c, 
d and e

One or m ore o f b, 
c, d o r e are not 
taken in to  account

2 3 2 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 3 1 2 3 3 2

61 Expulsion precluded:
a. after 20 years of residence as a long-term residence 
permit holder,
b. in case of minors, and
c. residents born in the Member State concerned or 
admitted before they were 10 once they have reached the 
age of 18

In a ll three  
cases

A t least one 
case

None

1 3 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 3 2 1 3 3 1 1

62 Legal guarantees and redress in case of withdrawal or non
renewal of permit or expulsion order, including the right to:
a. fair hearing,
b. reasoned decision,
c. appeal and
d. representation before an independent administrative 
authority and /  or a court.

A ll elements A ll b u t d One o r more o f  a, b 
or c are no t 
guaranteed

3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 3 3 3 3 3 3



Table 2.5 — Security o f  Naturalised Citizenship

Withdrawal of 
Citizenship

Country coding Relation to  LTR sta tus

^ T im e - lim ite d NED, SWE

FIN Country also reserves right to w ithdraw  LTR 
sta tus even after 20 years o f residency

^ A t  any tim e BEL, FRA, NOR, SPA

AUS, DEN, GER, 
GRE, IRE, ITA, POR, 
SUI, UK

Countries also reserve right to w ithdraw  LTR 
s ta tu s even after 20 years o f residency

Source: Mipex (2007) micro-indicators.

In  six o f  these ten countries no account is taken in the withdrawal decision o f one or 

m ore of: age o f resident, duration o f  residence, consequences for migrant and their family, 

links to host countn^, or lack o f  links to hom e countr}'. There are a total o f  13 countries in 

this set o f 16 that reser\^e the right to  withdraw citizenship at any time regardless of how 

long the migrant has been a citizen. However, almost aU o f  the countries guarantee that a 

reasoned decision wiU be provided to the migrant while also guaranteeing a right to appeal 

in the event o f  a decision to withdraw citizenship.

Tables 2.6 and 2.7 represent the qualifications to the security o f  citizenship status for 

various countries. It is perhaps surprising the extent to which citizenship is no t a fuUy ‘safe’ 

status and at first blush the num ber o f  countries no t taking account o f im portant aspects 

o f the m igrant’s situation or resenting the right to rem ove citizenship at any time seems 

m uch less favourable than the constraints on LTR status. However, the tables also make 

quite clear the fact that there exist qualitative differences between LTR and citizenship 

status that belie this apparent imbalance.
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Table 2.6 -  Insecurity o f legal status

Withdrawal of 
Citizenship

Country coding Protection against Statelessness

^O n e  or more o f the FIN*, GER, NED*,
following not taken 
into account in 
decision to  w ithdraw

POR

status: AUS, GRE, ITA Withdrawal that would lead to
-Age o f  resident; 
-Duration o f  residence  
and holding of 
nationality; 
-C onsequences for 
resident & family; 
-Existing links to  host 
country;
-(Non-)existing links to  
the  resident's country  
of origin (including 
problems o f  re-entry 
for political or 
citizenship reasons);

statelessness not protected by law

-^All above elennents BEL, DEN, FRA, IRE,
taken into account NOR, SWE*, SUI, 

UK
Withdrawal that would lead to

SPA statelessness not protected by law

Source: Mipex (2007) micro-indicators; * these  countries are the  only ones  w here citizenship can not be  
removed 'at any time' (see previous table).

For example, 12 o f the 16 countries apply some sort o f legal protection" against 

withdrawal o f  citizenship where this m ight lead to statelessness for the m igrant concerned. 

N o  such legally enshrined protections apply to LTR status, simply because the award or 

withdrawal o f LTR status has fewer legal ramifications. Similarly, several countries place 

limits on the length o f time for which naturalised citizens are exposed to the possibility o f 

having their citizenship withdrawn, after which time ‘de-naturalisation’ is no longer a 

possibility. Indeed, one o f these countries (Finland) reser\^es the right to  expel migrants 

w ho have held LTR status even if  they have been resident for m ore than two decades. A 

further nine countries also reser\^e this right o f expulsion, meaning that in ahnost two- 

thirds o f  these cases long-term  residents do no t enjoy long-term  seciirity.

Even if discretionary and contingent on the  particular situation.
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Table 2.1 —  Protections applicable to legal status

Legal Redress & Protection Citizenship Status LTR status

->R igh t  t o  A p p e a l ,  a n d  t o  

r e a s o n e d  d e c is io n  o n  c a s e ,  
g u aran teed

-> N o t  g u a r a n t e e d *

AUS, BEL DEN, FIN, FRA, 

GER, IRE, ITA, NED, NOR, 
POR, SPA, SWE, SUI, UK

GRE

AUS, BEL DEN, FIN, FRA, 

GER, GRE, IRE, NED, NOR, 
POR, SPA, SWE, SUI, UK

ITA

- ^ M i g r a n t  h a s  a  r ight  t o  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  b e f o r e  

i n d e p e n d e n t  a u t h o r i t y  or  
c o u r t

- > M i g r a n t  d o e s  not h a v e  a 
r ig h t  t o  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n

AUS, BEL DEN, FIN, FRA, 

GER, GRE, ITA, NED, NOR, 
POR, SPA, SWE, SUI, UK

IRE

AUS, BEL, FIN, FRA, GER, 
GRE, IRE, ITA, NED, NOR, 
POR, SPA, SWE, SUI, UK

DEN

Source: Mipex (2007) micro-indicators;*One or other not guaranteed; with LTR status the  non
guaranteed right may be to a 'fair hearing'.

By contrast, while seven countries disregard one or m ore iinportant aspects o f  the 

m igrant’s situation w hen assessing whether or not to withdraw citizenship status, four o f 

these apply legal protections against inducing statelessness.

In  conclusion, it should be clear from  the foregoing that there exists sufficient 

variation in the expansiveness and security o f  rights afforded by the same and different 

t}-pes o f legal statxis across countries to justifj" hypothesising an explanatory^ role for these 

factors, and to  legitimate aspects o f  the theoretical fram ework to be advanced in tlie next 

section. To summarise the exposition to this point, having established and outlined a 

research problem  by drawing on the relevant literatures around TCN s, the welfare state, 

legal status, and conditionality, the next analytic m ove is to motivate the explanatory 

apparatus o f the thesis. W hile the discussion o f the literature puts in place the conceptual 

btiilding blocks for this apparatus, placing legal status at its centre, the expert sun^ey works 

to  underscore the empirical relevance o f  legal status to T C N  security and welfare state 

protections. Meanwhile, the secondary data from  the Mipex project draws attention to the 

hierarchical nature o f security and legal status acquisition, while also highlighting the reality 

that states impose conditionality on migrants seeking to transition to m ore secure legal 

statuses. The expert sun^ey senses a dual function here in bo th  assisting in the refinem ent 

o f  the explanatory^ apparatus and in providing empirical substantiation o f  it. The next 

section relates this apparatus m ore formally and precisely to the phenom enon o f  interest: 

Poverty.
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2.2. Theoretical Framework

2.2.1. Poverty as concept and measure

Before specifying the theoretical role we accord to conditionality o f  legal status in the 

determ ination o f migrant poverty we m ust first clearly state what it is we mean by povert}^ 

and how  best we m ight measure that concept for the purposes o f  empirical analysis in this 

study. The concept o f poverty and the m ost appropriate means by which it should be 

m easured has been long contested, with N olan and W helan (1996, 243) referring to  this 

m easurem ent issue as one o f  the “m ost intractable problem s” in social research and public 

policy generally. There exists an extensive literature on povert}' m easurem ent o f which 

Callan and N olan (1991), and Callan, N olan and W helan (1993) and Nolan and W helan 

(1996) provide good ovennews.

Conceptually, how do we define povert}"? Tow nsend’s liighly influential formulation 

maintains that ‘poverty’ refers to the characteristic state o f  those whose “resources are so 

seriously below” those o f the average individual or family that they are “excluded from 

ordinar)' Hving patterns, customs and activities” in the societies to which they belong 

(Townsend 1979, cited in Nolan and W helan 1996, 11). This ‘exclusion’ focus, with its 

‘inclusion’ correlate, constitutes an obviously relative understanding o f what poverty is, a 

view that has now become dom inant in the literature (Nolan and W helan 1996). The 

opposing view o f ‘absolute’ poverty has largely fallen out o f favour as being inapplicable 

beyond the limited instance o f the subsistence level, where im poverishm ent is so severe as 

to constim te an existential threat by means o f starv^ation (Ibid.) — something unlikely to 

obtain in developed W estern welfare states.

Allowing for this relative concept, one m ust then choose an appropriate yardstick by 

which to relate indi\tiduals or families. This has manifested as a resources vs. consum ption 

distinction, with e.g. Atkinson distinguishing between attainm ent o f  “a minimum standard of 

living and a concern with people’s rights as citizens to a minimum level of resource/'’ (1985, cited 

in N olan and W helan 1996, 12; original emphasis).

A tkinson’s use o f the term  ‘citizen’ is interesting w ith regard to  third-country 

nationals. Despite their no t holding this formal legal status, should migrants too have a 

right to  a m inim um  level o f  resources? Such normative questions are beyond the reach o f  

this project, though elsewhere in this chapter — and later in the empirical analysis — we 

consider directly w hether and how formal legal status, and the acquisition thereof, is
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implicated in determining the extent to which ixugrants are impoverished and thus 

excluded from  the society o f  which they are a part. Migrants lacking formal citizenship may 

yet be ‘social citizens’, where this related concept has also been defined in terms o f 

inclusion and exclusion. Marshall (1963, 74), as stated earlier, has defined social citizenship 

as encompassing the rights to a “m odicum  o f  economic welfare and security [and] the right 

to ... live the life o f  a civilised being according to the standards prevailing in the society” .

A central tension in the poverty literature has been between com peting approaches o f 

either ‘counting the poor’ or o f  assessing the intensity o f  poverty, where the form er is a 

task o f  identification and designation with reference to a poverty line and the latter is a task 

o f estabhshing the quality o f poverty often in terms o f basic needs or enforced lack o f 

consumable goods. The choice between taking a resources (income) or a living-standards 

(deprivation) view is no t trivial, and those in possession o f  w hat for some may be an 

adequate level o f resources m ight still find themselves materially impoverished, contingent 

on other factors, e.g. family size, and lacking in access to certain goods or ser\dces generally 

deemed necessary according to societal standards. Incom e and consum ption levels do not 

overlap to the extent widely assumed, rendering incom e measures o f povert}^ as exclusion 

from society unreliable (Ringen 1988).

The concept o f  poverty, then, is closely bound up with the means or m ethod bv which 

it is measured. Assuming one arrives at an acceptable yardstick, the next task is to ‘cut’ that 

yardstick at a point below which certain people will be characterised as being ‘in poverty’. 

O n setting this poverty line, there are various possible approaches that have been taken 

with regard to incom e poverty, including the ‘budget standard approach’, reliance on 

aggregate incom e and expenditure constructs pegged to perceived essential baskets o f 

goods, i.e. the ‘food ratio’ m ethod, ‘official povert)' lines’ pegged to social securit)? 

protection levels, ‘consensual’ incom e povert}^ lines, and ‘relative’ income poverty lines, 

and none are unproblem atic (Callan and Nolan 1991; N olan and W helan 1996, 14—22)."^

^^The b u d g e t  standard app roach  has b e e n  used  in t h e  construction  o f  t h e  US official line and  is derived  
from t h e  spec if icat ion  and cost ing  o f  a d iet  held to  be  nutritionally  a d e q u a t e  (Callan and Nolan 1991;  

Nolan and W helan  1 9 9 6 ,1 4 - 2 2 ) .  The required e x te n t  o f  ju d g m en t(s )  on  t h e  part o f  th e  resea rch er  are  
o n e r o u s  h o w ev e r ,  militating aga inst  t h e  pu tative  objectivity o f  such an approach ,  and no  scientif ic  study  
can d e te r m in e  or prescribe precise  a m o u n ts  or  ty p e s  o f  f o o d s  required for all p e o p le  o f  d ifferent  health,  
age ,  w/eight, e tc.  Also, t h e  im posit ion  o f  a fixed and t im e-invariant  'food standard' d o e s  n o t  a l low  for  
a d ju s tm e n ts  as s o c ie t i e s  e v o lv e  and s tandards (presum ably) rise (Ibid.); The fo o d  ratio m e t h o d s  d e f in es  

n e c es s i t ie s  and  picks a cu t-o f f  point  for in c o m e  at which h o u se h o ld s  will n o t  b e  able  to  pu rchase  t h e s e  
necess i t ie s .  H ow ever ,  q u e s t io n s  are raised a b o u t  w h a t  c o n s t i tu te s  a necess i ty ,  and th e  app roach  has 
b e e n  criticised in practice for o f t e n  arbitrary se lec t io n  o f  c u t-o f f  p o in ts  (Ibid.); Benchm arking  poverty  in 
relation t o  t h e  su pp orts  o f fered  by a s ta te 's  social security  sy s tem ,  o n  th e  basis o f  an a ss u m p tio n  that  
this prov ides  a s u b s is t e n c e  level o f  in co m e,  p ro d u ces  p ro b lem s given that  social security  s y s t e m s  are
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Problem s with relative incom e poverty lines include the fact that any “im provem ent in 

living standards o f low income groups which are shared by the rest o f the population are 

discounted” and also that “a general decline in prosperity, even if it leads to a lot o f 

additional people in miser}?, will n o t show up as an increase in povert}?” if the relative 

situation remains unchanged (Sen 1983, cited in Callan and Nolan 1991, 253). Also, it is 

hardly the case that socially-perceived needs rise in lockstep with average income; given 

this, uniform  income growth would be guaranteed to eliminate poverty? entirely at some 

future point depending on an arbitrary? starting point (Ibid.). There is, further, an 

inescapable arbitrariness about setting the relative poverty line at a certain percentage o f 

median income, as is com m on — this is the approach taken for the relative incom e measure 

in the SILC dataset to be analysed later in this project; less than 60% o f median income 

(Eurostat 2006) — leading to questions o f  W hy 60% ?’ or 50% etc. However, relative 

incom e measures like this have obviously been popular given their simplicity and 

transparency.

In  the European context there have been calls to develop EU-wide measures o f 

incom e povert}', given that wide incom e gaps obtain across the large, diverse group o f 

m em ber states now num bering 27 since the last expansion (Fahey 2007). Povert}' measured 

by means o f a median pan-E uropean incom e Hne could draw better attention to the 

patterning o f  poverty and disparities in standards o f  living across m em ber states, 

som ething that relative poverty Hnes defined nationally (the approach taken in SILC) fail to 

account for. Fahey (2007) looks at deprivation indicators, objective and subjective, and 

shows that such an EU-wide m easure would be empirically meaningful as it woiild reflect 

the low standards o f  living and strong personal sense o f deprivation felt by large 

proportions o f  people in the poorest m em ber states. Pardy, such variations in incom e 

across states have been accounted for in the design o f this research, wherein the 

‘established’ and developed countries o f  W estern Europe were chosen for comparative

simply not always pegged perfectly w hat are truly subsistence levels of income but are affected in a 

complex manner by various socio-political factors. Politicians may amend welfare rates not out of any 
overriding concern for the poor, but simply because an election is looming. Further, the fact that under 
this approach poverty could be entirely 'elim inated' were welfare rates to  be set at zero is obviously 
conceptually anomalous (Ibid.); Consensual poverty lines essentially ask people -  i.e. by means of large- 
scale surveys -  w hat they perceive to  be the minimal income needs of the society, w hat income level 
they personally feel they need to make ends meet, or ask them  to provide minimum income levels for 
hypothetical families of d ifferent sizes or compositions. Such approaches become problematic in the  
face of poor information held by non-experts about other people's minimum needs. Other problems 
concern the relationship between w hat people perceive to  be 'making ends m eet' and w hat most in 
society would regard as 'poverty', and ignore the fact that there may simply not be a broad social 
consensus on minimum needs. (Ibid.)
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purposes as being m ost alike.^° Fahey’s approach highlights the utility o f  a deprivation 

focus.

Use o f  incom e itself poses other challenges and difficulties including (Nolan and 

W helan 1996, 39—45): the time period over which incom e is measured, w ith asset 

accumulation and erosion over long time periods influencing current li^^ng standards; 

incom e data as collected in large sun^eys may not always be reliable at the upper and lower 

bounds o f the distribution, and certain types o f  incom e Hke self-employment or investment 

incom e tend to be underreported; the choice o f recipient unit will m atter as, although 

incom e generally accrues to individuals, these indi\nduals will Hve in households and will 

often have dependents who we expect to share in these resources, though the extent to 

which intra-household sharing o f  resources actually occurs has been a contentious topic, 

especially for feminist authors (Jenkins 1991); the choice o f equivalence scale appUed to  the 

reported incom e figure for a given household, a m atter for researcher judgment, wiU affect 

whether a family is deemed in poverty or not; the choice o f cut-point based on m ean or 

m edian incom e levels wiU matter, widi the m ean sensitive to large outliers in the data in a 

way the median is not, bu t with the m ean arguably m ore transparent and interpretable to 

non-specialists.

Deprivation measures have focused instead on the absence or lack o f  the sorts o f  diet, 

clothes, living conditions, activities, facilities and social conditions deemed customary or 

generally desirable in society, w ithout which an individual can be said to be excluded, 

though Nolan and W helan (1996, 71-72) maintain that a simple focus on ‘lack’ o f  items 

misses the point and that what is really at stake, conceptually, is that this lack m ust 

represent an inabiiity to participate in society such that that those we label as deprived are in 

fact denied access to  these items.

D eprivation measures have been subject to various criticisms. Im posing a threshold 

on an index measure o f deprivation at which respondents are classified as ‘in poverty’ has 

been described by Piachaud (1988, cited in Callan and Nolan 1991, 255), as “intrinsically 

implausible” and divorced from  the reality o f great wealth and chronic povert}^ occupying 

distinct places on a long continuum. A nother issue is the am ount o f  judgment left up to 

the researcher in choosing the set o f  lifestjde or deprivation indicators from  which the 

measure is to be constructed. This may be questionable where other researchers evaluate

“  Fahey (2006, 38) presents data indicating that one of the  countries under analysis here, Greece, was  
actually ranked beh in d  on e  o f  the  most recent additions to th e  EU, Slovenia, in terms o f  GDP per capita 
(PPS) in 2001. However, the  logic advanced above still holds given that Greece was a m em ber state  for a 
much longer period of time and thus can be presumed to have had stronger 'pull' factors by virtue of  
being a gatew ay to  the  European Union.
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differendy the relevance o f  a given indicator to deprivation and previous research (e.g. 

Tow nsend 1979) has been criticised for selecting deprivation indicators in an ad m anner 

and w ithout paving sufficient attention to the multidimensionalit}' o f  the phenom enon of 

deprivation (Nolan and W helan 1996). Similarly, divergent ‘taste’ evaluations regarding 

what really constitutes deprivation wiU affect sun^ey respondents and some people may 

actively choose to go w ithout things that others regard as necessities — poverty is “not 

simply deprivation” (CaUan, Nolan, and W helan 1993, 167).

A central concern o f  Nolan and W helan’s (1996) work was to explore the relationship 

betw een deprivation and income so as to  assess to what extent incom e alone would be 

adequate as a summar)? indicator o f  poverty and to identify those who find themselves 

suffering from  deprivation owing to a lack o f resources. Recent work in this vein has also 

attem pted to  marry the resources and deprivation approaches into a single measure, or 

w hat have been called consistent poverty indicators (Maitre, Nolan, and W helan 2006; 

W helan and Maitre 2007; W helan and Maitre 2010).

Related to this discussion o f  povert}', and sharing m uch overlap, is the broader 

concept o f ‘social exclusion’. This contested term  has gained prom inence in the last decade 

or two; for some it is simply another way o f talking about poverty, while for others it is a 

broader conception not focused primarily on scarcity o f resources but touching on other 

issues such as polarisation, differentiation, inequaHt}^, lack o f  enforceable rights or 

constraints on the enforcing o f those rights (Burchardt, Le Grand, and Piachaud 2002). 

G iven this diversity o f conceptualisation, causal frameworks and empirical approaches to 

the study o f  this phenom enon have naturally been srmilarly diverse.

Causally, some emphasise agency and the role o f individual behaviours in determining 

exclusion (‘underclass’ debates), while others focus m ore on the lack o f enforced rights, 

and still others highlight the role o f  institutions and systems, be they national, sub-national 

or supra-national (Burchardt, Le G rand, and Piachaud 2002, 3). Empirically, m ore 

attention has been paid to the multidimensional nature o f  disadvantage than has tended to 

be the case with resource- or consum ption-focused analyses; a traditional emphasis on 

static analysis has been somewhat displaced with a keener focus on dynamic analysis; other 

levels o f analysis beyond the micro-level have been integrated in the research agenda; m ost 

importantiy, some say, the phenom enon o f  interest extends beyond non-participation in 

society simply due to lack o f material resources (Ibid., 5). A t the same time, it m ust be 

recognised that these approaches are explicidy building on the tradition o f poverty research 

and measurable outcom es wiU be similar, if  no t identical, with a social exclusion focus.



The extent to which legal status and the difficult}' o f  attaining same are factors 

contributing to non-participation in society for migrants is the primar)' focus o f this thesis. 

Institutional and policy interactions as weU as other macro-level factors in the 

determ ination o f  micro-level poverty outcom es are all considered here, with the role o f 

migrant agency in seeking out greater securit}? and protections in response to incentives 

taking a central place in our conceptualisation. In this regard, the research is in line w ith a 

social exclusion approach. It may weU be the case that holding an unfavourable legal status 

am ounts to a form  o f  ‘double exclusion’, excluding migrants formally in the legal sense by 

depriving them  o f access to the full set o f  rights enjoyed by native inhabitants o f migrant 

host countries, and excluding them  socially to the extent that barriers placed around the 

acquisition o f secure legal status are implicated in the production o f  greater deprivation 

and povert}^

Given the central research question and its alignment (broadly) with a social exclusion 

approach focused on process, agency and context, the deprivation approach seems justified 

insofar as it allows one to explain effects o f  variables in terms o f  their contribution to ‘more 

or less’ deprivation, something not possible with a binar}" variable. The thesis aims not 

simply to categorise migrants as poor or not-poor — it is no t a head-counting exercise — 

rather the interest Hes in assessing how structural param eters and the dynamics created bv 

legal status, and the conditions attached to legal status, interact to produce povert}' 

outcom es that van? in intensity for third-country nationals across Europe.

It is also arguable that the cut-off point for the SILC relative incom e measure, which 

necessarily am ounts to an arbitran? standard as noted earlier^\ may be suitable for natives 

but less justifiable for migrants, whose situation is inherendy different given language 

barriers, under-recognition o f foreign educational qualifications, barriers to full labour 

market assimilation etc. Also, when coming from  poorer source countries, different 

subjective evaluations o f consum ption necessity' a n d /o r  desire to send remittances hom e 

also m atter; one W esterner’s poverty may be a third-countr\' national’s adequate standard 

o f living.

In Hght o f the foregoing discussion, the approach taken here wiU be to utilise an index 

o f deprivation in line with W helan and Maitre (2007) whose research, also utilising EU - 

SILC data, found such an index to be robust and with desirable properties pertaining to 

internal reHabiHt}' and predictive utility. Alongside this we employ the relative incom e

As Callan and  Nolan (1991 ,  2 54)  point  o u t  "there is no firm basis for t h e  se lec t io n  o f  any  particular  
ratio t o  ser v e  as 'the' poverty  line."
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poverty measure from  SILC (60% median income) and a derived binarj^ measure of 

consistent poverty as complementary dependent variables. We m ust also consider the 

broader institutional and other m acro parameters within which poverty — for third-country 

nationals — is determined. The theoretical schema to be presented shordy will outline 

specifically how these instimtional factors, along with legal status and the conditionality 

attached thereto, interact in the production o f  TC N  poverty in W estern Europe. Previous 

research accounting for cross-national variation in poverty is a useful guide to other m acro

level factors relevant to the analysis.

MoUer et al. (2003) discuss the determinants o f  povert}' in advanced industrial societies 

in the longue duree and with a non-migrant-specific focus. A central assum ption and 

contention o f the present project is that the determ ination o f  migrant poverty is qualitatively 

different to the determination o f  poverty for native inhabitants, with legal status and 

conditionality playing key roles in this, and accordingly not all o f  the macro factors these 

authors identify will be relevant to the present project. Also, theitr analysis contains a time 

elem ent (panel data over multiple time points) and so some o f their processual variables 

will be likewise less relevant to the cross-sectional analysis undertaken here. Nevertheless, 

they identify poverty-relevant factors, many o f  which are implicit in the discussion 

elsewhere in this chapter, which include; econom ic aspects such as gross dom estic product, 

the supply o f educated workers, unemployment, labour market issues, and political issues 

such as the nature o f  welfare policies, i.e. welfare generosit}^, the constitutional structure o f 

states, and the holders o f political power in those states (MoUer et al. 2003, 23-28).

A Eurostat report on m acro-determ inants o f poverty in regions o f E urope also utilise 

some o f  these measures, fmding significant effects for unem ploym ent rates and economic 

growth rates (Reinstadler and Ray 2010). The m ethodology in that study also allowed for 

the inclusion o f  individual level determ inants and these covered a standard set o f socio

demographic indicators held to be generally relevant in poverty research, which will also be 

used in the present study, including; Age, sex, education, household type, marital status, 

em ploym ent status (Nolan and W helan 1996; CappeUari and Jenkins 2002; Reinstadler and 

Ray 2010). For migrants specifically, research has shown that those w ho have acquired 

naturalised citizenship status also have lower povert}' rates and so controlling for 

citizenship, and indeed testing hypotheses where the data is disaggregated by citizenship 

status, win be im portant at the micro-level (Lelkes 2007).
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2.2.2. Theoretical Framework and Conceptualisation

O n  the determ ination o f  m igrant povert\% the theoretical understanding adopted here 

shares a close conceptual affinity with the verj' latest work conducted in the field o f 

m igration and welfare in Europe, on social protection and the ‘challenges o f integration’ 

(Carmel, Papadopoulos, and Cerami 2011). This work takes as one o f  its central themes the 

‘‘‘interaction o f  migration, m igration policies and social protection in E urope” (Cerami and 

Carmel 2011, 1; emphasis original). These authors perceive variations in poHcy 

combinations, in contexts and settings and in the institutional levels across which the 

interactions between migration poHcy, welfare policy, labour m arket structures, migration 

histories and opportunities for social, political and cultural integration are played out, with 

the end result being to produce differentiated but co-existing m odes o f  integration and 

segregation for migrants.

This focus on the interaction o f  state structural and policy features is precisely the 

approach taken here with regard to, first, hypothesising and, second, testing the effects o f 

conditionality on migrant povert}^ W hat is emphatically not hypothesised here is an 

abstracted, mono-causal framework wherein conditionality plays the prim an' role in the 

determination o f  povert}^ The inherent complexity o f the institutional and policy 

superstrucm re within which migrants are em bedded on arrival in the host country' is 

explicitiy acknowledged and the later empirical analysis wiU attem pt to account for this 

complexity in its exploration o f  the central interactions o f interest. But what does this 

complex superstructure look like, or how might it be conceived? Papadopoulos (2011, 37) 

provides a schematic representation o f  the institutional dimension o f  m igrant integration, 

as articulated at the national level o f governance, see Fig. 2.1 overleaf
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Fig. 2.1 - ‘The embeddedness o f a national migrant integration regime in the E U ’

E uropean in tegration  p ro c c ii  ir>d o th e r  
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Source-. Reproduced from  Carmel, Papadopovilos, and Cerami (2011, 38).

The above figure represents the various facets o f  policy at the national level that 

com prise the institutional dimension^’ including migration policies, welfare policies and 

labour m arket policies, set w ithin the context o f  the national political economy. 

Papadopoulos incorporates tliese various elements here under the label ‘migrant 

integration regime’. In this regard Papadopoulos has taken an avowedly functional view of

This Institutional dimension is one of th ree  dimensions within which Papadopoulos conceives of the  
unfolding of social processes. His conceptualisation of a social process involves the  playing out of pow er 
dynamics between social agents in this institutional dimension, and also In w hat he term s the  relational 
and  discursive dimensions (Papadopoulos 2011). The relational dimension Involves "a multiplicity of 
practices in the  economic, political, cultural and inter-personal domains that,  at the  micro-level, 
establish the  multiple relationships" be tw een  th e  migrant and the  host society (Ibid., 37). These 
relationships in turn are regulated by a "dense w eb of policy Interactions" In the  institutional dimension 
bo th  between different levels of governance and across different policy domains. The final dimension is 
w here  different discursive constructions of the  'in tegrated  migrant' are produced contingent on these  
micro-level and institutional processes.
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integration, over a normative one, where his concept o f ‘integration’ is essentially 

synonymous with the definition o f ‘incorporation’ encountered at the beginning o f the last 

chapter (e.g. Soysal 1994), and refers to migrants playing a specific role in relation to  a 

society, e.g. being ‘integrated’ into a specific countr}'’s labour market, regardless o f w hether 

the nature o f this integration could be construed as ‘favourable’ or ‘unfavourable’ for the 

migrant in question (Ibid., 43 fn. 2). For the purposes o f  clarity we here maintain our 

earlier distinction o f incorporation as referring to denoting the state o f being ‘in ’ or ‘ou t’, 

while integration refers to a state o f being ‘m ore’ or ‘less’ integrated relative to some 

evaluative standard.

The above schema is a sensible and useful framework according to which national 

policy configurations may be understood and on the basis o f  which we may begin to sketch 

the process o f migrant poverty determination. The precise configuration o f  the policy 

measures obtaining in a given country can o f  course be taken to delineate the parameters 

within which migrant lives are lived, and whatever the balance o f  a specific configuration 

all wiU present both constraints and opportunities. W hat is o f  interest to  the present 

project, however, is no t simply the configuration o f broad institutional parameters at the 

m acro level, or their concatenation in the form  o f a ‘migrant integration regime’, nor is it in 

the simple fact o f  whether migrants are incorporated into those instimtions. Rather, it is in 

the effects o f micro-level factors and macro-level param eters working together in a 

complex interplay to act on the lives o f third-countr)^ nationals, producing variable povert)^ 

outcomes. The above schema ser\^es as a useful heuristic device with which to  frame our 

conceptualisation o f  the m acro-determ inants o f  poverty.

However, the aims o f the research question addressed here dem and the articulation o f 

an augmented theoretical viewpoint. Povertj^ — as it is conceptualised here — is taken to be 

one o f  several end-points o f  a process unique to the experience o f  third-country nationals.
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Fig. 2.2 — Conceptual hierarchy o f legal status
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This processual focus introduces a dynamic element to the above schematic, with state 

regulations around legal status hypothesised to play a key role in this regard. In  line with 

the broadly held view, supported by evidence from  other research, an explicit assum ption 

and contention here is that m igrants’ rights are clearly separate from  those o f prior 

residents, i.e. native inhabitants, in welfare systems and that among migrants there are 

“clear distinctions made between legal and poHcy categories or status o f  m igrant and the 

rights that attach to these categories” (Cerami and Carmel 2011, 6). Legal status is 

conceptualised here as a hierarchically delimited continuum  with TC N s at different points 

on that continuum  being subject to varying levels o f  security and ha\nng recourse to 

different sets o f rights. The constraints im posed on transitioning from  a less secure or 

expansive point to a m ore secure or expansive point on that continuum  have been 

characterised here as conditionalities, see Fig. 2.2 above.

Specifically, the conditionality attached to securing a m ore favourable legal status is 

held to be partially determinative o f  poverty for migrants, in two ways. Directly, high 

conditionality attached to long-term  residency status, the stams to which unconstrained 

access to social rights accrues, wiU act to prevent full access for migrants to the welfare 

system. Indirectly, high conditionality attached to a m ore favourable legal status will act to 

constrain migrants to subsist in a state o f greater insecurity. This insecurity has implications 

for the quality o f  migrant lives where, for example, em ployment below a m igrant’s skill 

level or inferior pay or working conditions may be tolerated so as no t to  jeopardise
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presence in the host country where this is, as is usual, contingent on holding employment. 

As such, conditionality is centrally located in the nexus o f third-countrj? national poverty 

determ ination, playing a key mediating role for migrants vis-a-vis bo th  the welfare system 

and the labour market.

Alongside the policy measures attached to legal status im posed at the national level we 

also expect other national level characteristics to impact on poverty outcom es and to 

facilitate explanation o f  cross-national variation in these outcomes. Such characteristics 

include the prevalence o f  anti-migrant attitudes, an inhospitable political environm ent, the 

general economic situation including (un)employment, the aggregate skill-level o f a 

countr}?’s migrant cohort — all o f  which factors were discussed in the Literature earlier. In 

recognition o f  the complex interactive framework within which we posit these factors it is 

also acknowledged that such characteristics are likely to bear on the shape o f  migration- 

poHc}?̂  outputs themselves, o f which conditionalit}^ is one such output. Such interactions 

are the focus o f a separate chapter later. In addition to these macro-level factors are micro- 

level determinants which previous research indicates are likely to be correlated with 

povert}?. These include socio-demographic characteristics such as age, sex, education level, 

marital status, employment status and family structure.

The theoretical schematic within which we locate migrant poverty is sketched below 

(Fig. 2.3). In this conceptualisation, the povert}' o f  TC N  migrants is determ ined at the 

intersection o f labour market and welfare state policies, with these institutions delimiting 

the broad structural parameters o f  migrant lives in interaction with the conditionality 

attached to legal status, in a m anner determinative o f migrant poverty both  directiy and 

indirectiy. A t the same time, characteristics at both  micro-levef^ and macro-leveP'* bear 

directiy on migrant povert)? in a relationship o f multiple determination.

Macro-level factors impact on the shape o f m igration policy, with politics, attitudes 

and economics aU being relevant to the m anner in which state policymakers opt to 

facilitate or constrain migrant opportunities, or op t for the setting o f policy levers in 

desirable or expedient configurations. Migration policy also works to shape micro-level 

characteristics o f  migrants and other aspects o f  m igration policy apart from  conditionality 

win structure things like skiU levels o f  migrant cohorts, or age com position etc. Specific 

policy approaches will naturally be inform ed by the nature o f migrant micro-level

Poverty  is im plicated  in t h e  d e term in a t io n  o f  m icro-level  characteristics ,  e .g .  t h o s e  living in poverty  
will be  less  likely t o  pu rsue  h igher e d u ca t io n  d u e  to  lack o f  resources .

High levels o f  anti-m igrant a t t i tu d e s  m ay  lead to  greater  poverty  d u e  t o  f e w e r  or poorer  o p p o rtu n it ies  
for  f inding e .g .  e m p lo y m e n t ,  or habitation  in a des irable  area,  or social capital.
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characteristics in aggregate, which itself implies the intimate connection o f characteristics at 

bo th  micro- and macro-levels.

It should be stressed that this conception is concerned specifically with the role o f 

conditionality o f legal status, and not w ith legal status itself. This seems at first Hke a fine 

distinction and may require some elucidation and justification. A schematic addressing the 

role o f  legal status itself would show the interactive relationships between labour market 

and welfare state institutions with (the box labelled) legal status. But absent any data at the 

micro-level sufficient to disentangle long-term  resident migrants from  migrants resident on 

a m ore temporar}^ basis from  migrants w ho are naturalised citizens — and indeed the rmcro- 

data to be used in this project does not allow for such granularity o f identification — it 

w ould simply not be possible to assess the direct effects o f holding different legal statuses 

on povert}^

T o this, it could be objected that adequate, aggregated data at the macro level 

recording the proportions o f TC N s comprised o f temporary', LTR and other categories 

could be used as macro-level indicators in the prediction o f cross-national migrant poverty 

rates. However, this is inadequate on two counts: 1. ‘Legal status’ is no t a policy, and the aim 

here is to assess the role o f state policies in the determination o f migrant povert}'; 2. A post 

facto indicator o f  the proportions o f  those holding specific legal statuses m ight well account 

for variation in povert)^ rates, bu t would do so w ithout any reference to process, and so 

w ould fail to  adequately engage the ‘why’ question. Divergence in the levels o f  

conditionality that states impose am ounts to divergence in state policy approaches and it is 

the relevance o f  this fact to migrant poverty that we seek here to examine.
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Fig 2.4 - Relationship o f conditionality o f  LTR status to migrant povert}^
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Note: T h in  arrow  denotes indirect effect, tliick arrows denote  direct effect.

The relationship, o f conditionality to migrant poverty, denoted in the previous figure 

by the thick solid black arrow, is given m ore attention in Fig. 2.4. The mediating 

relationship o f conditionality and poverty is characterised by both  direct and indirect 

elements. The direct relationship, on the right, indicates that conditionality can constrain 

access to welfare state supports, insofar as full access to these supports is tied to the 

holding o f long-term residency status; where conditionality is high migrants may be forced 

to  live w ithout the social supports enjoyed by the rest o f society for longer periods o f time, 

with implications for the cvimulative developm ent and embedding o f  poverty.

Indirectly and with regard to the labour market, the contingency o f remaining in the 

host country, coupled with high conditionality o f LTR status, wiU force migrants to exist in 

a state o f greater insecurity which is held to have a direct effect on the determ ination o f 

povert}', through labour forcing or the toleration o f inferior employm ent situations. 

Alongside the insecurity-inducing effect o f  conditionality Caponio and Graziano (2011) 

observe that different types o f  labour m arket organisation can force categories o f  migrants 

to  w ork in conditions o f  continuous uncertainty which, in com bination with difficult
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w orking or contractual conditions, often resvdt in higher levels o f working poor. The 

“degree o f regulation over labour market entr\'” and how closely this is linked to migration 

policies are “ significant” factors with implications bo th  for migrant incorporation into state 

institutions and for poverty outcom es (Carmel, Cerami, and Papadopoulos 2011, 248).

Alongside these direct and indirect effects o f  conditionality, certain o f  the conditions 

im posed are themselves potentially povert}'-inducing or, at least, likely to contribute to  a 

scarcity o f  resources for third-country nationals, e.g. excessive costs attached to the 

application itself, or requirements to obtain expensive health insurance, or to accumulate 

large savings, or to undergo perhaps cosdy language acquisition courses or other 

integration requirements. O n the basis o f our theoretical understanding o f  how and why 

conditionality seems likely to m atter we derive an overarching hypothesis which this thesis 

wiU seek to test;

Hypothesis'. Conditionality' o f  legal status is a moderating variable implicated 

in the determination o f povert}' for third-countr}' nationals, interacting with 

labour market aspects and welfare state institutions, capable o f accounting 

for cross-national variation in migrant povert}' outcomes in Western Europe.

This hypothesis can be broken down into a series o f  several kev sub-hypotheses, viz: 

o HP. ConditionaHt}' o f legal status in interaction with a state’s level o f 

welfare effort significand)' explains variation in TCN migrant povert)'.

O H2-. Conditionalit}' o f legal status in interaction with a state’s level of

welfare effort significantl)' explains variation in the ti'pes o f labour

market attachment held bv TCN migrants, 

o H3: Conditionalit^' o f  legal status in interaction with the insecurit)’ o f 

TCN migrant life situations significantiy explains variation in the t\'pes o f 

labour market attachment held by TCN migrants.

O H4: Conditionalit}' o f legal status alone significantly explains variation in 

TCN legal status transitions, 

o H5\ Conditionality o f legal status in interaction with a state’s level o f

welfare effort significantly explains variation in TCN legal status

transitions.

o H6: ConditionaHt)' o f legal status in interaction with the insecurit)' of 

TCN migrant life situations significantly explains variation in TCN legal 

status transitions.
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The focus here will be on long-term  residency status as primarily implicated in the 

determination o f  povertj% though other h\"potheses wiU also be tested concerning the role 

o f  citizenship status and the conditionality attached thereto. Why ‘primarily’? The 

theoretical understanding advanced here does not hold that both  t\'pes o f  conditionality 

impact simultaneously on third-countr}' nationals in the determination o f povert}' outcomes. 

Conditionality and status acquisition is a stepwise process, with one stams placed both  

logically and temporally anterior to the acquisition o f the other.’  ̂ The difficulties o f 

attaining citizenship are likely to have little relevance an d /o r  impact on the determ ination 

o f  povert}^ for a m igrant who is no t yet a long-term  resident.

As such, certain policy measures are o f  relevance only on defined stretches o f  the 

continuum  along which migrants travel towards status acquisition. Causally, our 

conceptualisation also entails that while LTR-conditionality has an ambit o f effect that is 

relevant both  to those w ho have naturaHsed and those w ho have not, citizenship 

condirionalit}' cannot have an ambit o f effect on those w ho have not attained the prior 

necessar}' status. As the effect o f LTR-conditionaHty is bo th  broader and m ore general it is 

accorded a prior and focal role in the analysis. The final part o f  the research question, no t 

covered in the Hst o f sub-hypotheses above, concerns the possibilities for advancing a 

regime t\-pe account o f  migrant welfare. This issue is addressed and explored in a discrete 

chapter concerning migrant welfare regime ty’pologies, and not in the central empirical 

analysis. Before testing the effects o f  conditionality on welfare, on work and on legal status 

it wiU be necessary to m easure our explanatory phenom ena o f interest. This is the task o f  

the next chapter.

It is ack now ledged  t h a t  special g rou ps  o f  citizenship claimers in certa in  c ircum stan ces  in so m e  
countr ies ,  e.g. re tu rn ing  e th n ic  G erm ans ,  m ay  be  a b le  to  c ircum ven t  this  s tep w ise  process.  The 
s im pl i^ ing  a s su m p tio n  is m a d e  th a t  this  will n o t  unduly  affect th e  la ter  regression  coeff ic ients  an d  it 
rem ains  n ev e r th e le s s  th e  case  t h a t  th e  d a ta  to  be  used d o e s  no t  allow for  identif ication o f  such special 
groups.
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3. Methodology and Data

3.1. Research design
This chapter gives an over\T.e\v o f  the research design and also discusses concepts, 

samples, data, m easurem ent and operationalisation o f  the variables relevant to the later 

empirical analysis. The core part o f the empirical analysis wiU proceed by means o f 

multilevel modelling; the interested reader can find fuU and comprehensive details 

pertinent to issues regarding the use o f this m ethodology in the Appendix (A.2.5). First, 

however, it wiU be im portant to consider how the elements o f the research strategy fit 

together to answer the central research question.

Having identified an im portant and unanswered question in the broad research area o f 

migration and the welfare state, concerning cross-national variation in migrant poverty' 

rates, the first step is to begin to sketch a theoretical conceptualisation that might address 

this question and help to account for this variation. Drawing on  the distinct bu t 

intersecting literatures on the welfare state and migration facilitates contexmaHsation o f  the 

research problem  with reference to  broader academic debates bu t also, vitally, allows us to 

begin to tease out a conceptual understanding o f why extant explanators^ accounts are 

insufficient to the task. This discussion highlights the qualitatively different nature o f 

inigrants — specifically TC N  migrants — in comparison to native inhabitants o f  European 

countries. A focus on these qualitative differences reveals the theoretical im portance o f 

legal status for TC N  migrants in securing the protections o f the welfare state, affording 

legal status a key role in our evolving concepmalisation o f  the determination o f TC N  

migrant poverty and the role therein o f the welfare state.

O f  course, theoretical understandings are necessarily inform ed by empirical realities. 

Moving beyond consideration o f the literatures that define this area, the next step in the 

research strategy is to expand and to bolster our theoretical conceptualisation o f  how 

migrants gain access to the welfare state with reference to the institutional and legal 

empirical reaHt}' that TCNs face in Europe; this is the function o f the Expert Sun^ey. 

Research by the Mipex project makes clear that securing the legal statuses that bring 

welfare protections is a process differentiated across countries by the stringency or 

otherwise o f  the conditions that states impose on migrants moving from  one status to the
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next. Such cross-national variation in conditionality presents itself as a possible explanatory 

factor for cross-national variation in migrant poverty.

However, w hat is also needed is empirical evidence that differences in legal status (i.e. 

LTR status vs. ‘tem porary’ status) am ount to differences in fact. Those differences are held 

to  have material implications for migrants in terms o f security and welfare state 

expansiveness, as the theoretical framework makes clear. W here no differences obtain 

across distinct types o f legal status: there would be no reason to expect different legal 

statuses to be associated with different povert}^ outcomes; there would be no incentive to 

seek to  change one’s legal status; there would — logically — be no reason to expect 

variations in the conditionality governing transition from one legal status to another to be 

associated in any way with poverty; and there would be no empirical basis on which to 

advance an account o f migrant poverty wherein legal status and the conditionality o f legal 

status played an explanatory role. The collection o f data by means o f Expert Sur\'ey allows 

us to  answer the question o f w hether differences obtain in fact.

Having validated the explanatory framework and theor}^ as plausible, the next step in 

answering the research question is to  measure the novel independent variable o f interest; 

conditionality. Drawing on existing, high qualit}^, comparable international data on 

indicators o f conditionality collected by the Mipex project, the next analytical step is to 

construct measures o f  two types o f  conditionalit)', to test these measures for desirable 

statistical properties, and to assess their validity. This is the task o f the present chapter. As 

the theoretical process envisioned is an interactive one between conditionaUty and the 

welfare state in the determination o f migrant poverty it is also necessary to have a measure 

o f  welfare state effort. Drawing on previous research in this area it is possible to construct 

an indicator o f welfare state generosity that has previously been tested for rehability etc. 

and deployed in peer-re\tiewed research. The measure is re-specified in this analysis to 

account for three countries o f  interest no t present in the original measure, and utilises 

m ore up to date data.

W ith these measures, capturing two dimensions within which migrant poverty can be 

concepmally located, the research strategy turns to address that part o f the research 

question asking what the “implications [are] for how  we conceptualise the determ ination 

and underpinning o f  the welfare o f inhabitants o f W estern Europe?” As such 

conceptualisation has been characterised broadly in terms o f ‘regimes’ in m uch academic 

discourse we will have reference to such regimes here. The measures o f welfare effort and 

conditionality o f  access to rights-granting legal status are posited as two constitutive
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dimensions of a TCN-specific welfare regime, the quadrants o f which are labelled and 

advanced as a potentially useful form o f explanatory shorthand (Chp. 4).

An integral part o f how we conceptualise the welfare o f migrant inhabitants of 

Western Europe in terms of regimes concerns how we understand those regimes 

themselves and how we further understand their constitutive dimensions. In order to 

comprehensively address this part o f the research question, the next move is to explore 

other countn'-level data so as to assess the empirical regularities and elective affinities that 

characterise the hypothesised regimes and thus to arrive at a deeper understanding o f the 

contexts within which TCNs find themselves. These contexts extend beyond the policy 

measures which are o f central interest here and encompass other aspects of nations which 

bear upon the lives of migrants. A part of these explorations seeks to make a positive case 

for the relevance o f conditionality as an explanator}^ factor in itself, and not just as a 

redundant emanation o f other structural-institutional state configurations. The next 

exploraton^ component seeks to assess whether other state characteristics might be usefully 

added to any tj^pology o f inigrant welfare, so as to ensure that the typology advanced is 

fully specified. The final concern o f this chapter (5) is to explore the nature of 

conditionalit}- itself, testing in a systematic way — using analytic and hypothesis testing 

techniques — how and why variations in conditionality across states obtains and with what 

implications for conceptualising migrant welfare as being determined in ‘regime-like’ terms, 

i.e. in a regular, sustained and predictable manner.

Having thus addressed the broader conceptual implications for the theorised role of 

conditionalit}? in the determination of migrant poverty the thesis turns to the central 

analytics task: the expHcit testing of our central interactive hypothesis on large-scale micro

data utilising our constructed measures and controlling for other factors. This allows us to 

adduce evidentiary support for the central contention o f the thesis in the context of testing 

h}^otheses on large-N, internationally comparable, high quaHt}?, trans-European data 

relevant to the lived experience o f resident TCN migrants. This key analytic section also 

tests sub-hypotheses around aspects of the theoretical framework advanced earlier in the 

thesis, specifically hypotheses concerning labour market engagement and migrant 

transitions to more secure legal stamses. These analyses produce results in line with the 

central explanatory' apparatus and are further subjected to a series of prudential re

specifications which inter alia\ control for other relevant factors; disaggregate the sample in 

relevant ways according to type of migrant; re-estimate the models using alternative 

estimation methods (see A.3); and re-estimate the models using alternative
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operationalisations o f  key independent variables (see A.4). The evidence adduced fiom 

these analyses supports the central hy’pothesis o f the thesis and allows us to draw 

conclusions about the role o f conditionality o f  legal status in the determination o f  TCN 

poverty and about the broader implications o f  these findings for extant conceptualisatons 

o f welfare in Europe and for ongoing academic debates.

3.1.1. Concepts, Cases, Data

W e turn now  to consider the practicalities o f  addressing the research question ir. an 

empirical sense. The conceptualisation o f  migrants in terms o f three categories of 

‘tem porary’, long-term  resident and citizen is a theoretical simplification o f  a comolex 

reality that necessarily excludes consideration o f other categories o f  migrant about w iich 

timely and im portant questions concerning poverty outcom es could be asked.

The concept o f ‘m igrant’ itself is a multifaceted one, potentially denoting many 

different types o f people who relocate geographically, no t necessarily across national 

borders. M oving from  die countr\'side to the city in one’s own countn ' has for centuries 

been a means by which rural dwellers sought greater economic opportunit^^ In the 

developm ent o f nations, rapid rural to  urban migration has been thought to be a desirable 

process whereby surplus rural labour w ithdrew from  traditional agriculture to  feed 

industrial expansion (Todaro 1980). Such migrations may be massive in scale and are thus 

capable o f  producing vast social and economic transformations. W itness the situation in 

China where, from  2000-2005, 96 inillion internal migrants m oved either rural-to-urban or 

urban-to-urban, contributing to increased economic inequalities in that country (Chan 

2008). Even national citizens who have left their hom e countr}^ and re-migrate may be 

officially counted in national statistics as ‘m igrants’ upon their return, as is the case m 

Ireland and elsewhere.

In the ‘first wave’ countries o f m igration in E urope like Germany, which officially 

recruited m igrant “guestworkers” in the post-war era, there was an assum ption at work 

that these migrants would simply return hom e, though o f  course that proved n o t to  be the 

case (Soysal 1994; Ryner 2000). Thus, tem porary vs. perm anent-type migration is another 

germane term  o f  reference to be acknowledged if  we wish to speak with clarity about what 

exactiy it is we mean by ‘migrant’. Perm anent migration itself is something that may be 

problem atic to identify, especially in the context o f  supranational entities like the E U  which 

grant rights o f free m ovem ent to  EU-citizens (SOPEM I 2010). This type o f  free
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m ovem ent migration accounted in 2010 for 44% o f all migration in the European 

Econom ic Area (SOPEM I 2010, 29). N or does the use o f the term  perm anent by any 

m eans denote a concom itant right to perm anent residence, as we saw earlier in our 

exploration o f tlie contingency o f  legal status.

Though so-called perm anent migration may sound like the t\^ e  o f  stream associated 

with safer or m ore reliable migrants, it is no t the case that tem porary migration is 

necessarily low-skilled and in fact this stream also consists o f highly skilled intra-company 

transfers and the circulation o f  highly rem unerated professionals (Sassen 1999; SOPEM I 

2010). Sometimes these workers are recruited to m eet seasonal or cyclical needs, at the 

lower end o f  the skills spectrum, or sometimes simply because the processes associated 

with securing perm anent-type entr}" would cause intolerable delays to employers (SOPEMI 

2010). O ther migrants w ho may fall into an intermediate category, being temporary in 

nature but usually remaining for 3-4 years in the host countn?, are students. Indeed, this 

category o f  migrant has recendy been the single biggest category o f non-EU  migrant to the 

U K  (ONS 2012).

All o f  the above discussed types o f  migrants are o f  course m osdy economic in nature. 

Migrants also move for non-econom ic reasons, perhaps fleeing persecution or war zones, 

such as seeking asylum in the host countr^^ O ther reasons include family reunification, a 

m ajor inward route o f migration to the EU now, and the only category o f  migration to 

register an increase according to latest available figures (by 3%, for 2008) (SOPEM I 2010). 

Finally, there are also migrants who relocate out o f  essentially em otional or affective 

reasons, seeking a return to the hom eland o f  their ethnic forebears. For example, Greek 

law distinguishes between homogenis and allogenis Greeks, i.e. ethnic-Greeks and non-edinics 

o r naturalised foreigners, giving special consideration (especially with regard to 

naturalisation) to homogenis Greeks w ho seek to ‘retu rn’ to their ancestral homeland 

(Christopolous 2006), while Germany allows a right o f  return and o f citizenship to persons 

o f  Germ an descent (see i\rticle 116 o f the Basic Law).

We now turn to discuss the specific sense with which the term  TC N  m igrant is used in 

these pages. It should be noted that the use o f  the term  ‘temporan?’ here is no t intended to 

express anything about the Hkely duration o f stay o f migrants thus designated, nor does it 

imply that these migrants are destined to return to their hom e countries. Rather, it is 

merely a designation o f  those migrants who, by virme o f  their lacking LTR status, do not 

enjoy fall access to social rights in the host country; they are ‘tem porary’ only because they 

are ‘not long-term  resident’. It is acknowledged that certain t}'pes o f  migrant in the sample
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may no t be quite so em bedded in the nexus o f  work, welfare and legal status as our 

fram ework assumes, or the transition to a m ore secure legal status may be precluded for 

them  on the basis o f their entry category or visa t}^pe etc., e.g. students who are obliged to 

return upon completion o f  qualification. While it is desirable to utilise as m uch data as 

possible in testing our hypotheses, this issue can be addressed by disaggregating the sample 

so as to test hypotheses on specific sub-groups.

There are some other sample issues to bear in mind. Asylum seekers, for example, 

constitute another category whose status and welfare is frequendy contingent, often in 

ways that deprive them  o f  the basic social protections and safeguards enjoyed by other 

categories o f  migrant. In Ireland, asylum seekers are forbidden from  working and forced to 

Hve in direct provision accom m odation on a less-than-subsistence cash benefit per week, 

while in other European countries asylum seekers are entitled to enter the labour m arket 

while their applications are being processed. The specific situation o f asylum seekers in 

E urope is an interesting analytical focus in itself though given their usual placement outside 

o f  the work and welfare nexus they m ust remain beyond the scope o f this study.

As regards the later analysis, it is im portant to note that the SILC m icrodata only elicit 

inform ation from  private households and so asylum seekers, often housed in specialist 

accoinm odation centres, wiU not have been sun^eyed. O ne wrinkle in this qualification is 

that it remains a logical possibiHt)' that the sample contains respondents who entered the 

state (any state) as refugees and who, having been granted asylum, now reside in the state 

bu t have bypassed the mechanisms o f legal status ascription at the heart o f our theoretical 

framework. Unfortunately, given data limitations, there is nothing we can do about this.

Sitoilarly, there is nothing to be done about the presence o f irregular migrants in the 

sample. G iven their precarious legal status and the very real possibilit}^ o f  expulsion they 

face if caught, it seems unlikely that irregular migrants would consent to providing the sort 

o f  in-depth sur\^ey inform ation requested in the SILC interview process. W here any 

irregulars have in fact been sun^eyed then obviously we would no t expect their lives to be 

subject to the same dynamics as other migrants w ho are em bedded in the nexus o f legal 

entitiem ent and constraint. The presence o f  such migrants in the sample entails the logical 

possibility that they m ight affect the regression coefficients in undesired ways but given 

that their num ber is likely to be negligible this does not present itself as a substantive cause 

for concern. A t this point, what is needed is a way to quantify the relative differences that 

obtain between states in their national approaches to conditionality o f  legal status for TC N  

migrants. A n operational definition o f conditionality is as follows:
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‘Conditionalit)"’ is a function o f  the intensity o f  the set o f  status-specific 

conditions and preconditions which must be fulfilled in order for a migrant 

to attain that legal status.

The approach taken here is to develop a scale or index’̂  which captures the relative 

differences between states in the intensity o f the conditionality they impose on TCNs 

seeking to move between legal statuses. The universe of cases in this study comprises 16 

developed Western European countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland, France, 

Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, 

Switzerland, United Kingdom. Data is collected for 16 cases and aU are analysed in our 

exploration o f the possibilities for regime typology construction and the determinants of 

conditionality though unfortunately, due to limitations in the microdata made available by 

Eurostat, the later multilevel analysis o f the determinants o f migrant poverty is constrained 

unavoidably to 14 cases (Germany and Switzerland excluded for reasons made clear later).

These countries were chosen on the basis o f two explicit selection criteria and also in 

line with general concerns about comparability^. To discuss the general concerns first, there 

are many good reasons for choosing tliis set of countries and not a broader set of, say, the 

27 current EU member states. Explanatory models in later chapters which seek to elucidate 

systematic processes by means of testing explicit hypotheses will assume a workable 

comparabilit}' and similarit}=' of cases on certain broad dimensions. While, of course, this 

research is oriented towards excavating and accounting for the important variation that 

obtains across states in terms o f migrant poverty outcomes and conditionalit}' levels, it is 

nevertheless the case that sitnilarit)? on key features of those states is a desirable quaUty. 

This sort o f similarity makes the difficult task of attempting to isolate causal processes not 

necessarily ‘easier’ but certainly less fraught. The logic at work here — in a broad sense — 

takes its cue from the ‘most similar systems’ comparative research design (Dogan and 

Pelassy 1984; Peters 1998). The point o f this approach to comparative research is to use 

the research design to conceptually ‘hold constant’ as many possible sources o f extraneous 

variance and, thus, to avoid muddying the inferential waters.

Technically the  correct term is 'index' and not 'scale', as the various conditions that states  may apply 
to  migrant welfare receipt constitute a broad pool of items which may or may not apply in a given state  
and which do not follow any n ecessary  logic In term s of the sequencing of their application. In other  
words, Guttman scaling considerations -  where if condition C applies w e  can be completely certain that 
conditions B and A also apply -  are not relevant here. W e can not necessarily infer anything about the  
likely pattern of the  data for a given state simply by knowing that it applies on e  particular condition. The 
ability to  predict the  likely overall pattern o f  th e  data from a given datum is a defining characteristic of 
scales, but not of indexes (Gorden 1977).
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The similarities o f the countries within this set o f 16 are in some ways quite obvious. 

For a start, aU o f  the countries listed are clearly m odern, economically and politically 

developed countries with established histories o f  democracy and experience o f inward 

migration, though to vanning degrees. D ue to the fact that these countries are some o f  the 

‘rich’ countries o f  the W estern world they wiU obviously have been similarly desirable 

destinations for third-country nationals considering relocation and, importandy, they will 

arguably have been desirable in a substantively different m anner to other, poorer, 

E uropean countries. The pull factors o f rich, economically buoyant Sweden, for example, 

win presumably have been greater, and qualitatively different, than any pull factors that 

m ight be held to  obtain in a country with a lower standard o f living, or a less generous 

welfare system, such as many o f the countries which acceded to EU m em bership in 2004.

Leaving aside these generalities, several expHcit criteria were employed in the selection 

o f  cases. The countries considered in this analysis were drawn from  the set o f O E C D  

countries, within which non -E E A /E F T A '’' countries were excluded. O f  the remaining 

countries, it was im portant that they should have had some experience o f participation by 

foreign nationals in the labour market. This criterion was set at a minimuin o f  3% 

participation in the labour m arket according to latest available data (O EC D  2009a, 30—31). 

The other criterion was an econom ic one designed to exclude less econoixiically developed 

countries from  the analysis; only countries recording a minimum  G D P per capita (in US$ 

at current exchange rates) o f US$21,000 — precisely half the average value for the Eiiro 

area, as a m inim um  threshold — were selected (O EC D  2009a, 12—13).

Applying these two criteria to the E E A /E F T A  countries produced the set o f  16 

countries listed above. In fact, aU o f  these 16 countries, bar Switzerland, are m em bers o f 

the EEA  (and Switzerland is a Schengen Agreement signatory?), thus ensuring similarity in 

the broad rules and regulations regarding migrants and their rights to reside, work and 

travel within the EEA. The focus here is on nation states and policies enacted at the 

national level, and no t on statelets or principalities. Extrem e cases such as Luxembourg, 

with its abnonnaUy high concentration o f foreign nationals in the labour force (46.5% in 

2007 (O EC D  2009a, 30)), are also excluded. The average values for the selection criteria 

for the 16 countries were as follows: average foreign labour force participation, 12.05%; 

average G D P per capita (US$ at current exchange rates), US$49,719 (O ECD  2009, own 

calculations).

EEA: European E conom ic  Area; EFTA: European Free Trade Associat ion .
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The m icrodata utilised in the analysis come from  the cross-sectional EU-SILC dataset 

for the years 2006 and 2007, merged into one dataset, provided by Eurostat under a 

research contract (EUSILC 2007; EUSILC 2006). This is a dataset collected across all the 

m em bers o f  the EU  contaming socio-demographic, incom e and poverty variables. Eurostat 

describe the dataset as foUows:

Tlie European Union Statistics on Income and Li\'ing Conditions (EU

SILC) is an instrument aiming at collecting timely and comparable cross- 

sectional and longitudinal multidimensional microdata on income, povert^’, 

social exclusion and li\’ing conditions. This instrument is anchored in the 

European Statistical Ŝ ’stem (ESS). ... The instrument aims to provide two 

t}'pes o f data: Cross-sectional data pertaining to a given time or a certain 

time period with variables on income, povert}', social exclusion and other 

li\Tng conditions; Longitudinal data pertaining to indi\idual-level changes 

over time, observ^ed periodical!)' over, t}-pically, a four year period.

Social exclusion and housing condition information is collected at household 

level while labour, education and health information is obtained for persons 

aged 16 and over. The core o f  the instrument, income at ven- detailed 

com ponent level, is mainly collected at personal level but a few com ponents 

are included in the household part o f SILC. (Eurostat 2011)

The data also provide, vitally, inform ation on countn^ o f birth and citizenship stams. 

In this way, it is possible to identify those who were no t born in their current country of 

residence, to isolate specifically diose w ho were born in a non-EU  country', and also to

identify those respondents who have chosen to naturalise and assume the citizenship o f

their host country. According to the Com m ission Regulation on sampling and tracing rules 

(N°1982/2003 o f 21 O ctober 2003), the sample selection has to fulfil the following 

requirement: “data shall be based on a nationally representative probability sample o f  the 

population residing in private households within the countr}^, irrespective o f language, 

nationality or legal residence status.” For m ore on this see the SILC supporting 

docum entation (e.g. Eurostat 2006).

‘Countr}' o f  b itth ’ [pb210]^* is defined as the country o f residence o f  the m other at the 

time o f birth with the variable taking three values (Eurostat 2006, 156):

LOC: same countr}' as countn’ o f  residence

EU: Any European union countn ' (EU25) except country' o f  residence 

OTH: Any other countr}’. (Eurostat 2006)

38
This is t h e  v a r i a b le  n a m e  in t h e  official  E u r o s t a t  SILC c o d e b o o k ;  all s u c h  v a r i ab l e  n a m e s  w/ill b e  g i ven  

in s q u a r e  b r a ck e ts .
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Third-countxy nationals were defined as all those taking the value ‘O T H ’ on the country of 

birth variable. Citizenship [pb220a] is defined for SILC by Eurostat (2006, 157) as:

[T]he particular legal bond between the individual and his/her State acquired 

by birdi or naturalisation, whether by declaration, option, marriage or other 

means according to the national legislation. It corresponds to the countr)' o f  

which the passport is used. For persons with multiple citizenship and where 

one o f  the citizenship is the one o f  the country o f  residence, that citizenship 

should be coded.

It takes the same values as for [pb210] — LOG, EU , O T H  — to designate the country for 

which citizenship is held. Naturalised citizens referred to throughout this chapter, then, 

correspond to survey respondents w ho take the value o f  O T H  on countn^ o f  birth [pb210] 

and LO C  on citizenship status |pb220a]; the variable is coded ‘1’ if respondents take both 

these values, and zero otherwise.

These two years o f cross-sectional data (2006, 2007) are merged, allowing us to boost 

sample num bers at the individual level (level-1) but also to boost sample size at the second 

level (level-2), which is im portant for multilevel modelling (see Appendix A.2.5). 

Unfortunately, there are some data limitations with the SILC dataset for these years and 

data were not available or were n o t useable for two o f our 16 countries. Although 

provision is made by Eurostat for the inclusion o f Swiss data in the set no such data were 

included for these years, for reasons known only to the national data collection authorities 

in Switzerland. More inexplicably, though data are provided for Germ any for both years, 

the decision was taken somewhere in the G erm an data coUation process to aggregate, from 

2005 onwards, data for both EU and non-EU  migrants into one undifferentiable variable 

for ‘non-nationals’, thus rendering aU o f these cases unusable for present p u r p o s e s . A  

m odel o f  Germ an efficiency this is no t and, as painful as it is to forgo the use o f so much 

data, it is simply impossible to  use these cases when we cannot isolate T C N  migrants.

Nevertheless, this leaves us with data from  14 countries, spread over 28 country-years, 

and a total effective sample size o f about 24,159 TCN s.”*® The dataset is unbalanced insofar 

as some countn^-years contain m*ore individual-level obser\^ations than others, averaging 

about 840 per country-year cluster, with a ininimum  o f  150 obser\^ations and a maximum 

o f 1,745."'

i.e. all 'EU' values grouped into 'OTH' category on variable pb210 for Germany (Eurostat 2 0 0 6 ,1 5 6 ) .  
Also excluded are th ose  w ho had no information or 'missing' information recorded under the  'Year of  

survey' variable, or w h o  had recorded a year other than 2005 or 2007 (a minuscule number o f  cases).  
Not all models will use this number o f  cases due to missing data on som e of th e  indep end en t variables.  

Due to  unbalancedness, REML estimation is preferred to  other estimation methods; s e e  next section.
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3.2. Data collection for construction of indexes

3.2.1. Collection of new data: Expert Survey

The indicators used in the Mipex project are o f  direct relevance and interest to the 

present project and remove the necessity to collect all o f  this detailed inform ation first

hand. However, while the indicators provide much useful and necessary inform ation on 

the nature and expansiveness o f rights enjoyed by long-term  residents and on the security 

afforded to that status in different European states, it does no t provide inform ation 

regarding the same issues for what we here caU ‘temporar}"’ migrants, i.e. those n o t in 

possession o f LTR status. The insecurity o f temporar}' m igrant situations plays an 

im portant role in our theoretical framework, acting as a spur to m igrants to seek m ore 

secure status, w ith variation across countries in insecurity h)^othesised to  help account for 

variation in m igrant povertj' outcomes.

A research instrum ent was designed to plumb in greater depth relevant detail around 

the security o f  different migrant situations and the contingency and consequences o f 

having recourse to the welfare state. The instrum ent was exploratory^ in nature; a pilot 

study to determ ine whether there existed, in fact, sufficient variation to empirically 

legitimate the assumed theoretical understanding.'*' This instrum ent took the form  o f an 

expert sur\^ey, a full copy o f which can be found in the Appendix, along with the 

supporting docum entation that accompanied the call for responses (A .l). Before detailing 

the construction o f  the research instrum ent it will be necessar}- to com m ent on the 

implications o f  adopting the expert sur\^ey m ethodology and to highlight; the rationale 

behind it; the previous uses to which this approach has been put; and the limitations 

im posed by this particular methodological approach. It is also im portant to note how  the 

standard application o f the expert sur\^ey m ethodology differs in some key ways from  the 

m anner in which the approach is to be applied here.

Expert surveys have gained popularity in recent years in political science where they 

were first applied to a m ajor research project in the early 1980s (Casties and Mair 1984). 

Their standard use has involved attempts to locate the positions o f  political actors in policy 

or ideological spaces for purposes o f comparative research (I\lair 2001). Usually this has 

called upon the expert respondents to arrive at subjective estimations o f  the relative 

positioning o f  political parties on the left-right scale. W hat are the advantages o f such an 

approach over, say, a systematic evaluation o f secondary' literature?

Or, if not to  'legitim ate' it, then at least to  bolster th e  case for th e  theoretical fram ework.

I l l



As Mair (2001, 24) obsen^es, expert judgments acquire a certain “weight and 

legitimacy” precisely because they are the judgments o f experts — people who we assume to 

be inform ed, well-read, intellectually capable, and intelligently engaged with the subject 

m atter involved. Also, there are clear practical benefits advantageous to the researcher in 

adopting this m ethodology; experts can provide inform ation in a quick, easy and 

com prehensive m anner, producing data that is at once highly comparable and in a 

standardised form at (Ibid.). Mair (2001, 25) concludes that expert judgments can be 

fruitfully and justifiably seen not as an alternative to other m ethods o f deriving information 

about, e.g., party policy positions — m ethods which make assessments on the basis o f 

amassed experience, in-depth knowledge, fainiliarit}^ with mass and elite perceptions etc. -  

bu t rather as a “synthesis” o f  these m ethods, filtered through the perceptions o f intelligent 

observers. In  other words, this m ethod constitutes no t an alternative, bu t a short-cut to the 

required knowledge and inform ation (Ibid.).

O f  course, no m ethodology should be embraced uncritically and without due regard to 

its limitations. Some o f the m ost obvious questions that arise, as has been noted in work 

that takes a critical stance towards expert sun'eys (Budge 2000), are, first, what is being 

judged and, second, what are the criteria on which these judgments are made? O n  the furst 

point, the issue at stake here is obvious; if  an expert is evaluating, say, part}’ policy 

positions, w hat is m eant by the term  party? Is it the party leaders, the part)'’s elected 

representatives, or the part}^’s activists (Budge 2000; Steenbergen and Marks 2007)? O n the 

second point, and sticking with the example o f left vs. right party positions, are experts 

judging how  ‘left’ a part\" is on the basis o f economic criteria, or on the basis o f individual 

liberties and propert}^ rights, or on other criteria such as social liberalism as opposed to 

social consen^atism (Budge 2000, 104—105)? And if different experts in different 

jurisdictions are making judgments on the basis o f  non-uniform  criteria, can the 

evaluations arrived at really be considered comparable? However, while these concerns 

should be forem ost to the mind o f anyone designing an expert surv^ey, it is no t the case 

that aU such surveys are necessarily com prom ised by the possibility o f such pitfalls. 

Steenbergen and Marks (2007, 362) show by means o f  statistical analysis that, for their 

own data collected by means o f  expert sun^ey, the experts showed remarkable consistency 

in their responses when analyses were perform ed on things like inter-expert variation, the 

inter-correlation between expert judgments, and the correlation o f  expert placements.

However, the concerns raised by Budge (2000) rem ain relevant to the present study. If  

expert respondents were asked to subjectively rate the relative ‘conditionality’ o f  TC N
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migrants entering into social security in Europe, it may prove difficult to ensure that aU 

respondents understand what is m eant by the concept ‘conditionality’. Likewise, if 

judgments am ount to subjective evaluations whereby countries are ‘graded’ on a ten-point 

scale o f  ‘stringency’ (of the relevant condition) or equivalent, this may be rather opaque 

with negative consequences for the validity o f  the measure. W hat is considered a ‘stringent’ 

requirem ent by one expert may no t be so considered by another expert.

For these reasons, the present study employs expert surveys in a different m anner to 

their standard appHcadon in political science. The sur\^ey utilised here is no t concerned 

with eliciting the opinions or subjective evaluations o f  experts, bu t rather w ith seeking to 

measure objective facts-about-the-world. Instead o f asking experts to position countries on 

ten-point scales, those experts are instead asked to answer a series o f  simple yes/no  

questions, with relevant foUow-up questions where appropriate, concerning w hether 

certain kinds o f  conditions apply to receipt o f  welfare benefits for TC N  migrants in their 

countn^ Experts were asked only to provide inform ation for the countr)' in which they 

were deemed to have expertise.

This approach retains vaHdit}  ̂ for the same reason obser\^ed by Mair (2001) above, and 

we assume that people with a deep knowledge o f  a given country’s inigration/w elfare 

system will be capable o f providing accurate inform ation regarding the rules that apply. 

This approach also has desirable practical benefits insofar as it negates the need to source 

copies o f social welfare legislation, migration-related legislation, and civil ser\tice or 

administrative rules, regulations and guidelines for secondary' analysis, some o f  which may 

no t be publicly available and many o f which wiU not have been translated into the English 

language. It is, in other words, a useful short-cut to relevant data that strikes a balance 

between research constraints, like time, and the need for reliable and useful data.

A nother relevant point, in a general sense, to be m ade about this approach concerns 

the caution that m ust be exercised when interpreting the eventuaUy collected data. Mair 

(2001, 19) has obser\^ed that previous studies employing expert sim^eys, including his own, 

w ent on to have an “absurdly long shelf-Hfe” and were used (to estimate part}' left-right 

placement) many years, if  no t decades, after the original data were collected. O ne m ust 

attend closely to the tem poral specificitj’’ o f  the inform ation eKcited by these kinds o f 

sur\^eys.'*'’ M ajor national social policies, and related migration policies, are not cast in 

stone, and political events or other social, economic or demographic changes should

This assum es that w e  are not polling our expert respondents for their opinions and/or knowledge  
about events, situations, system s or phenom ena in a defined past historical period which, in the case  of  
the  present study, w e  are not.
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naturally be expected to result in state-level reconsiderations o f legal and poUcy 

approaches. As such, data collected about migrant insecurity or welfare state access at a 

particular point in time cannot and should not be seen as revealing some sort o f eternal 

truth.

Indeed, the Mipex project itself was set up with the aim and intention o f  reassessing 

migrant integration policies every two years, and this would seem a sensible approach to 

the sort o f  research problem  this project seeks to  address. The present project, then, 

constitutes not the definitive answer — as no such definitive answer can be given in the 

context o f  a constantly shifting and evolving policy area — but rather a necessary brick in 

the wall. There is a broader point to be m ade here about tj'pologies in general. Esping- 

A ndersen’s (1990) canonical ‘three worlds o f  welfare’ typology — or at least the uses to 

which it has been subsequendy put — can be criticised for veering too close to reifying the 

typological categories involved and also for unduly characterising the com position o f those 

categories as static. T)^ologies, however, are not ends in themselves, rather they are means 

to  an (explanator)') end (Arts and GeHssen 2002). Accordingly, they should be seen as a 

temporaUy-specific aid in understanding and testing hypotheses about the social world, and 

not as a final, comprehensive and unchanging description o f that world.

The research instrum ent utilised here was designed to ask questions pertaining to long 

term  residents and temporar}? migrants. As the instrum ent was deployed as part o f a pilot 

study at an exploratory^ stage o f  the research some questions were posed that were not 

ultimately deem ed relevant to the concerns o f  this project in its final shape. The questions 

asked across each category o f  migrant were similar and comparable. The employment- 

related benefits about which questions were asked in the survey, and the operational 

definitions o f same (clearly defined in the sur\^ey itself, see the Appendix, A .1.2), were as 

follows:

5̂  Unem ploym ent benefit, i.e. contributory benefits paid w hen someone 

becomes unem ployed 

^  Social assistance benefits, i.e. non-contributory benefits that may be paid after 

entitiem ent to contributory benefits has expired or in the event that the 

paym ent o f contributory benefits to migrants is no t facilitated 

^  Sickness benefits, i.e. benefits paid to recipients in lieu o f  salaryVwage for a 

(usually limited and temporary) time during which the recipient is ill and 

unable to work. (N ot to  be confused with ‘disability benefits’ where the 

recipient is perm anentiy disabled and unable to work because o f  this.)
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^  O ther questions pertaining to ‘what i f  scenarios that may be relevant to 

particular m igrant categories were also asked in order to eHcit a clear picture o f 

the (potential) consequences o f claiming welfare benefits for migrants. For 

example, detail was requested in some questions as to whether or no t claiming 

a certain benefit could jeopardise a m igrant’s residence status or lead to 

potential expvilsion from  the host country.

The survey was admimstered online through the Sun^eymonkey website''^ and was 

completed direcdy by the expert providing inform ation for that countn^ The sun^ey 

employed ‘skip logic’ so that where earlier answers to specific questions rendered later 

questions redundant, these redundant questions were not asked. Two experts per country, 

for each o f the 16 countries in the study, were asked to com plete the surv^ey, for purposes 

o f  cross-validation, though response rates precluded systematic comparison o f answers.

Potential expert respondents were ascertained using a num ber o f complementan^ 

criteria. It is im portant to note at this juncture the point o f  administering expert sur\^eys in 

the context o f  the present research project. While many people may convincingly claim to 

be ‘experts’ in the field o f migration or welfare systems in a given country, a particular 

person’s level o f expertise may not m eet the specific demands imposed by the current 

research question. A detailed knowledge o f refugee appeals process case law, for example, 

will not be useful when attem pting to answer questions concerning migrant entitiement to 

unem ploym ent benefits. A typical expert respondent, in this instance, would ideally have 

knowledge an d /o r  research experience o f both  migration-specific and welfare system- 

specific issues for the country in question.

As a starting point for ‘where to look’, the Times Higher Education Supplement global 

acadeinic rankings o f universities 2009-2010 was used as a guide, on the basis that reliable 

data were likely to be elicited from  reputable institutions. However, this was a guide 

merely; some countries did not have universities in the top 100, and other countries had 

specific research institutes employing specialist researchers in the relevant areas which it 

seemed counterproductive to ignore. O n  the basis o f  inform ation made publicly available 

on university and research institute websites, potential respondents were selected where 

they appeared m ost likely to have the requisite inform ation (or access to that information) 

on the basis o f  their stated research areas and published work, and countr}^-experts who 

had contributed to the Mipex 2007 report were also contacted (aU Hsted by name in Annex 

1 o f  that report).

http://www.surveymonkey.com
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The introductory email (Appendix, A. 1.1) asked respondents who felt they did not 

possess the requisite expertise to indicate this by means o f return email, and a follow up 

email attem pted to ascertain w hether that non-respondent could indicate another Ukely 

academ ic/researcher with the requisite expertise to answer the questions involved, in a 

t}'pe of quasi-‘snowbaUing’ approach drawing on the goodwill o f  the international 

community o f  scholars so as to identify suitable respondents/^ It should be clear, then, that 

the point o f  this exercise was no t to locate the undisputed national expert in the field o f 

migration, but to locate an expert capable o f providing the quite detailed inform ation 

sought in the surv^ey questions.

Another im portant point to make here concerning the surv^ey responses is that all o f  

the information sought was objective and factual in nature. N o  opinions were sought from  

the expert respondents. Rather, the research instrm nent was oriented towards eliciting 

accurate statements o f the rules, regulations and legally im posed conditions obtaining with 

regard to TCN-m igrant receipt o f  welfare benefits in defined national jurisdictions. The 

objective nature o f the data sought in the sun^ey should aUay doubts that some have 

expressed with regard to the reliabilit}^ o f expert sur\^eys which have employed subjective 

interpretations o f  various socio-political phenom ena, for example rating the relativ^e pro- 

and anti-European integration positions o f political parties in Europe (Steenbergen and 

Marks 2007). The respondents in the present study were asked to provide factual 

information for one countr)^ only.

Advantages o f  self-completion sur\^eys are obvious, as they are quick, cheap and 

convenient with no inter\tiewer effects, though disadvantages include limitations on the 

extent o f prom pting or probing respondents in die questioning process, inabilit)' to coUect 

additonal data, the risk o f  inissing data and not knowing w ho the respondent is (Bryman 

2008\ This last point was not relevant as the sun^ey requested email addresses from  

respondents, though assured confidentiality in the treatm ent o f the responses. Some 

standard concerns o f  survey m ethodologies are not relevant here, as we are not, for 

example, trying to elicit a random  sample o f  a population. Use o f  the internet as a means o f 

collecting data may bring its own considerations though, again, these arise m ore so in the 

context o f  attem pting to draw reliable probability samples where issues such as coverage 

error, fram e/sam ple mismatch, selection bias in those w ho have access to the internet or a 

personal com puter etc. are all highly relevant (Couper 2000).

Som e r e s p o n d e n ts  provided such inform ation w i th o u t  prom pting  in the ir  em ails  o f  d ec line .
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O n the issue o f  web-based sun^eys Van Seim and Jankowski (2006) draw on their own 

research experience o f  online sim^eys to identify three specific issues that may affect 

respondent participation: Confidentiality; Cost, where some respondents have expressed 

unwillingness to participate due to time spent online costing money; Language issues, 

where assumptions regarding universality o f  English may be unwarranted. Supporting 

docum entation for the sur\^ey deployed here assures confidentiaUt)'; cost issues are unlikely 

to  figure where the desired respondents are likely to be from  an academic or professional 

background with access to institutional resources; and while language barriers may indeed 

have proved problem atic for this sur\^ey, especially given the specificity and complexit}^ o f 

some o f  the inform ation being sought, it remains the case that the international language o f 

academia (publication, etc.) is English and that there was good reason to assume this would 

no t be unduly problematic.

In the event, the specific nature o f the subject m atter coupled with lack o f  interest or 

professed unsuitability for the task m eant that we could not amass responses for all o f  the 

countries. The original intention was to collect at least two full responses per country for 

purposes o f cross-checking, however for m ost countries two responses were no t 

forthcoming. Respondents were, however, helpful in suggesting other suitable participants, 

usually colleagues or professional acquaintances. The call for respondents w ent out on Feb. 

9* 2010 and responses were collected until the end o f  May. O f 28 people w ho com m enced 

the online surv^ey only 13 furnished fuU and complete sets o f useable responses. Responses 

for 10 countries were collected, with three o f  these countries recording responses from  

two experts each.'* ’̂

Finland,  N e t h e r l a n d s ,  S w i t z er l an d ;  t h e  Irish r e s p o n d e n t  h a d  diff icul ty w i t h  t h e  o n l i n e  s u r v e y  so 
c o m p l e t e d  a p r i n t o u t  v e r s i o n  o f  s a m e  a n d  r e t u r n e d  it by  emai l .
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3.2.2. Pre-existing data: Utilisation of iVlipex indicators

The Migrant Integration Policy Index (Mipex) project provides a highly useful starting 

point for the approach taken here o f attem pting to quantifj? the conditionality o f legal 

status for TCNs. The Mipex report was first produced in 2004, with a liinited set o f 

countries, then again in 2006 with a larger set, with the intention o f  producing the report 

biannuaUy so as to  facilitate policy analysis and policymaking with regard to integration 

policies across E urope (and in three non-European countries). The m ost recendy available 

report (for 2006 at time o f writing, published in 2007) provides a succinct sum m ation o f 

what precisely Mipex is:

Mipex measures policies to integrate rnigrants in 25 EU M ember States and 

three non-EU countries. It uses over 140 policy indicators to create a rich, 

multi-dimensional picture o f migrants’ opportunities to participate in 

European societies. Mipex covers six policy areas which shape a migrant’s 

journey to full citizenship: labour market access, family reunion, long-term 

residence, political participation, access to nationality’ and anti- 

discrimination, Best practice for each policy indicator is set at the liighest 

European standard, drawn from Council o f  Europe Conventions or 

European Communit)' Directives (where these are only minimum standards, 

European-wide policy recommendations are used). Since policies are 

measured against tlie same standards across all Member States, Mipex is a 

‘benchmarking’ tool to compare performance ...

(Niessen, Huddleston, and Citron 2007, x).

The Mipex indicators cover many o f the relevant areas, over many o f the focal migrant 

categories, which are central to the analytical concerns o f this project. These indicators will 

be m ost useful in constructing measures o f  the conditionaUt}? o f  transitioning from  one 

legal status to another. Specifically, the indicators chart various aspects o f the conditional 

requirements for transitioning from: a. temporar}^ (i.e. non-long term  resident) status to 

long-term resident status; b. long-term  resident status to naturalised citizen status. W e wiU 

detail shordy the precise indicators chosen from  the dataset that were deem ed relevant to 

the concept and measiarement o f conditionalit}\

The Mipex dataset also contains indicators related to the rights and security associated 

with given legal statuses. Given that a central part o f this study is to be built on the p re

existing data collected by the Mipex project it is im portant to say som ething about the 

methodology employed in that project and the quality o f the data. Again, the best 

descnption o f  this comes direcdy from  the 2006 Mipex report itself:
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Mipex is produced by a consortium o f  25 organisations. ^\mongst them are 

universities, research institutes, think-tanks, foundations, N G O s and equalit}’ 

bodies ... Ivlipex is led b)’ the British Council and Migration Policy Group 

(MPG). The research is designed, coordinated, and vmdertaken by M PG in 

cooperation with its research partners ... ^-Vnswers for each indicator were 

provided and peer reviewed by a network o f  expert scholars and law 

practitioners in the field o f migration (names listed in Annex 1). FoUow-up 

research was also requested o f  the national experts or conducted by IMPG.

The publication was written by M PG in cooperation with the British 

Council. Tlie national partners re\’iewed the countr}’ profiles and 

participated in consultations throughout the research process. The project is 

co-financed by the European Communit\' under the IN TI Programme - 

Preparatory' Actions for the Integration o f Third-Countn- Nationals.

(Niessen, Huddleston, and Citron 2007, xi).

The individual indicators used in Mipex can take one value across three categories, 

where a country recording a value in category 1 for a given indicator is deemed to place the 

m ost restrictive/stringent demands on migrants for whatever aspect that indicator is 

measuring. Countries assigned a category 2 value for that indicator place some demands on 

migrants, though these are fewer and less stringent than countries in category 1 on that 

indicator. Finally, countries in category 3 have the m ost accom modating and least 

restrictive requirements for migrants with regard to that indicator. This means that each o f 

the indicators take a numerical value from  1 to 3, where 1 indicates ‘high conditionality’.

For the purposes o f  this study, however, and in the context o f the m anner in which 

the term  ‘condidonality’ has been used thus far, it will aid interpretation if  we construct 

measures where low values are consonant with low conditionalit)'^ and high values are 

consonant with higher levels o f conditionalit)'. So, the polarities o f the numerical values 

recorded for each indicator have been reversed to achieve this. The precise indicators 

explored for the construction o f each o f  the conditionality indexes, along with qualitative 

descriptions o f the situations denoted by the numerical values, are recorded in the 

following tables.

T he conditions applied for attaining each o f the statuses below fall into broadly similar 

categories: many o f the conditions states im pose are connected to questions o f  the 

economic viabilit}' o f  the migrant, designed to minimise the chances the m igrant becomes a 

drain on public resources; other conditions are m ore concerned with the level to which tiie 

migrant is deemed to have integrated with the host society. This manifests itself generally 

in the imposition o f tests, either culture or language related (or both). Such tests can be 

m ore or less stringent, and may impose costs to greater or lesser degrees on migrants.
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depending on the jurisdiction in question. O ther germane factors concern time limits: the 

length o f time a migrant m ust be resident before certain statuses can be appUed for, or 

indeed the length o f time an application is likely to  take before a decision is m ade, are both 

factors liable to impact on the social protections and social citizenship outcom es enjoyed 

by migrant populations. Conditions in place to attain what is presumably the highest level 

o f  security — citizenship, by naturalisation — are, as we might expect, the m ost demanding 

o f all, and may also include requirem ents like the absence o f a criminal record, or the 

possession o f private health insurance, before an application wiU be approved.

The indicators chosen here are the ones deemed m ost relevant to present analytical 

concerns, and n o t aU indicators m ade available by Mipex will have been included. The 

criterion for inclusion at this point was simply w hether or no t an indicator could accurately 

be characterised as a ‘condition’. Some o f  the Mipex indicators clearly conform  to this 

concept; for example, indicator #38  in the Mipex dataset asks about ‘required time o f 

habitual residence [in order to attain LTR stams]’, with answer options provided for greater 

and lesser degrees o f  time. Attaining LTR status is made conditional upon residing for the 

m andated period o f  time in a given country. However, indicator #42, for example, asks 

w hether ‘periods o f absence [are] allowed previous to granting o f  [LTR] status’. This 

indicator serv^es a descriptive function, and it is clearly not measuring something upon 

which the attaining o f LTR status is conditional. In a similar vein, other indicators in the 

dataset were excluded where diey could no t accurately be characterised as referring to 

something on which attaining a particular status was conditionally dependent.

Multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) — a form  o f  non-Knear principal com ponents 

analysis (NLPCA) — was employed to aid in the selection o f indicators for the purpose o f 

constructing discriminative measures, and also to assess the effectiveness o f  certain 

indicators in explaining variation in the overall dataset. M ore wiU be said about this 

m ethod, and the rationale behind it, later. A Hst o f the variables to be used in the MCA, 

with scoring m ethodology and the raw values for each variable by countr}% is presented 

next. Correlations o f these ordinal variables — Somer’s d, Cramer’s V  — can be found in the 

Appendix (A.2).
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LTR Conditionality 1 2 3
Required time of habitual residence, disregarding 
work activity (a)

< 5 years > 5< 8 years > 8 years

Required time in legal employnnent or exercising a 
duly registered self-employed activity (b)

2 3 years > 3<  5 years > 5 years

Integration measures None Other integration measures Passing of test

Imposition of integration course None Voluntary Conditional for status

Language assessment
(C)

None Simple. (A1 [see 3 below]) 
oral, multiple-choice interview

Written and/or high level 
language test (ex. A2, B1, B2, C1,

Content of integration assessment None With social aspects 
(knowledge of legal/political

With cultural aspects (culture, 
customs, traditions)

Cost of test (blank if not applicable)

J
Free Minimal cost Any higher costs

Economic resources requirement:
a. Employment related-criteria (d)
b. Stable & Sufficient means for applicant and 
dependents

None A A and/or B

Insurance requirement (e) None Simple sickness insurance 
required

Other type of insurance (all risks 
etc.)

Length of application procedure (f) < 6 months > 6 < 9  months > 9 months or no regulation on 
maximum length

Costs of application and/or issue of permit or 
renewal

(g)

None Administrative fee as charged 
for issue of identity card

Any higher costs or prerequisites 
at high indirect costs (for ex. 
Medical records, degrees and 
their translation)

Table 3.1 — Pool o f  JNIipcx indicators fo r index construction: L T R  status



Citizenship Acquisition 1 2 3
First generation imnrigrants

(1)
A fter < 3 years  
o f res idence

A fter > 3 < 5 years o f 
res idence

A fte r > 5 years o f res idence

Language/integration requirements ^ None Language requirem ent Language and in tegra tion  
requirem ent (i.e. personal, 
professiona l, so c ia l o r genera lly  
suffic ient)

Language test (blank if not applicable)

y  (m)

Simple, (A1 or 
A2) oral, 
m ultip le- 
cho ice  
in te rv iew e r

Simple (A1 o r A2), oral 
in te rv iew  o r test (e ither 
standard ized o r based  on 
general adm in istra tive  
d iscretion)

H igh leve l (B1, B2, C1, C2) 
written test with open-ended  
questions

"Citizenship tes t” (black if not applicable) Oral, m ultip le - 
cho ice  test on 
knowledge o f 
righ ts /po litica l

Oral, m u ltip le -cho ice  test on 
deta iled knowledge o f 
righ ts /po litica l system  and o f 
hi s tory/cu lture/trad i tions

W ritten test with open-ended  
questions on de ta iled  knowledge  
o f righ ts /po litica l system  and o f 
h i s tory/c ustom sAradi ti ons

Cost o f test (blank if not applicable) ^ Free M inim al Any h ighe r costs

Economic resources requirement

(n)
None M inim um  incom e (i.e. 

acknow ledged level o f poverty  
threshold)

Add itiona l requirem ents (i.e. 
employment, h ighe r leve ls  o f  
incom e)

Health insurance requirement
(0)

None Simple health insurance  
requ ired

AH r is k s  health  insu rance  
requ ired

Criminal record requirement

(P)

R ejection o f 
app lication for 
serious crim es  
(c lea rly  
spec ified  in

R ejection  o f app lica tion  fo r 
repeated o r serious  
offences/crim es

R ejection  o f app lica tion  fo r o ther 
offences (i.e. m isdem eanours  
and m ino r c rim ina l offences) o r  
threat to p u b lic  secu rity  and  
order

Good character' c lause (q) None Yes, no ru les o f app lica tion Yes, de ta iled  ru les o f app lica tion

Maximum length of application procedure
(r)

< 6 months >  6 months No regu la tion  on m axim um  length

Costs of application and/or issue of nationality 
title (s)

None Adm in istra tive fee as charged  
fo r issue  o f iden tity  card

Any h igher costs

Table 3.2 — Pool o f Mipex indicators for index construction: Citizenship status



Table 3.3 — Concordance o f  indicators with variable names to be used in MCA analysis and
variable raw values by country

LTR-Conditionality Citizenship-Conditionality

(a) Ichabres (1) ccres

(b) IctimempI (m) ccintegavc*

(c) Icintegavc* (n)ccecresourc

(d) Icecresourc (o) ccinsure

(e) Icinsure (p) cccriminal

(f) Icapplength (q)ccgoodhcar

(g) Icappcost (r)ccmaxlength

—
(s) ccappcost

* These variables represent the  average of values fo r the set o f integration conditions and test
requirements in each case.

c o l l  Ichabres IctimempI Ic in tegavc Icecresourc Ic in s u re  Icapplength Icappcost

AUS 1 1 3 3 3 1 3
BEL 1 1 1 1 1 2 2
DEN 2 1 2 2 1 1 1
FIN 1 2 1 3 1 1 2
FRA 1 1 2 3 2 3 3
GER 1 2 3 3 1 3 3
GRE 1 2 3 3 2 2 3
IRE 2 2 1 1 1 1 2
ITA 1 1 1 3 2 1 2
NED 1 2 3 3 2 1 3
NOR 1 1 2 3 1 2 2
PGR 2 1 1 3 1 1 2
SPA 1 1 1 1 1 1 2
SUI 3 1 2 3 1 1 3
SWE 1 1 1 3 1 1 2
UK 3 2 1 1 1 2 2

col 1 ccres ccintegavc ccecresourc ccinsure cccrim inal ccgoodchar ccmaxlength ccappcost

AUS 3 2 3 3 3 3 2 3
BEL 1 1 1 1 2 1 3 3
DEN 3 3 3 1 3 1 3 3
FIN 3 2 2 1 3 3 3 3
FRA 2 2 3 3 2 2 1
GER 3 3 3 1 3 1 3 3
GRE 3 2 1 1 3 2 3 3
IRE 2 1 2 1 2 2 3 2
ITA 3 1 3 2 3 1 2 2
NED 2 3 1 1 3 3 1 3
NOR 3 2 1 1 3 3 3 2
PGR 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 3
SPA 3 2 1 1 3 2 3 2
SUI 3 3 3 1 3 2 3 3
SWE 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 3
UK 2 2 1 1 3 2 3 2
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3.3. Multiple Correspondence Analysis

3.3.1. Methodological notes

Before any results o f the multiple correspondence analysis (IvlCA) are presented it is 

im portant to make clear the implications o f  using this particular methodology. MCA is 

used here, for reasons to be detailed shordy, as the non-Hnear cognate o f  principal 

com ponents analysis (PCA), a standard tool in the social sciences often used to reduce 

higher-dimensional vector spaces (of indicators) to lower-dimensional constructs which 

may then be used as indexes. In  particular, it is necessary to discuss the following issues 

with regard to  this methodology: the purpose to which the methodolog}' is here being put; 

the suitability o f applying this m ethodology to these particular data; the reasons for using 

this specific m ethodology (and not another cognate method); and various other technical 

details that should be borne in m ind insofar as they have a bearing on all diat follows.

The purpose o f  this section, §3.3, is to explore the structure o f  the collected data on 

conditionality o f social security access for migrants in each o f  our three focal categories. 

The explorator}^ nature o f this exercise is im portant for a couple o f reasons. First, we 

remain agnostic at this point as to  w hether the range o f indicators assembled here 

coherentiy describe the concepts at issue and as to w hether measures can be fruitfully 

constructed from  the indicators in a way which allows us to differentiate between 

countries.

There is a second, technical, reason why the exploraton^ nature o f  this analysis is 

im portant. This relates to the theoretical differences between principal com ponents 

analysis and another verjf similar technique, factor analysis. Both o f these m ethods share 

broad similarities bu t there are im portant differences between them. Relevant to the 

current point is the fact that factor analysis assumes an underlying causal, theoretical 

model. This m odel assumes that each variable in the dataset can be expressed as a linear 

com bination o f hypothetical unobserv^able com m on factors plus a factor unique to  tiiat 

variable. This stands in contrast to PCA which makes no causal assumptions about the 

underlying structure o f  the data and where the emphasis instead lies on expressing each 

principal com ponent in terms o f linear combinations o f the individual variables (Lewis- 

Beck 1994). As the purpose o f  our analysis at this point is explorator}^ and our analytic 

concerns do no t require or justify the im position o f a causal m odel on the set o f  indicators, 

PCA seems the m ore appropriate m ethodology for reducing our vector space.
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However, in this instance straightforward PCA would be methodologically 

inappropriate given the nature o f  the data to be analysed. The variables here are no t scale 

variables but rather ordinal variables, taking values from  1 to 3, corresponding generally to 

‘low ’, ‘m edium ’ and ‘high’. Standard PCA assumes multivariate normality in the variables 

used (Lewis-Beck 1994), bu t categorical and ordinal variables, such as we have here, violate 

that assumption. MCA is a technique applicable to categorical/ordinal data that produces 

results analogous to PCA by analysing the correspondences between rows and columns in 

a data matrix.

The technique is descriptive and exploratory, providing a geometric m odel o f the data 

which summarises relationships between the variables; thus MCA can be thought o f as the 

counterpart o f PCA for categorical variables (Le Roux and Rouanet 2004, 180). W hereas in 

standard PCA the quality o f  a solution is affected by sample size (though see MacCallum et 

al. 1999 w ho maintain that the effect o f  sample size is mediated by other considerations o f  

'high communaHties' and 'overdetermination') in correspondence analysis sample size is no t 

relevant to the construction o f  the map charting the relationships between variables 

(Greenacre and Blasius 2006, 14). A key concept in MCA is that o f ‘inertia’, which is 

essentially the same as ‘variance’ in the context o f  PCA, and so the m ore inertia explained 

by the MCA solution the better a fit that solution is. Inertia is closelv related to the Chi- 

square statistic for goodness o f  fit. The formula for that statistic holds that the expected 

frequencies in a table are equal to the respective colum n total times the row total, divided 

by the grand total o f  frequencies (assuming complete independence o f rows and columns); 

any deviations from  these expected values'*^ will contribute to the overall Chi-square 

(StatSoft 2002). Inertia is formally defmed (Greenacre and Blasius 2006, 13) as

Inertia — Chi-square j

and so MCA can be tliought o f as a m ethod for decom posing the overall Chi-square 

statistic by identifying a low-dimensional space in which the deviations from  the expected 

values can be represented (StatSoft 2002). For a fuU and comprehensive treatm ent o f 

MCA, its variants, its applications and its mathematical and statistical underpinnings the 

interested reader should see Greenacre and Blasius (2006).

It is im portant to state clearly at the outset the purpose o f  employing this 

metliodolog}' and also to specify some guidelines to  be borne in m ind at those points 

where subjective judgments m ust be made concerning which com ponents a n d /o r  variables 

to retain or drop from  the analyses. We apply MCA to the set o f  indicators for LTR

Expected under the  hypothesis o f  com plete  independence o f  the row and column variables.
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migrants in order to reduce the dimensionality o f our vector space for this migrant 

categor}' and to arrive at a coherent, justifiable, and rationally defensible measure (or set of 

measures) which allows us to discriminate between cases. The MCA analyses conducted 

here are not ends-in-themselves directed towards producing the ‘perfect’ measure, rather 

they sen^e to aid in understanding the structure o f  the data and the relationships between 

the variables with the aim o f  producing a tool with practical utility.

Social scientific measmes o f this nature are unavoidably imperfect insofar as they are 

reHant upon subjective judgments made by the researcher. Seemingly m inor decisions 

concerning where to  place the cut-off point for the retention o f individual principal 

components, for example, or w hether to exclude individual variables as being unfit for 

purpose, may cumulate in ways that substantively affect the sensitivity o f  the index and its 

utility as an instrum ent o f  classification and differentiation (Schmidtiein et al. 2008). 

Bearrig these issues in mind, the indexes o f  LTR conditionality and citizenship 

conditionaHty wiU be tested for external validity as far as possible.

Where variables are seen to contribute littie to our understanding o f conditionality', 

whether because there is no t enough variation between cases or because the variable 

appears to be measuring ‘som ething else’, they uoU be dropped from  subsequent MCA 

analyses. It may be the case tliat a simple eyeballing o f  the variables, and the m anner in 

which the values group across cases, would be sufficient to allow the researcher here to 

choose a suitable set for com bination in an additive index. However, the opacity o f such a 

m ethod renders it undesirable next to  a rationally defensible m ethod such as maximising 

variance explained, by means o f  M C A /N LPC A . Ultimately, however, this exploratory 

m ethod (for it is exploratory', no t confirmatory') is best seen as perform ing a useful 

qualitative check on the set o f  variables we retain for combination in the final additive 

index(es). O ther standard m ethods to assess how variables ‘scale together’ for the purposes 

o f  index construction, Uke Cronbach’s alpha, wiU be used parallel to the MCA analyses to 

aid ir. decisions regarding which indicators to  exclude from  the final indexes.

Cronbach’s alpha is a standard m easure o f internal consistency o f  a scale or index, i.e. 

o f  instrument reliability, in the social sciences (Ibid.). Values o f alpha ranging from  0.72 — 

0.88 have been cited as indicating acceptable to high reliability (John and Benet-M artmez 

2000i. O ther factors beyond the alpha score are relevant for selecting items to be used in 

the Lnstrument and so one m ust also attend to scale length and inter-item correlation 

(Cortina 1993). A scale (index) with a large num ber o f  items wiU have a higher alpha score 

than a shorter scale, but simply adding items to increase putative homogeneity wiU m ean
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the inclusion o f  many redundant items. As alpha can sometimes be high even with low 

inter-item  correlation am ong items, these correlations should also be taken into account in 

choosing which items to include in the index (Ibid.).

Critics o f  alpha point out that it “often reflects no t only general factor saturation but 

also group factor saturation” (Zinbarg et al. 2005, 132), implying that dimensionality o f the 

measure should be assessed separately. Cortina (1993) found that alpha can remain high 

even in the presence o f  multidimensionality, which is undesirable as multidimensional 

scales or indexes do not have an unambiguous interpretation. Alpha can then be used as a 

“confirmatory m easure o f  unidimensionality ... once the existence o f  a single factor has 

been determ ined” (Cortina 1993, 103).

In terms o f  concrete criteria to apply when evaluating the results o f the MCAs there 

are various established approaches one could take. Schmiddein et al. (2008, 1106) identify 

several m ethods used in standard PCA including; 1. Kaiser (1960) criterion, whereby only 

com ponents with eigenvalues greater than one are retained; 2. Percentage o f variance 

explained, whereby a sufficient num ber o f com ponents are retained such that they explain 

a pre-deterinined am ount o f  variance in the data, e.g. 80% in the case o f  the index these 

authors were discussing; 3. Expert choice, whereby a set o f com ponents were retained 

according to whether or no t they facilitated a subjectivelv meaningful set o f subject area 

interpretations, i.e. each com ponent was measuring, in the researcher’s estimation, 

qualitatively differentiable constructs.

In the case o f  MCA, as opposed to standard PCA, eigenvalues are reported as 

‘principal inertias’ and their sum equals the total inertia (a cognate o f ‘variance’ as noted 

above). Parsimonious solutions which explain the greatest percentage o f  inertia will be 

favoured as far as possible. W here solutions appear to be multidimensional, as opposed to 

the m ore desirable unidimensional, graphical techniques will be used to detect potential 

outliers. Obviously if these indicators do indeed tap the same latent construct we would 

expect to find unidimensional solutions that account for the set o f  variables. W here 

multiple dimensions to the data present themselves attem pts wiU be made to account for 

these deviations from  expectations. I f  certain t)"pes o f conditionaHt}? are seen to be 

characterised by multiple dimensions this in itself does no t refute the idea that 

conditionality can be m easured as a coherent latent construct, but suggests perhaps the 

utility o f considering the effects o f  certain variables in isolation to  the proposed summar}' 

measures.
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Some notes on terminology follow. In MCA ‘quality’ is a term  denoting how well a 

point in the vector space is represented by the ;?-dimensional solution specified by the 

researcher. It is similar to  the idea o f ‘communaHty’ in standard PCA analysis, where 

communality refers to the proportion o f variance in a given variable explained by the 

comm on factor(s), with very high communaHties implying very low amounts o f 

unexplained variance in the factor solution (INIacCallum et al. 1999). W hile quality is a 

metric for the overall solution, within each dimension the ‘squared correlation’ metric 

indicates how weU a particular point is represented by that specific dimension, i.e. it can be 

thought o f as a dimension-specific communality metric.

The term ‘loading’ m ost often encountered in factor analysis and standard PCA is 

analogous here to ‘squared correlation’. In standard PCA the extent to which com ponents 

are ‘overdetermined’ increases one’s confidence that the solution generated is reliable, 

where ‘overdeterm ination’ has been defined as the degree to which each factor is clearly 

represented by a sufficient num ber o f  variables; meaning in practice that at least three or 

four variables should have sufficientiy high loadings on the factors and exhibit clear simple 

structure (MacCaUum et al. 1999, 89-90).

In general, the m ost encouraging results would indicate high overall quality for each o f 

the points’®, with a unidimensional solution explaining the greatest part o f  the inertia 

(variance). A t minimum it would be hoped that a unidimensional solution could account 

for at least a majority (>50%) o f  total inertia, while at least two-thirds o f  inertia accounted 

for would constitute a generally more satisfactory solution. In terms o f the quality o f  points 

(i.e. loadings on the principal dimension), a m inimum loading o f  0.4 for at least two o f  the 

three points (categories) per variable wiU be taken as a guideline, representing a better-than- 

average fit.

W b2re th e  so lu t ion  has  b e e n  constra ined  t o  only o n e  d im en s io n  th e n  t h e  overall quality  m etr ic  and  

t h e  scuared correlation m etric  will be  identical.
Sin"ple structure enta ils  th a t  variab les d o  n o t  load highly and s im u lta n eo u s ly  o n  m o r e  th a n  o n e  fac tor .  
W here a point is a r e s p o n s e  ca teg o r y  for a g iven variable.
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3.3.2. MCA Results: Conditionaiity of Long-term residency status

The results o f  the final solutions for each index are presented here; results o f the first 

iteration o f  each MCA analysis, i.e. utilising aU indicators for a given index, are presented in 

the Appendix (A.2) to save space. In order to interpret the results o f the MCA analyses it is 

necessary to know  the abbreviated variable names for each o f  the poHcy indicators that 

were listed in Tables 3.1 - 3.2 earUer. The names o f  the variables recorded in the output 

below were m atched with the policy indicators (a) to (s) in Table 3.3.

The first analysis on all seven indicators for LTR status showed generally poor 

overall quaHt}? for the ‘time employed’ variable, which also had the undesirable quality o f  

being distributed evenly across m ore than one dimension (factor/com ponent), i.e. it is not 

cleanly identified with any single dimension. Similarly, the leng th  o f  application’ variable 

showed poor overall qualit}^ for two o f its response categories, while also being distributed 

across m ore than one dimension. The poor quality o f  these indicators m ade them  

immediate candidates for elimination. A  subsequent analysis o f  the remaining variables 

showed that the first dimension accounts for 55% o f overall inertia in the solution, which 

is to be expected and which further makes a good case for unidimensionaHt}' here. 

However, elimination o f  further variables at this point is not quite so clear cut, with aU 

variables recording high overall qualit)', bu t for a /ji^o-dimensional solution.

Consulting Cronbach’s alpha, a standard means o f  com puting inter-item  correlations 

and a test statistic for the scale form ed from  a set o f variables, we saw that the ‘length o f 

habitual residence’ indicator is in fact poorly correlated with the rest o f  the items and with 

the overall index. In fact, to form  a scale using this variable at aU it was necessary in the 

com putation to reverse the sign o f this variable, as the output results indicate. This 

suggests that this indicator is no t suitable for inclusion in the measure, and indeed overall 

alpha increases to a respectable .80 when this indicator is excluded. The closer the alpha 

value is to 1 the better the items are at measuring a unidimensional construct. We have 

thus excluded three variables as being unsuitable for inclusion in the index. The ‘time 

employed’ variable also has the undesirable statistical quality that it has relatively low 

variance; in fact it has the lowest variance o f all o f  the conditionaUt}' indicators considered 

here (variance =  0.25). The other two excluded variables do no t suffer from  this 

shortcoming, though they do record very few cases in the highest conditionality category 

(i.e. where the indicator takes on the value o f ‘3’) for each variable, see Table 3.3. 

Nonetheless, it may be prudent to test for possible effects o f these excluded indicators 

alongside the conditionality index (see Appendix A.4 for details o f  these models).
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A final MCA analysis o f the remaining four variables indicates broad 

unidimensionality (in the sense that the first com ponent accounts for over half o f the 

inertia/variance) but, som ewhat perplexingly, indicates an im portant second dimension to 

the data (accounting for 33% o f  inertia) with high squared correlations recorded on this 

dimension for the lower response categories o f  three o f these variables. This may be m ore 

comprehensible if  represented visually, and MCA analysis in Stata allows us to plot these 

variables in the reduced, two-dimensional, vector space generated by this last solution.

Table 3.4 — C ronbach’s alpha, set o f LTR-conditionahty indicators
average

i t e m - t e s t  i t e m - r e s t  i n t e r - i t e m
Item Obs Sign co r r e la t io n c o r r e l a t i o n covariance al pha

1chabres 16 _ 0.5724 0.3498 .2868056 0.8027
Ice cresourc 16 + 0.7643 0.5616 .2104167 0.7426
Ici nsure 16 + 0.7637 0.6395 .2368056 0.7200
1cappcost 16 + 0.7625 0.6423 .2395833 0.7210
1ci ntegavc 16 + 0.8193 0.6616 .1909722 0.7004

Test s c a l e .2329167 0.7803

Fig. 3.1 — MCA plot o f  retained LTR conditionalit}^ indicators in two-dimensional space
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rable 3.5 — Two-dim ensional solution for LTR-conditionality index

Categories mass
overal1 
quality %i nert

dimension, 
coord sqcorr

.1
contrib

dimension, 
coord sqcorr

.2
contrib

Icecresourc
1
2
3

0.063
0.016
0.172

1.029
0.778
0.993

0.076
0.156
0.032

1.418
0.417
-0.554

0.926
0.010
0.912

0.126
0.003
0.053

0.612
-4.807
0.214

0.103
0.769
0.082

0.023
0.361
0.008

lei nsure
1
2
3

0.172
0.063
0.016

1.018
1.012
0.900

0.037
0.049
0.043

0.613
-1.169
-2.068

0.977
0.974
0.858

0.065
0.085
0.067

-0.162
0.298
0.593

0.041
0.038
0.042

0.005
0.006
0.005

Icappcost
1
2
3

0.016
0.141
0.094

0.778
0.887
0.907

0.156
0.081
0.116

0.417
0.897
-1.416

0.010
0.775
0.902

0.003
0.113
0.188

-4.807
0.441
0.140

0.769
0.112
0.005

0.361
0.027
0.002

lei ntegavc
1
2
3

0.125
0.063
0.063

0.891
0.946
0.922

0.089
0.056
0.109

0.980
-0.298
-1.662

0.749
0.055
0.883

0.120
0.006
0.173

0.552
-1.555
0.450

0.142
0.892
0.039

0.038
0.151
0.013

Dimension
pri nci pal 
inertia percent

cumu1
percent

dim 1 .3424706 55.62 55.62
dim 2 .2046437 33.24 88.86
dim 3 .0013257 0.22 89.07
Total .6157168 100.00
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Fig. 3.1 shows the relationship o f  the four remaining indicators to the two dimensions 

o f the MCA solution. Across the top o f the diagram we see the first dimension increasing, 

from  right to left, in a m anner which can be readily interpreted as recording increasing 

conditionality o f attaining LTR stams. The second, vertical dimension, seems to be driven 

almost entirely by two response categories: the lowest-conditionaHty (‘1’) response category 

for the ‘application cost’ indicator; and the medium-conditionality (‘2 ’) response categorj^ 

for the ‘economic resources requirem ent’ indicator. A quick glance at the distribution o f 

cases across the response categories reveals that bo th  o f  these responses occur only once 

and that furtherm ore they bo th  occur for the same case, Denm ark. So the second 

dimension o f  this MCA solution is being driven almost entirely by the oudying case o f 

Denmark. H ow  to interpret this?

It is firsdy not the case that D enm ark is ‘extreme’ in any o f its recorded values. 

Looking at the additive index to  be derived by combining these four variables D enm ark 

records a low value o f 6 on an index which ranges from  a theoretical m inim um  o f 4 to a 

maximum score o f  12. As a variance-maximising technique, the type o f analysis conducted 

here seeks merely to best represent the variation between indicators in a low-dimensional 

space. Denm ark, in this context, is indeed highly ‘variant’ insofar as it records unique 

responses for two o f the indicators being examined. However, on a substantive level it is 

no t unique and exhibits merely a low (but no t the lowest possible) level o f conditionality. 

Mathematically the MCA solution is correctly accounting for D enm ark’s putative 

difference, bu t this solution does no t cohere with w hat we know already to be the case. 

Excluding D enm ark and reanalysing would seem to convincingly confirm  this 

interpretation, with the first dimension accounting for over 92%  o f  inertia (variance) in the 

data, and with aU points recording ver}' high overall quaHt}'. D enm ark’s misclassification in 

the MCA analysis can be represented graphically, see Fig. 3.2 below, in a simple scatter o f 

the four-item additive index against the weighted^^ two-dimensional composite index 

(generated in the MCA).^'

The exploratory' MCA analyses conducted here have ser\^ed their function as a 

qualitative check on the justifiabilit}f o f  com bining these variables in a single additive 

measure. As noted earlier this additive m easure records a respectable .80 value for

D im ensio ns  w e ig h te d  according  t o  th e  proportion  o f  overall  inertia exp la in ed  by t h e  so lu t ion  ( se e  e .g .  
Schm idtle in  e t  al. 2 0 0 8  or D ecan q  and Lugo 2 0 0 9  for  similar a p p ro a c h e s  a d o p te d  in standard PCA.).

The polarity o f  th e  m e a su r e  g e n e r a te d  by t h e  MCA w a s  r eversed  by multiplying by -1 t o  aid in 
in terpretation  (i.e. t o  e n su r e  th a t  high v a lu es  imply high condit ionality ,  as in t h e  additive  index) and th is  
a d ju s tm e n t  is m ere ly  for p r esen ta t io n a l  p u rp o ses ,  with no  e f fe c t  on  t h e  su b s ta n t iv e  m e a n in g  o f  t h e  

index.
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Cronbach’s alpha. The correlation between the final index and the index that would have 

been constructed by simply adding together all available seven indicators for this migrant 

category is high (.90). This indicates that we have lost little o f  the inform ation in the data 

by excluding those variables deemed unacceptable insofar as they do no t fit with the 

unidim ensional framework adopted here. For deploym ent in the later analytical models we 

subtracted 4 from  the theoretical variable running from  4 to 12 so as to orient the 

empirical m inim um  o f the variable with the origin (‘0’) to aid interpretation.

Fig. 3.2 — Scatter o f additive LTR index vs. 2-dimensional composite index

X  T -  
<D T3 c
<U
>

Eo>

tr
I -
— I CD H

► AUS

•  see

•  GER »FR A

•  SUI

»ITA •  NOR

•  BIEfE

(DEN

• < t  -

“ I-------------------------------------------1------------------------------------------- r

-1 -.5 0 .5
LTR MCA 2-dimensional composite index

133



3.3.3. MCA Results: Conditionality of Citizenship Acquisition

Eight indicators from  the M ipex dataset were deemed potentially relevant to the 

conditionality o f acquiring citizenship status for T C N  migrants, including the averaged 

‘integration conditions’ indicator. A n initial MCA solution indicates that, for this set of 

eight indicators, a two-dimensional solution accounts for just under 50% o f  total inertia, 

with the first dimension accounting for 31.8% o f  total inertia. Three variables (‘max length 

o f application’, ‘cost o f application’, ‘good character clause’) stand out for their lack o f 

clean identification; their loadings (squared correlations) are distributed to a high degree 

across dimensions, and even this two-dimensional representation o f  the vector space does 

not result in high overall quality for these indicators. Consulting Cronbach’s alpha scores 

and inter-item covariances confirms that these indicators fare ver)' poorly at discriminating 

between cases and do not possess sufficient covariation with the other variables to merit 

inclusion in a unidimensional index. (Also, the ‘application cost’ indicator’s sign was 

reversed to have it cohere with the notional ‘scale’ generated in this alpha analysis, 

indicating further unsuitability.)

Excluding these variables, the subsequent MCA analysis — which we constrain to 

generate a one-dimensional solution — indicates that the categories o f the ‘insurance 

requirement variable’ are the ones identified m ost poorly with the single dimension. 

Cronbach’s alpha scores indicate too  that exclusion o f  this variable would im prove overall 

scale reliability (to .727), and so we drop this variable from the final index. A final 

unidimensional representation o f the four remaining indicators accounts for over 70% of 

inertia, and all o f  the variable-category ‘points’ m eet m inim um  acceptable loading standards 

on the fmal dimension.

Table 3.6 — Cronbach’s alpha. Citizenship conditionalit}^ index

average
i t e m - t e s t  i t e m - r e s t  i n t e r - i t e m

Item Obs Sign co r re la t io n c o r r e l a t i  on covari ance alpha

ccres 16 + 0.6146 0.4220 .2111111 0.6899
ccec'esourc 16 + 0.8078 0.5904 .1340278 0.6216
cci nsure 16 + 0.4995 0.3000 .2423611 0.7271
cccrimi nal 16 + 0.7842 0.6285 .15625 0.6073
cci  ntegavc 16 + 0.6878 0.4678 .1833333 0.6724

Test s ca l e .1854167 0.7168
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Table 3.7 — One-dim ensional solution for Citizenship conditionalit\'^ indicators

Categori es mass
o v e r a l1 
quali ty %inert

di mensi on_ 
coord sqcorr

.1
contri  b

ccres
1 0.016 0.708 0.143 3.035 0.708 0.144
2 0.078 0.865 0.021 0.580 0.865 0.026
3 0.156 0.965 0.040 -0 .593 0.965 0.055

ccecresourc
1 0.125 0.548 0.037 0.480 0.548 0.029
2 0.031 0.392 0.053 0.976 0.392 0.030
3 0.094 0.834 0.074 -0 .966 0.834 0.087

cccrimi nal
1 0.031 0.392 0.095 1.304 0.392 0.053
2 0.031 0.733 0.211 2.648 0.733 0.219
3 0.188 0.822 0.070 -0 .659 0.822 0.081

cci  ntegavc
1 0.078 0.843 0.152 1.526 0.843 0.182
2 0.109 0.455 0.044 -0 .508 0.455 0.028
3 0.063 0.769 0.059 -1 .019 0.769 0.065

Dimension
pri nci pal 
i nertia percent

cumu1
percent

dim 1 .2613591 70.44 70.44
dim 2 .0227386 6.13 76.57
dim 3 .0094819 2.56 79.12
dim 4 .0011195 0.30 79.42
Total .3710516 100.00

Predicted scores from  this uniditnensional solution graphed against the additive index 

constructed from  these four indicators dem onstrates visually the broad unidimensional 

agreement between both these m ethods o f dimensionality reduction (Fig. 3.3). N o cases 

are obviously misclassified by the M CA solution, and the correlation between the additive 

measure and the MCA solution is high at .908.^^ There would seem to be clear justification 

for using these variables in an additive measure and the MCA analysis here clearly supports 

this. The correlation between the final index and the index that would have been 

constructed by simply adding together all o f  the indicators for this migrant category is high 

(.91), indicating that litde loss o f  inform ation has resulted from  the exclusion o f  the 

variables deemed lacking in terms o f  unidimensionalit}^ For deploym ent in the later 

analytical models we subtracted 4 from  the theoretical variable running from  4 to 12 so as 

to orient the empirical m inimum  o f the variable with the origin (‘0’) to aid interpretation.

The polar ity  o f  th e  m e a s u re  g e n e ra te d  by th e  MCA w as reve rsed  by multiplying by -1 to  aid in 
in te rp re ta t io n  (i.e. to  e n su re  t h a t  high va lues  imply high conditionality , as in th e  additive index) an d  this 
a d ju s tm e n t  is m ere ly  for  p re sen ta t io n a l  pu rpo ses ,  with  no effect on  th e  su b s tan t iv e  m ean ing  of th e  
index.
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3.3.4. Validity & Reliability

Any attem pt to construct an index for purposes o f  social scientific deploym ent m ust 

have regard to the validity and reliability o f the research instrument. Broadly, validity refers 

to w hether or no t the instrum ent actually measures w hat it purports to, while reliability 

refers to the consistency o f  the m easurem ent procedure. Validity has been conceptualised 

as consisting o f  several different aspects (John and Benet-M artinez 2000):

Face validity; does the proposed instrument appear to measure the 

underlying construct, does it ‘look valid’ on its face, and do the constituent 

items bear at least a superficial relationship to the underlying theon’?;

Content validity: are the items to be used in the construction o f  a measure 

relevant, do they adequately address all facets o f  the theorised construct and 

are they o f  a sufficient technical quality to be useful?;

Construct validity: does the instrument actually correlate with what it set 

out to measure, is it a sati^actorj operationalisation o f the underlying construct, 

and is there a common underh’ing factor to be discerned among the 

instrument’s constiment items?;

External validity: this concerns whether results found using the measure 

can be generalised to other cases or contexts, but is also related to construct 

vaHdit)’ insofar as both can be, at least in part, assessed by means o f  

assessing the correlations o f the instrument with otlier known measures o f  

the construct, though John and Benet-jMarttnez (2000) remark that it is 

difficult to identify' a single criterion o f external validit)’.

W ith regard to conditionaHt}' o f  legal status, we will address each o f  these issues in 

turn with reference to the tables earlier in this chapter listing the pool o f  indicators for 

each index, drawn from  several strands o f the Mipex data in each instance. Firsdy, face 

validity: do the items chosen as relevant to the determ ination o f conditionaUt)? appear on 

their face to relate to the difficult}^ o f  attaining the legal status in question?; does placement 

in specific response categories describing distinct legal situations for a given countr\' make 

it m ore difficult in fact for migrants in that countr)' to attain the legal status in question?; 

and, do these distinct legal situations themselves have implications for migrant povert}'?

A t a glance, the answer to these questions would appear to be: Yes. For example, on 

LTR status the response categories for the ‘econom ic resources requirem ent’ denote 

situations wherein the state imposes one o f  a set o f conditional requirements — o f  a) having 

stable and sufficient means for the applicant and any dependents as well as m eeting other 

possible employment-related criteria, or b) meeting only criteria related to employment 

w ithout having to prove sufficient means, or c) having no obligation to m eet either o f
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these conditions — on migrants, to be fulfilled before the status will be granted. It should 

be uncontroversial to state that the requirement of having a job, which may mean a certain 

kind of job under a certain type of contract depending on how a state implements this 

requirement, poses a greater challenge to the migrant affected by this condition than for a 

migrant living in a countr}^ where no such requirement exists (e.g. Belgium̂ "̂ ).

Finding a job is likely to be more difficult for migrants for a whole host of reasons to 

do with skill levels, people’s attitudes to migrants, the prevailing economic situation, etc. 

Furthermore, the necessity of holding ‘a job’ in order to satisfy state authorities may result 

in trading down on the part of migrants, or labour forcing, and accepting jobs below their 

skill level so as to meet requirements. In addition, the most restrictive requirement in this 

example (a situation found in e.g. Austria^^) demands ‘sufficient means’, placing greater 

demands on migrants where their means, which may be subjectively sufficient, do not meet 

state expectations or definidons of sufficiency.

Similarly, conditions pertaining to integration and testing requirements seem likely to 

render the attainment of LTR status more difficult, where gaining the knowledge in order 

to pass the test may represent a burdensome opportunity cost for migrants who may feel 

that they do not have sufficient time to invest, thus consigning them to a less secure legal 

status. Likewise time-based conditions, around the length of the application procedure or 

the required period of residence in the country' or in employment, prolong existence in a 

more insecure position. This less secure status entails fewer welfare state protections in 

general as well as fewer labour market opportunities in addition to the opportunity 

foregone of building the social networks that integration can entail, with clear implications 

for povert}  ̂outcomes.

Other conditions have more direct costs; application fees may be high, or certain 

insurance requirements (‘all risks’ as opposed to simply ‘sickness’) may be financially 

burdensome or, if income is low, insupportable for a given migrant. When the choice lies 

between purchasing expensive health insurance in order to complete a process at some 

future date, or feeding one’s family today then there are clear qualitative differences in the 

difficulties and obstacles to be overcome before transitioning to a more secure legal status. 

This reasoning applies, mutatis mutandis, to the situation with regard to acquiring citizenship 

status and the individual conditions states impose on doing so. It is important to note that 

while some of the conditions imposed on attaining each status share similar names and are

Mipex 20  
Mipex 2006 data.
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conceptually very close, the pool o f  indicators for each index is separate and so similar 

indicators cannot be seen as redundant, either conceptually or to the m easurem ent process. 

Both statuses may impose, say, economic conditions but, with the requirem ent o f several 

years o f legal/long-term  residence before appKcation for citizenship becom es possible, the 

fulfilment o f any conditions at an earUer point in time is no guarantee that they will remain 

fulfilled several years later, under changed circumstances due to economic fluctuations at 

both  inicro and m acro levels.

O n  the face o f it, then, these indicators appear valid. It also seems reasonable to 

maintain that they have content validity for the concept o f ‘conditionality’ insofar as they 

touch on multiple diverse domains within which states can make demands o f  migrants at 

var)^ing levels o f severity. Unlike early efforts at building indexes in this vein, specifically to 

measure aspects o f citizenship poHcy (e.g. How ard 2005, o f which m ore later), which relied 

heavily on the tem poral aspect, these indicators address other im portant facets alongside 

the temporal, including econoinic, language, cultural, behavioural, prospective, and 

m onetary aspects. In tenns o f the technical qualit}^ criterion o f content vaUdit}  ̂ (John and 

Benet-M artinez 2000), the large expert-driven research team  — comprised o f universities, 

think-tanks, research institutes etc. — providing answers, that were subsequentiy peer 

reviewed by a netw ork o f expert scholars and law practitioners in the field o f  migration, 

supported by a central coordination unit, and with financial support from  a major 

international research funding body, should all inspire confidence that the data recorded in 

Mipex were accurate and o f high quaUt}', at least as m uch as can be hoped for in the social 

sciences.

Given the multiple domains from  which the iadicators are drawn, construct vaHdit}  ̂

and the unidimensionaUty (or otherwise) o f the resulting measure is o f course a relevant 

concern. Is the measure representing a single construct as is intended, or is it actually 

capturing multiple dimensions o f a complex phenom enon, thus necessitating a different 

approach? These issues were addressed earlier in the MCA analysis. A nother concern o f 

construct vaKdity is that the measure is internally consistent, implying that the data are 

hom ogenous and that m easurem ent error is low, and thus that they are sufficientiy 

correlated to scale together usefully; when internal consistency is high this can be taken as 

an indication o f  construct vaUdity^*  ̂ (John and Benet-M artinez 2000).

The last aspect o f construct validit)' concerns w hether the new measure correlates with 

other indicators o f  the same phenom enon. O n  conditionaUt}^ o f  legal status, several

But not other types of validity.
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previous attempts have been m ade to  construct indexes that capture barriers to 

naturalisation, though attem pts to index conditions around residency status specifically 

have been extremely rare. Some o f these indexes wiU be useful for purposes o f assessing 

construct validity and also for external validation o f the indexes o f conditionalit}^ to be 

used in this study. Use o f  these o ther indexes in the project itself is precluded for various 

reasons however, primarily due to missing data on some o f  the cases o f  interest to this 

study, or other developm ents which supersede those indexes or render them  out o f date or 

logically problematic.

In assessing w hether these measures have construct validity we will have recourse to 

the concept o f  convergent validity. This concept is based on the idea that a measure has 

construct validity where it shows a large and statistically significant correlation with other 

measures o f the same construct arrived at using different methodologies (Campbell and 

Fiske 1959). Factor analytic techniques have also been widely deployed in assessing 

w hether measures which should be theoretically similar in fact load on the same latent 

construct (Peter 1981).

O n naturalisation, W aldrauch and Hofinger (1997), How ard (2005) and m ost recendy 

Janoski (2010) have aU compiled indexes o f  one form  or anodier. Janoski (2010) also cites 

other work undertaken bv Geddes, N iessen and others (Geddes et al. 2005) as relevant to 

the indexing o f  naturalisation policies. This work, utilising 2004 data, was in fact the 

precursor to the Mipex project on which our conditionality index is based, using many o f 

the same authors and the same m ethodological approach but for a more limited set o f 

countries and with fewer indicators.

W aldrauch and Hofinger attem pted to  index the Legal Obstacles o f Integration (LOI- 

index) o f  migrants in eight countries o f W estern Europe (Waldrauch and Hofinger 1997). 

Similar to the Mipex index (2007), these authors present different domains pertaining to 

the legal obstacles faced by migrants, with these five domains covering; Residence, Labour 

m arket access. Family reunification, Naturalisation, and Legal status o f the second 

generation.^’ Unlike Mipex, they do no t sum all o f  the domains to  form  a single summar}? 

measiare. Higher scores on this index (running 0-1, bu t which we multiply by 100 to

In terms of comparability to  th e  strict focus adopted  here on th e  conditions  that must be fulfilled 
before a more secure legal status will be granted, th e  index compiled by Waldrauch and Hofinger does  
not provide a perfect analogue. For example, the  'Naturalisation' domain takes as o ne  o f  its indicators 
w/hether or not the  granting of naturalised citizen status is on a 'discretionary basis'. While this is 
descriptive of th e  naturalisation process and may arguably assist us in conceptualising of naturalisation 
in different countries as being broadly 'favourable or unfavourable' this do es  not am ount to a strict 
condition w^hich must be fulfilled before the  legal status is attained. Also, th e  data th ese  authors drew  
on, from 1997, is now  15 years old and may no longer be accurate.
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facilitate comparability) indicate more restrictive legal obstacles, so we would expect a 

positive correlation with our index o f naturalisation conditionality which runs from low to 

high.

Howard’s (2005) index o f citizenship policies runs in the opposite direction (0-6) with 

high values indicating open policies — so we expect a negative correlation with our 

naturalisation conditionalit}' index. He looks at three aspects of citizenship policies for the 

EU-15 (incl. Luxembourg): whether citizenship is afforded by birth (jus soli), whether the 

country facilitates dual citizenship and how long the residency requirement is before 

naturalisation (Howard 2005). Janoski’s (2010, 37) “barrier to nationaHt)^ index” focuses 

specifically on the naturalisation process and ju s soli and comes conceptually closer to the 

citizenship conditionality index used here.^® These indexes share a broad conceptual affinity 

with the citizenship conditionality index used here, without sharing a conceptual identity.

Turning now to residency conditionality, there appear to be very few possibilities to 

attempt external validation of the index. It would appear that Mipex is the only game in 

town for sufficient reliable, cross-national data on the conditions attached to attaining 

long-term residency. It may be useful to assess the relationship between our index and 

both the Geddes et al. (2005) precursor and the 2010 instantiation of Mipex which became 

available in the closing stages o f this research project. As we are interested solely in 

conditionality we do not take the headline Mipex scores for each country nor do we take 

the single aggregated dimension score, ‘Long-term residency’, that seems most relevant to 

our concerns. Rather, we look to one o f the constituent ‘strands’ comprising this 

dimension, the ‘conditions’ strand. There are minor differences of operationaKsation across 

the different instantiations o f Mipex, as the index was developed and refined over time, 

and some o f the questions asked are not the same across time points, though the concepts 

addressed are clearly the same.

The LTR-conditionaHty index used in this study is essentially a reduced form of the 

LTR ‘conditions’ strand of Mipex 2006-07 — reduced to the set o f indicators that were 

found to best discriminate between our cases and which possessed satisfactory internal 

reliability — and it is questionable whether correlation tests on an index with itself at a 

different time point amounts to an external ‘validation’ o f said index. However, the identical

58 Janoski's 12 requirements are: 1) good conduct, 2) willingness to  integrate, 3) language skills, 4) dual 
nationality, 5) application complexity, 6) application fees ,  7) state  discretion, 8) residency requirements,  
9) ju s  sanguin is  law preventingyus so li naturalisation o f  children, 10) ju s  sangu in is  concerning children 
of parents born in country (double ju s  soli), 11) w om en  allowed to maintain citizenship after marrying a 
foreigner, 12) mothers when married to  a foreigner being able to  transfer citizenship to their children 
(Janoski 2010, 37).
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theoretical basis o f the measures allows us to expect convergent validity and to ensure that 

the reduced index generated from  the fuU set o f  available indicators is neither 

misreDresentative o f  the situation those data represent nor simply a sui generis artefact o f the 

m easurem ent and indicator-selection process. The LTR-conditionality index will be 

correlated below with the fuU scores for the ‘conditions’ strand o f  the ‘Long-term  

residence’ dimension o f  Mipex for the 2010 data collection period, the 2006 data collection 

period, and the 2004 data used in the Geddes et al. (2005) smdy.

Beyond the Mipex project, W aldtauch and Hofinger (1997) come closest to providing 

relevant inform ation w ith their ‘Residence’ dom ain though this inform ation is dated. The 

score for the ‘Residence’ dom ain is com prised o f  two sub-domains for ‘Umited’ and 

‘setdem ent’ residence permits, analogous to the distinction made here between ‘tem porary’ 

and ‘LTR’ residence status, bu t the indicators that comprise each sub-dom ain do not 

readily fit into the conceptual category o f  ‘conditions’. As we cannot be sure o f the 

weighting applied to  the two sub-domains here we do not look at the separate scores for 

‘settlement’ residence perm its and ‘Hmited’ ones, even though this may be m ore in line with 

our analytic concerns.

Tables 3.8 and 3.9 present index scores for each o f  the indexes m entioned above. 

Table 3.10 displays correlations between the citizenship conditionaHt\^ index and the three 

external measures in the first column. The table shows that the index o f  citizenship 

conditionality is significantiy correlated with each o f the other measures with all 

correlations running in the expected directions. Despite the age o f  some o f  the data used 

for the other measures, aU the indexes are clearly strongly correlated.

The next table (3.11) shows correlations among the LTR-conditionality index and 

similar measures. The expected positive correlation with the W aldrauch and Hofinger 

index is no t significant. The LTR index is very highly correlated in the expected direction 

with the ‘conditions’ strand o f Ivlipex 2006, from  which it is drawn, indicating that it is no t 

misrepresentative o f those data, and is also correlated significantiy with the Mipex 2010 

data, though to a lesser degree, due to policy shifts in the inter\^ening four years.

Length o f  residency requirem ent (before granting o f  m ore secure status) w as an essen tia l com p on en t 
of the w eighting sch em e applied by th ese  authors in th e  calculation of this dom ain. H ow ever, since that 
tim e the EU has passed Council Directive 2003/109/E C  concerning th e  status o f third-country nationals 
w ho are long-term  residents. This directive se ts  a 5-year residency period (continuous legal residence) 
as the legal maximum for TCNs, after which tim e long-term  residency m ust be recognised , subject to  th e  
migrant m eeting so m e other conditions concerning stable resources etc ., (and also subject to  th e  
provision that m em b er-states can im pose further integration conditions and may adopt regulations 
m ore favourable to  th e  migrant). This reduces expectations o f detecting a significant correlation  
betw een this m easure and th e  LTR conditionality index used here.
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Table 3.8 — Index raw scores

Case Citcon LOl_nat Howard Janoski
AUS 7 68 0 87
BEL 1 49 6 38
DEN 8 1 75
FIN 6 49 3 74
FRA 6 6 50
GER 8 78 3 47
GRE 5 a 2 a

IRE 3 a 6 22
ITA 6 2 49
NED 5 38 6 49
NOR 5 a 69
POR 2 4 a

SPA 5 0 36
SUI 8 72 99
SWE 1 49 4 59
UK 4 43 6 16

Table 3.9 — M ore index raw scores

Case LTRcon LOi_res Geddes04 Mi pex06 Mi pexlO
AUS 8 79 1.8 21 38
BEL 1 31 2.4 80 88
DEN 2 a 2.6 77 33
FIN 3 40 2.2 70 50
FRA 6 1.8 19 46
GER 6 59 1.6 24 8
GRE 7 1.6 24 22
IRE 1 2.2 90 50
ITA 4 a 2.2 60 73
NED 7 48 2.2 33 47
NOR 4 50 44
POR 3 a 2.2 70 53
SPA 1 2.2 90 88
SUI 5 69 a 46 13
SWE 3 29 2.2 70 50
UK 1 75 2.4 80 17
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Table 3.10 - External validm- o f Citizenship Conditionality' index

1 CitCon LOI nat Howard Janoski

CitCon
LOI_nat
Howard

Janoski

1
1 1.0000 
1 0.6847*
1 -0.5296*
1 0.5519**

1.0000 
-0.7261* 
0.5332

1.0000
-0.5918** 1.0000

* * p < . 0 5 , * P < . 1 0

The LTR index is also highly correlated with G eddes’ Mipex precvirsor, utilising data 

from  two years previously- This is further encouraging insofar as it can be taken as an 

indication that the conditionaHt}' index for 2006 is also relevant to the years preceding 

measurem ent o f this index. While the index wiU be appUed later to the analysis o f cross- 

sectional data it can not, o f  course, be assumed that cause and effect are instantaneous. 

The high correlation here with temporally antecedent data nods in the direction o f  this 

dynamic conceptualisation and acts as something o f  a buttress against some o f the obvious 

deficiencies o f  cross-sectional data.

A final means o f  assessing convergent validity concerns w hether similar measures are 

all seen to load highly on the same factor, giving us confidence that indi\tidual indexes are 

in fact all tapping the same underlying latent construct. In  a factor analysis (table not 

shown) on the four citizenship indexes, a single unrotated factor solution was seen to 

account for 87.7% o f  variance in the measures; only one factor recorded an eigenvalue 

greater than one and all factor loadings were between 0.63-0.97. Similarly, in a factor 

analysis (table not shown) on the five LTR indexes, a single unrotated factor solution was 

seen to account for 81.3% o f  variance in the measures; only one factor recorded an 

eigenvalue greater than one and aU factor loadings were between 0.60-0.96. These results 

are m ost encouraging and this seeming convergence o f the measures around the underlying 

theonsed constructs in each case gives us confidence that the measures are indeed valid.

Table 3.11 - External validity o f  LTR-conditionalit\^ index

1 LTRcon LOI res Geddes04 Mipex06 MipexlO
1

LTRcon 1 
LOI res | 

Geddes04 | 
Mipex06 1 
MipexlO 1

1.0000 
0.4170 

-0.7684** 
-0.9637** 
-0.4421*

1.0000
-0.4064
-0.4804
-0.7299**

1.0000
0.8192**
0.4218

1.0000
0.4933* 1.0000

* * p < . 0 5 ,  * p < . 1 0
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3.4. Construction of Welfare Generosity Index

Having constructed the indexes o f status conditionality we can now begin to explore 

the relationship between conditionality and the generosity o f  state welfare systems. 

However, in order to do this we need a measure which captures the relative differences in 

the expansiveness o f  welfare effort or welfare generosity across countries. As we are 

primarily interested in the work-welfare nexus as mediated by conditionality and legal 

status, and its effect on TC N  povert}^ outcomes, a focus on welfare supports direcdy 

associated with loss o f  em ploym ent seems appropriate. Focusing on other aspects such as 

pensions may be inappropriate when the focus is specifically on migrants given their often 

incom plete w ork histories and sometimes tenuous labour m arket attachm ents which would 

iTiilitate against the full enjoym ent o f benefits accorded on a contributor}^ basis over time 

(Dorr and Faist 1997).

Scruggs and Allan (2006a, 2006b) have, in their replications and extensions o f  Esping- 

A ndersen’s (1990) decomm odification index, produced a measure capturing the relative 

differences in unem ploym ent benefit generosit)" (in 2000) for a set o f  O E C D  countries on 

the basis o f  empirical data in five areas: replacem ent rates, the duration o f  benefits, the 

qualifying conditions that apply to receipt o f  those benefits, waiting days that may be 

im posed before claimants receive benefits, and the percentage o f the population covered 

by the benefits in question. Unfortunately, however, these authors do no t address 

themselves to aU o f  the countries in this study. Specifically, they om it consideration o f 

Greece, Portugal and Spain, making it difficult for us to arrive at a clear sense o f  how 

benefit generosity and the conditionaHt}" o f migrant legal statuses may be inter-related.

However, applying the methodology employed by these authors to m ore recent and 

readily available data on the five empirical areas m entioned above, it is possible to 

reconstruct the benefit generosit)' index to include the three om itted countries. The 

reconstructed index also entails the added advantage o f  being somewhat m ore up-to-date 

than the authors’ original index, as the data used are m ore current.^® To reconstruct the 

index, and for purposes o f  consistency and comparabilit}^ the Scruggs-AUan approach was

It is a c k n o w le d g e d  th a t  e v en  m o re  r ecen t  data  w ou ld  have  b e e n  desirable  and a lso  th a t  this is n o t  th e  
only  w a y  that  this variab le  could  be o p erat ion a lised .  S o m e  a lternative  o p era t io n a li sa t io n s  w e r e  in fact  
utilised in th e  analysis o f  th e  m icrodata ,  s e e  t h e  Appendix  (A.5). Other  opera t io n a lisa t io n s  m ay be  
equally  valid and d if ferent  op era t io n a lisa t io n s  m ay b e  m o r e  appropria te  for  specific  su b-group s  o f  

m igrants,  a task which fu tu re  research  might exp lore .  Also, w h ile  all a sp e c t s  o f  a w e lfa re  s ta te 's  
su p p o rts  m ay n o t  be  p e r fe c t ly  corre la ted  it rem ains t h e  c a se  th a t  t h e y  are freq uent ly  and posit ive ly  
correla ted  n o n e t h e le s s  (Scruggs and Allan 2 0 06a) .
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followed as closely as possible. W hile Scruggs and AHan were interested in generating 

benefit generosity scores across three different programs, i.e. unem ploym ent, sickness and 

pension benefits, the focus here is solely on unem ploym ent benefits. In  their own words, 

the procedure employed operated thusly (Scruggs and AUan 2006b, 891—92):

We created an aggregate generosity score ... using a modified form  o f  the 

procedure used in Esping-Andersen’s (1990) decommodification index.

First, for each program characteristic except insurance coverage, we 

standardized the scores ... after eliminating a few large outliers. To the 

standardized scores for the program replacement rales, we add 2, so that the 

standardized scores range between 0 and 4 (thus, a countn ' with an average 

replacement rate ... is scored 2, the country with the highest replacement 

rate is scored 4, and the countr}’ with the lowest is scored 0). For the other 

characteristics (again, except coverage), we coded countries 1, 2, o r 3: 1 if  the 

score was greater than one standard deviation below the mean, 2 if it was 

within one standard de^aation o f  the mean, and 3 if it was greater than 1 

standard dex-iatiDn above the mean. In aD cases, coding accords the more 

generous condition— e.g., shorter wait, longer duration, or shorter qualifying 

period— a higher score. ...

Tlie benefit generosity’ score for each program is the sum o f the four 

characteristic scores for each program multiplied by the coverage rate for 

that program. However, to  reflect its greater presumptive im portance, we 

doubled the replacement rate scores when computing the unem ployment ... 

benefit [score]. Thus ... the unemployment ... benefit score is equal to (with 

score ranges in parentlieses);

[2 X Replacem ent rate score (0 to 8) + benefit duration score (1 to 3) + 

benefit qualification period score (1 to 3) + w aiting period score 

( l t o 3 ) ]  X Insurance coverage ratio (in labor force).

D ata were collected from  several sources: the O E C D  (O EC D  2004a; O E C D  2009b), 

the International Social Security Association (ISSA 2008), and the m ost recendy updated 

data from  the Scruggs dataset on welfare state entidem ents made available on that author’s 

website^’ (Scruggs 2004). The raw data used to com pute the updated unem ploym ent 

benefit generosity index are presented in the annotated table below.

http://sp.uconn.edu/~scruggs/wp.htm
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Table 3.12: Raw data for unemployment benefit generosity index recalculation

Country
Replacement 

Rate (%)
Duration
(weeks)

Qualification
Period

(weeksf~
Waiting 

Period (days)
Population 

Coverage Ratio
AUS 55 30 156 0 .666
BEL 6SJ noni'^ 78 0

o00

D E N 59.4 208 52 0 .826
FIN 57.4 100 43 7 .738
FR .\ 70.1 130 61 7 .587
GER 60 52 104 0 .696
G RE“ 48 44 48 6 .680
i r e “ 29 65 39 3 1.00
ITA 45.1 26 104 0 .462®'
N E D 78.1 104 208 0 .888
N O R 64.6 156 4 3 .932
PO R“ 78 192 90 0 .752
SPA® 69 144 432 0 .702
SUI 72.2 30 26 5 .840™
SWE 74.8 60 52 5 .846
UK 18.5 26 10 3 .856
Mean 59.06 91.13 71.67 2.44 .769
S.D. 16.98 62.08 54.75 2.78 .136
Lo-cut 42.08 29.05 16.92 0 -

Hi-cut 76.04 120.18 126.42 5.22 -
Sources: ISSA 2008; O EC D  2004, 2005, 2009; Scruggs 2004. See individual footnotes for further detail.

Mean and std. dev. here w ere  calculated excluding the  extrem e outlier value for Spain, in line with 
Scruggs and Allan's approach (2006b). Spain was coded the  highest value of '3 ' on this characteristic for 
purposes of index calculation (see next table). The value recorded here is indeed very high, but is not 
erroneous,  as it is calculated for the  maximum  possible benefit, assuming a fully-insured 40 year old 
worker, in line with Scruggs and Allan's (2006b, fn. 8) assumption in their original work using this data.

Belgium applies no limit to  the  duration of this benefit (Scruggs 2004); it was coded the  highest (most 
generous) value of '3' on this characteristic for purposes of index calculation (see next table).

While this is drawn also from th e  Scruggs (2004) dataset,  the  latest Belgian data is for 1999.
Replacement rate data drawn from (OECD 2004a); qualification period data from (ISSA 2008); 

Coverage ratio data is an estim ate using data from (OECD 2004b) to  exclude self-employed persons 
from the  total labour force as per (ISSA 2008) which indicates th a t  such persons do not qualify for this 
benefit under  the  Greek system.

Coverage ratio adjusted from 1.044 to  1. The impossible situation of more than 100% of the  
population being covered by a welfare benefit arises in the  data here only because Scruggs and Allan 
rely on "estimates" of coverage rates from a variety of different data sources for various countries 
(Scruggs and Allan 2006b, 58).

Bizarrely, the  Scruggs (2004) datase t  only contains coverage ratio data for Italy from 1980.
Replacement rate data drawn from (OECD 2004a); qualification period data  from (ISSA 2008); 

Coverage ratio data is an es tim ate  using data from (OECD 2004b) to  exclude self-employed persons 
from the  tota l labour force as per (ISSA 2008) which indicates th a t  such persons do not qualify for this 
benefit under  th e  Portuguese system.

Replacement rate data drawn from (OECD 2004a); qualification period data  from (ISSA 2008); 
Coverage ratio data is an es tim ate  using data from (OECD 2004b) to  exclude self-employed persons and 
using (OECD 2009b) data to  also exclude public sector workers from th e  tota l labour force as per (ISSA 
2008) which indicates tha t  such persons do not qualify for this benefit under the  Spanish system.

While this Is drawn from the  Scruggs (2004) dataset,  the  latest Swiss data available is for 2000.

147



Table 3.13; Standardised scores and score-brackets used in recalculation o f

Unem ploym ent Benefit Generosity Index, with final Index scores

Country
Replacement 
Rate (OA) Duration (1-3)

Qualification
Period

Waiting Period 
(1-3f-

Benefit
Generosity
Index

AUS 1.76 2 1 3 6.34
BEL 2.39 3 2 3 10.74
D E N 2.02 3 2 3 9.95
FIN 1.90 2 2 1 6.50
FRA 2.65 2 2 1 6.05
G E R 2.06 2 2 3 7.73
G R E 1.35 2 2 1 5.23
IRE 0.23 2 2 2 6.46
ITA 1.17 1 2 3 3.86
N E D 3.12 2 1 3 10.87
N O R 2.33 3 3 2 11.79
PO R 3.12 3 2 3 10.70
SPA 2.59 2 1 3 7.84
SUI 2.77 2 2 2 9.70
SWE 2.92 2 2 2 10.03

0 1 3 2 5.14
Source: author’s own calculations using Scruggs-AUan formula, on basis o f data presented in preceding table.

W here it was the case that standard deviation scores did no t exceed -1 or +1 deviation 

around the mean the value o f ‘1’ was assigned to those cases recording the ininimum 

standardised score and the value o f  ‘3’ was assigned to those cases recording the maximum 

standardised score, in line with the Scruggs-AIlan (2006) approach. W here characteristics 

like the qualification period or the benefit duration varied according to the age o f the 

recipient, or the niim ber o f social insurance contributions paid etc., it was assumed — again 

in line with the Scruggs-AUan approach (2006b, fn. 8) -  that the recipient was in aU cases a 

fuUy-insured 40 year old worker. Replacem ent rate data for aU o f the original European 

countries in the Scruggs-AUan index were drawn from  Scruggs’ (2004) dataset and pertain 

to 2002 (unless otherwise indicated); replacem ent rate data for Greece, Portugal and Spain

Scoring reversed here as high score im plies less generosity  (Scruggs and Allan 2006b, 59); countries 
with shortest qualification period, e.g. Norway, are m ost generous and so receive high score o f '3'.

Scoring reversed here as high score im plies less generosity  (Scruggs and Allan 2006b, 59). See  
im m ediately previous foo tn o te .

UK value for replacem ent rate here adjusted from  -0 .38 to  0 as a negative value w ould not make 
conceptual sen se . This adjustm ent d oes not affect th e  rela tive  d ifferences b etw een  th e  cases and 
retains th e  UK's position at th e  bottom  o f th e  league in term s o f replacem ent rate generosity.
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were drawn from  O E C D  (2004) and, again in line with the Scruggs-Allan approach, pertain 

to a single person with no children earning 100% o f  the Average Productive W orker wage 

in 2004.

The theoretical maximum score on the index, assuming a 100% coverage rate and a 

100% replacem ent rate with maximum scores on all other characteristics, is 17 points. The 

m ean score for the updated Benefit Generosity Index (BGI) was 8.06 with a standard 

deviation o f  2.48. The empirical minimum value was 3.86 (Italy) and the m aximum  was 

11.79 (Norway). The correlation with the Scruggs and AUan (2006a, 892) unem ploym ent 

benefit generosity index in 2000 (for the original 13 cases) is 0.827 (p<.001), indicating 

broad congruitj? although also indicating some shifting o f generosity on unem ploym ent 

benefit over the short period o f  time that separates the original index and the updated 

index. Fully ten o f the original thirteen cases show a diminution o f generosity on this 

benefit w hen comparing original and updated indexes; only Germany, Norway and 

Switzerland record an increase in generosity, with Norway recording the biggest increase 

(nearly one point on the scale). The biggest decrease was recorded for Italy, which dropped 

by 4.54 points on the scale.

Though w e  should be cautious In our Interpretation o f  this, given that w e  must rely on replacement  
rate data from 1980.
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3.5. Operationalisation of Variables

3.5.1. Operationalisation of Dependent Variables

Raw values for the level-2 indicators to be used in the analysis, two-way correlations 

for aU variables at both levels o f the analysis, as weU as two-way scatterplots of select 

variables with national TCN povert}' rates’ ,̂ to help sketch the broad outlines of the 

relation o f povert}' to structural and contextual indicators, are presented in the Appendix 

(A.2.4). In order to operationalise material deprivation we foUow Whelan and Maitre’s 

(2007) approach, with one amendment. They formed an 8-point index using indicators 

from the ‘economic strain’ in the set o f EU-SILC’s deprivation items, where this strain 

deals with deprivation relating to the inability to afford (or experiencing the enforced lack 

of) various basic needs. The specific eight items on which deprivation was measured were: 

regular healthy meals, having a car, telephone, PC, or annual one-week holiday, the inabOit}? 

to cope with unexpected expenses, inabilit}^ to adequately warm the home, and ‘arrears 

relating to m ortgage/rent or hire-purchase’. The indicators are mostly binarv' outcomes and 

the index was formed by assigning a score of 1 to those people recording deprivation for 

that indicator and then summing the responses to form an index where higher scores 

indicate greater deprivation.

The methodological advantage of following this approach is that these authors have 

already analysed and assessed the reliability, consistency and loadings of the index 

generated by utilising these items, finding that the items load on a single factor in a 

“homogeneous manner” with a satisfactor}' Cronbach’s alpha score of 0.76 (2007, 157). 

The amendment to this procedure made here entailed dropping one of the items, the 

‘arrears relating to mortgage, rent or hire-purchase’ item, due to data scarcity and 

inconsistency issues.^^

In Whelan and Maitre’s approach this arrears item is taken together as one indicator; 

however in the cross-sectional 2006-07 SILC dataset these data are recorded in two

H eadcount poverty m easure, recording relative incom e poverty.
The specific variables, w ith their cod eb ook  nam es and descriptions, used in th e  construction of th e  7- 

point index are as follow s: [hh050] "Ability to  keep hom e adequately warm"; [hs040] "Capacity to  afford 
paying for o n e  w eek  annual holiday aw ay from home"; [hsOSO] "Capacity to  afford a meal with m eat, 
chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every second  day"; [hsOSO] "Capacity to  face unexpected  
financial expenses"; [hs070] "Do You have a te lep h o n e  (including m obile phone)?"; [hs090] "Do you  
have a com puter?"; [h sllO ] "Do you have a car?" (Eurostat 2006, 92)
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separate indicators (Whelan and Maitre 2007)7^ Furtherm ore, each indicator is 

characterised by severe missing data problems, with 4,835 cases recording missing data for 

the m ortgage arrears item and 14,061 cases recording missing data for the hire-purchase 

item. Given that Cronbach’s alpha for internal reliability barely changes with the exclusion 

o f ‘m ortgage arrears’, and given the obvious undesicabihty o f  losing 20% o f  one’s sample 

(or 59% were the hire-purchase item  to be included), the arrears item  was dropped from  

the index, resulting in a final 7-point index ™

A nother indicator used as a dependent variable is the rela tiv e  in c o m e  p o v erty  

indicator included in the SILC dataset. It describes respondents as ‘in poverty’ (=1) if  they 

earn less than 60% o f  median equivalised disposable income.^^ This indicator categorises 

26.3% o f  the sample as being in poverty. This variable was also used to generate a 

dependent variable — the poverty rate — for use in the macro-level regressions o f  poverty 

rates on country-level determinants (§6.2). A TC N  povert)' rate was generated separately 

for each country; it is the total proportion per countr)? categorised as ‘in poverty’ according 

to this measure in the pooled SILC dataset. As such, these are sample-driven measures 

applicable to the pooled dataset for 2006-07. The samples per country in m ost cases were 

m ore than adequate to arrive at reliable estimates, however some caution should be 

exercised regarding the estimate for Portugal, wliich was generated from  a relatively small 

sample o f  about 300 migrants. It was necessary to  interpolate new data for Germany as 

they do not differentiate by TCN-specific stams in the SILC dataset, and for Switzerland as 

SILC for these years did not include any Swiss data. The Germ an rate was drawn from  a 

report by the Germ an Institute for Econom ic Research (Tucci and W agner 2005, 73).*” 

The Swiss rate was interpolated from  a 2008 report on the foreign population in 

Switzerland by the Office Federal de la Statistique (OFS 2008, 55).®̂

One for 'arrears on mortgages or rent' and the  other for 'arrears on hire-purchase'.
For this sample o f  migrants alpha is 0 .66  including mortgage arrears item and 0.65 excluding the  item. 

^^The EU-SILC 'poverty indicator' in the  dataset(s) is variable hxOSO. The EU-SILC 2 0 0 6 /2 0 0 7  dataset  
documentation defines equivalised disposable income [hx090] as: ((Total disposable household  
income*Within-household non-response inflation factor)/Equivalised household size), or 
((hy020*hy025)/hx050). Equivalised household size is defined by the  formula: [hxOSO = 1+ 0.5 * (HM1 4 + 
-1) + 0.3 * HMi3 _] w here HM1 4 + = number of household m em bers aged 14 and over (at the  end of  
incom e reference period); HM1 3 . = number o f  household m em bers aged 13 or less (at the end o f  income  
reference period). The EU-SILC documentation states that th e  v^^ithin-household non-response inflation 
factor [hy025] is the  factor by which it is necessary to  multiply income to  com pen sate  the non-response  
in individual questionnaires, and that it is "necessary to  correct th e  effect of non-responding individuals 
within a household" otherwise "income o f  individuals not interviewed is not added up into the  total 
household income." (Eurostat 2 0 0 6 ,1 0 8 )

Second column of  figures, Table 2, row labelled 'Foreign nationals'.
Table G3.1.1, averaging the rates for the  tw o  columns labelled 'Turquie et oust des Balkans' and 

'Autres nationalites'.
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The ‘consistent poverty’ measure is essentially a cross-categorisation of both the 

income and deprivation measures. This requires choosing a cut-off point for the 7-poir.t 

deprivation index. In line with the approach taken by Whelan and M a|6re (2007, 158), 

building on the comprehensive analysis of an appropriate threshold undertaken in previous 

research the authors collaborated in which also used SILC data (Maitre, Nolan, and 

Whelan 2006), this threshold was set at three or more (3+) items on the index. The 

measure thus defines ‘consistent povert}'’ (=1) where respondents are categorised as in 

poverty according to the SILC income measure and simultaneously record a value of 3-I

on the 7-point index o f deprivation. This indicator categorises 14% of the sample as being 

in consistent poverty.

Another dependent variable in the analysis concerns ‘type o f labour market 

attachment’. To assess this we use the ISCO-88 categorisation of jobs and job t\'pes is 

compiled by the International Labour Organisation (ILO).®" The ILO categorises jobs cn 

the basis o f two dimensions, skill levels and skill specialisation, to group occupations cn 

the basis of the similarity of skills required to fulfil the tasks and duties of the jobs. The 

SILC dataset contains a variable for the ISCO-88 classification, where low values denote 

the most prestigious jobs in societ}" — legislators, corporate managers (value 11 on tte  

variable) — w’hile high values denote low pay, low sldU jobs in the ‘elementan^ occupations’, 

e.g. labourers in mining and transportation (value 93). Conceptually, we can treat this as a 

scale variable, a sort of ‘job desirabilit}' index’, and run a regression model to test how 

different levels o f conditionality affect the sorts o f jobs migrants hold. Where higher 

conditionality predicts higher values on the index, controlling for other likely determinarts 

o f holding a poor job, then tliis can be interpreted as evidence in support o f the laboir 

forcing accoimt theorised here. Those sending in the armed forces®  ̂ are excluded from 

analysis in the regression models.

Finally, a binar)' variable capturing whether a migrant has naturalised or not in tie 

host-countr}^ is the indicator used to model legal status transitions.

3.5.2. Level-2 Independent Variables

The variables to be used in the multilevel analysis and the data sources are listed 

below, in the order they appear in the analysis. The shortened variable names as used in tie

ISCO: International Standard Classification o f  O ccupations .  S ee  
h t t p : / /w w w . i lo .o r g /p u b l ic /e n g l i s h /b u r e a u /s t a t / i s c o / i s c o 8 8 / ln d e x .h t m  

Variable plOSO in t h e  SILC data  = 01 .
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analysis dataset are given in square brackets — [ ] — after full name o f the variable in 

question. Centred variables in the dataset share the same names with the addition o f the 

suffix ‘_ c \

Long-term Residency Conditionality[ltrcon]: author’s own calculations, see §3.3.2.

The theoretical role of this variable has been outlined in Chapter 2 above.

Citizenship Conditionality [citcon]: author’s own calculations, see §3.3.3.

The theoretical role of this variable has been outlined in Chapter 2 above.

Welfare Benefit Generosity (2002) [bga]: author’s own calculations, see §3.4. 

Theoretically, and in line with conventional views on the relationship of welfare effort to 

poverty (e.g. Kenworthy 1999), we expect more welfare to be associated with less poverty, 

but specifically that this effect will be moderated by the level o f conditionality attached to 

rights-granting (i.e. LTR) legal status for TCN migrants.

Labour Market Flexibility [EPL]: this variable is a measure o f the degree of 

flexibility in a country’s labour market. As noted earlier, the “degree of regulation over 

labour market entry” has been identified as a significant factor with implications both for 

migrant incorporation into state institutions and for their povert)' outcomes (Carmel, 

Ceraini, and Papadopoulos 2011, 248). Rigid and inflexible labour markets are likely to 

work to the detriment of outsiders, especiallv migrants, thus predicting higher poverty. 

Labour market flexibility is operationalised as the degree of strictness o f that countr^^’s 

employment protection legislation [EPL] as captured in the OECD EPL index Version I**"* 

pertaining to 2003 (OECD 2004c, 117). The index draws on data from three main areas to 

produce an index where higher values indicate more extensive levels of protection (i.e. a 

less flexible labour market).

The three main areas the index takes account o f are as follows: protections against 

individual dismissals; requirements for collective dismissals; and the regxilation of 

temporar)^ forms of employment (OECD 2004c). In countries with highly flexible labour 

markets we might expect this liberal approach to employment law to be correlated with an 

equally liberal approach to the laws and regulations concerning migrant access to residency, 

and thus social, rights. It might equally well be the case, however, that countries with highly 

flexible labour markets have less need, or only short-term need, for migrant labour and 

thus impose high levels o f conditionality on migrants seeking more secure stamses, and the 

rights that accompany such statuses. It may similarly be reasonable to expect that countries

Version 1 differs from Version 2 only insofar as it is m ore restrictive, and hence a m ore conservative  
m easure. The correlation b etw een  both versions is 0 .98.
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imposing high levels of employment protections on their labour markets would also be 

likely to protect workers from the encroachments of migrant labour on the market. 

Whatever direction the relationship runs is a matter for empirical determination later.

Unemployment rate (2005) [unempOS]: This variable captures the unemployment 

rate of the civilian population overall for the year preceding collection of our microdata, i.e. 

2005. As individuals experience a loss of income due to unemployment, and because real 

wages often decline during economic downturns, the natviral theoretical expectation is that 

higher rates of unemployment will be correlated with higher levels of poverty (MoUer et al. 

2003\ Data are taken from OECD in Figures 2007 (OECD 2007, 36—37); in the pooled 

cross-sectional OLS analysis data relevant to the set of observations for 2004 (i.e. 2003 

data) were taken from a similar report (OECD 2004b, 20—21).

Anti-migrant sentiment [migsbad02; migsbad06]: High levels of anti-migrant 

attitudes are likely to result in greater discrimination against migrants, leading to greater 

socia’ distance in a way that impacts hiring decisions and thus results in greater poverty 

(DeVoretz and Pivnenko 2005). Also, greater social distance reduces the scope for 

migrants to exploit the weak ties of social networks that help to disseminate information 

abou: opportunities in the labour market (Granovetter 1973). To gauge the extent to which 

native populations in our countries of interest express negative sentiments towards migrant 

populations we have recourse to directly collected, first-hand survey data in the form of the 

European Social Survey (ESS). This sur\^ey has been conducted most recendy in 2006 and 

2002 and the sur\^ey draws on respondents in many EU member states as well as some 

European non-EU states.*  ̂ The 2006 version contained no relevant data for three 

countries of interest to this project, Greece, Italy, Switzerland, so data was interpolated for 

these countries from the 2002 sur\^ey.

Many questions asked about migration could be interpreted as indicating anti-migrant 

attitudes but, for present purposes, we take a general question which covers broad attitudes 

that Jidi\tiduals might hold towards migrants, whether due to economic, cultural or other 

concerns. The question wording was as follows: “Is [covintn?] made a worse or a better 

place to Hve by people coming to live here from other covintries?”, with respondents asked 

to respond on a scale from 0 to 10 where ‘0’ corresponds to Worse place to Live’ and ‘10’

From th e  official w ebsite ,  www.europeansocialsurvey.org : "The ESS is an academically-driven social 
surve/ designed to chart and explain th e  interaction betw een  Europe's changing institutions and the  
attitudes, beliefs and behaviour patterns of its diverse p op u la t ion s . ... [T]he survey covers more than 30  
n atio is  and employs the  most rigorous methodologies .  A repeat cross-sectional survey, it has been  
funded through the  European Commission's Framework Programmes, the  European Science Foundation 
and rational funding bodies in each country."
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corresponds to ‘Better place to live’. Recoding this scale into a binar}  ̂ variable such that 

responses 0 through 4 were assigned a value o f ‘1’ and all other responses assigned a value 

of ‘0’ it was possible to determine the proportion o f total respondents in each country 

subscribing to these anti-migrant sentiments (i.e. taking a value o f ‘1’ on the binary recoded 

variable). These proportions were taken as the values for the final indicator. Looking at the 

correlation between the 2002 variable and the 2006 variable utilising only the 13 cases 

available in the latter year reveals that ‘anti-migrant’ sentiment remained more static than 

not from the earlier to the later period. The correlation for these 13 cases at the two time 

points is .78 (p = .002) with only one countrj^ recording an increase o f over 10% in anti

migrant sentiment (Austria: +12.3) and only one country recording a decrease o f over 10% 

(Portugal: -10.3). (Overall change can be summarised as: = -0.228, a — 6.43). For use in

the pooled cross-sectional analysis the 2002 data was used for the 2004 obser\^ations and 

the 2006 data was used for the 2006 obsen^ations.

Security of LTR-status [security]; This is drawn from the ‘security o f status’ 

dimension o f the ‘long-term residency’ strand of the Mipex report for each of our 

countries (Niessen, Huddleston, and Citron 2007). The values on security were originally 

recorded as percentages but these were re-scaled to an 8-point scale by dividing by 100 and 

multiplying by 8 so as to render the index inteUigible alongside the 8-point conditionality 

indexes. The theoretical role of this variable has been outlined in Chapter 2 above.

‘Immigrant Welfare Regim es’: defined in Chapter 4.

3.5.3. Micro-level Independent Variables

AU level-2 independent variables to be used — conditionaHt}' t\"pes, benefit generosity, 

labour market flexibility etc. -  have been defined already. Level-1 independent variables 

drawn from SILC include a range o f standard socio-demograpliic controls: sex; age; 

education level; marital status; employment status; t̂ q̂ e o f household; citizenship status. 

The binary ‘sex’ variable was recoded as follows: females = 1; males = 0. Age was treated 

as three broad binary categories of roughly equal number o f years (vis- a-vis labour market 

active years); 50+ years; 30-49 years (reference category); <30 years (minimum sun^ey age 

16). Age was calculated by subtracting the “Year of birth’ variable [pbl40] from the ‘Year 

o f survey’ variable [pbOlO] then recoding into groups accordingly. Education was recoded
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from  the ‘Highest ISCED level attained’ variable [pe040] which takes 6 distinct values in

the SILC dataset*^ (Eurostat 2006, 162):

0: Pre-primary
1: Primar\' education
2: Lower Secondary education
3: (Upper) Secondar)^ education
4: Post-secondary non tertiary education
5: First stage o f tertiary education (not leading direcdy to an 
advanced research qualification) and second stage o f tertiary 
education (leading to  an advanced research qualification).

These values were recoded into a smaller set o f  binary variables as follows: 0 & 1 —>■

‘Primary'’ category; 2 — > ‘Lower Secondary’; 3 & 4 —> ‘U pper Secondary'’; 5 — *  ‘Tertiary’.

The ‘Tertiary’ category senses as the reference categon^ in aU models.

The recoded binarv' ‘marital status’ variable used in the models simply denotes the

state o f being presentiy m arried (=1) relative to aU others, i.e. those who are Hsted in the

original marital status variable [pbl90] as being Single, Separated, Divorced or Widowed.

Similarly, the recoded ‘single parent’ indicator is coded = 1 if the original ‘household t)'pe’

indicator [hx060] takes the value ‘9’ (i.e. ‘Single parent household, one or more dependent

children’)’’'; accordingly this variable captures the effect o f being a single parent relative to

aU other household t}'pes.

The ‘unem ployed’ indicator is a dummy coded 1 if the respondent reported the value

‘3’ (i.e. ‘Unem ployed’) in the ‘Self-defined current econom ic status’ variable [pl030] and

coded zero otherwise.®* This variable captures the person’s own perception o f their main

"Educational attainment of a person is the highest level of an educational programme the person has 
successfully completed and the study field of this programme. The educational classification to be used 
is the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED 1997) coded according to the seven 
ISCED-97 categories. The basic unit of classification in ISCED-1997 is the educational programme. 
Educational programmes are defined "on the basis of their educational content as an array or sequence 
o f educational activities, which are organised to accomplish a pre-determined objective or a specified 
set of educational tasks". ISCED-1997 provides an improved set of criteria for assigning individual 
programmes to 'levels' of education. The more practical steps for the coding according to ISCED-97 will 
be found in the ISCED-97 manual published by UNESCO in November 1997. The expression 'level 
successfully completed' must be associated with obtaining a certificate or a diploma, when there is a 
certification. In cases where there is no certification, successful completion must be associated with full 
attendance. When determining the highest level, both general and vocational education/training should 
be taken into consideration. Persons who have not completed their studies should be coded according 
to the highest level they have completed ... Value "5" correspond to  usual ISCED values 5 and 6" 
(Eurostat 2006,162).

'Dependent children' defined as: Household members aged 17 or less; Household members aged 
between 18 and 24; economically inactive and living with at least one parent (Eurostat 2006,132).

Accordingly, this variable is evaluated relative to  all non-unemployed respondents, i.e. [from pl030 
description 2006] Working full-time or part-time; Pupil, student, further training, unpaid work 
experience; In retirement or in early retirement or has given up business; Permanently disabled or/and 
unfit to work; In compulsory military community or service; In compulsory military community or 
service; Fulfilling domestic tasks and care responsibilities; Other inactive person (Eurostat 2006).
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activity at present and is related to ‘current’ activity in the sense of the situation obtaining 

on the day of the sur\^ey, thus overriding any concept o f averaging over any specific 

reference period (Eurostat 2006, 173).*^

3.5.4. Other Level-2 Variables used in Exploratory Analysis

These variables are presented in alphabetical order and pertain mostly to the 

explorations of the determinants o f conditionality and o f possibilities for a migrant-specific 

regime typology. As they are utilised here for exploratoty purposes, not aU of these 

variables have or require a theoretical motivation; rather they can be thought o f in many 

cases as descriptive variables that allow us to characterise the nature o f different potential 

migrant-specific welfare regimes. They allow us to assess the elective affinities o f different 

social, econoinic and demographic features of states and thus to understand the contexts 

within which TCNs find themselves. The general approach taken has been to attempt to 

isolate hypothesised determinants of conditionality (at time t, where t = 2006^®), where the 

determinants pertain to time t-1. In other words, the data underpinning our measures of 

the h)'pothesised determinants are aU collected at a time temporally prior to the 

phenomenon of interest (conditionality), in this case 2005 — as far as was empirically 

possible given available data sources.

Decentralisation [decentral]: This binaty variable is derived from the Database of 

Poktical Institutions as compiled by The World Bank (T. Beck et al. 2001). It is a measure of 

the power of state/provincial governments in each o f the countries in our universe of 

cases and thus o f the extent to which political power is decentralised in a state. This 

variable is derived from the ‘STATE’ variable in the DPI, part o f that dataset’s family of 

Federalism variables, which is coded as foUows^’: “0 if neither local executive nor local 

legislature are locally elected. 1 if the executive is appointed, but the legislature elected. 2 if 

they are both locally elected.”

From th e  2 0 0 6  d a ta b a se  description: "It differs from t h e  ILO c o n c e p t  to  t h e  e x te n t  th a t  p e o p le 's  o w n  

p ercep t io n  o f  their  main sta tu s  differs from  t h e  strict def in it ions  u sed  in th e  ILO defin it ions.  For 
in s ta n ce ,  m any p e o p le  w h o  w o u ld  regard t h e m s e lv e s  as  full-t im e s t u d e n t s  or  h o m e m a k e r s  m a y  be  
classif ied as ILO-employed if t h e y  have  a part-tim e job. Similarly, s o m e  p e o p le  w h o  consider  
t h e m s e l v e s  'u n em p lo y e d '  m ay not  m e e t  t h e  strict ILO criteria o f  taking act ive  s t e p s  to  find w ork and  
b e in g  im m ed ia te ly  available." (Eurostat 2 0 0 6 , 1 7 3 )

As t h e  M ipex data on which t h e  c o n stru c ted  condit ionality  in d ex es  are  all based  perta ined  t o  2006 .
From th e  H andbook a cco m p a n y in g  d o w n lo a d  o f  th e  D atabase  o f  Po litica l Institutions 2 0 0 9 , p. 20,  

availab le  at  h t tp : / / s i tereso u rces .w o r ld b a n k .o rg /IN T R E S /R eso u rces /4 6 9 2 3 2 -  
1 1 0 7 4 4 9 5 1 2 7 6 6 /D P I2 0 0 9 _ v a r ia b le _ d e f in i t io n s .p d f  [A ccessed  Sept  16 th  2010 .]
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The handbook goes on to state:

If  there are multiple levels o f  sub-national government, we consider the 

highest level as the “sta te /p ro \’ince” level. Indirecd}' elected state/province 

governments, where directly elected mumcipal bodies elect the 

state/pro\’ince level, are not considered locally elected. Indirecdy elected 

state/pro\dnce governments elected by directly elected state/province 

bodies are considered locally elected. (Ibid.)

For present purposes, we recode the variable into two categories to simplify matters, 

as only one of the cases (Pormgal) takes on a value of ‘0’ in the original coding schema. 

Portugal retains its original value and the countries Finland, Greece, Netherlands, Norway 

and Sweden are recoded from ‘1’ to ‘O’, with all other countries recoded from ‘2’ to ‘1’. 

This variable, then, contrasts those countries where both local executives and legislatures 

are elected, with all of our remaining countries, none of whom elect local executives. It is 

ultimately a measure of the dispersion of political power in a state. Our earlier theoretical 

discussion of stealth-driven processes of rights expansion (Guiraudon 1998) and client 

politics accounts (Freeman 2002) could be construed as competing accounts when we seek 

to apply the dispersion of political power to the novel concept of conditionality. If 

Guiraudon is right and stealth facilitates rights expansion then countries with more veto 

points (i.e. presence of local government structures) would be expected to impose higher 

conditionality. However, if Freeman is right then the client base of pro-business, and hence 

pro-migrant, actors might be expected to gain more leverage in countries with more veto 

points, thus imposing more lenient (lower levels of) conditionality. The effect, if any, and 

the direction of same is something to be empirically ascertained later.

Foreign-born Population [foreignpop]: This variable measures the foreign-born 

population of a countn^ as a percentage of that country’s total population; where foreign- 

data was not available the foreign population figure was used (more on this distinction 

below ).T his measure does not discriminate between TCN migrants and intra-European 

migrants, a distinction that may be important given that a) most of the migrant population 

of Western European countries will have come from within Europe, and b) we are tn^ing 

to account for variations in the conditionality faced spedficallj by TCN migrants across 

countries. However, in terms of mechanism, the measure is justifiable insofar as it holds 

true that public discourse around migration generally does not distinguish between TCN 

and EU migrants; i.e. where public discourse holds that migrants have a deleterious effect

Foreign population (not Foreign-born population) used for the  following cases: Greece, Italy.
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on the host country it may simply be the visibility of migrants in general, in terms of their 

absolute numbers, undifferentiated by area of origin, that informs such discourse.

Accurately measuring the foreign-bom population is a difficult and contentious task 

even for the largest and most well-funded international organisations. The OECD remark 

that there are “major differences in how immigrants are defined” with some countries 

using foreign-born residents as the criterion, a definition that the OECD view as indicating 

first-generation migrants, and others using ‘foreign population’, a criterion which may 

include “persons born abroad who retained tlie nationality of their country of origin but 

also second and third generations born in the host country” (SOPEMI 2008, 322). There 

are also measurement issues to be aware of; the number of different data sources — 

population registers, residence permits, labour force surv^eys and censuses — wiU colour the 

accuracy of estimates, with sur\^ey or census data likely to underestimate the number of 

immigrants especially where migrants are not registered for census purposes (Ibid.). Data 

pertain to 2006 in all cases except Germany where the latest available data come from 2003 

and are available in OECD in Figures 2008 (OECD 2008a, 6—7) which is based on SOPEMI 

(2008) and OECD labour force data; see SOPEMI (2008, Statistical Annex) for more 

information on estimation techniques, definitions and individual countr}?-sources.

For use in the pooled cross-sectional OLS models data for the vear 2004 came from 

another OECD report (SOPEMI 2006, 2006:45); however data for Greece, Italy and Spain 

pertain to 2001 and France pertains to 1999.

GDP growth (2003, 2004, 2005) [gdpgth03; gdpgth04; gdpgthOS]: This variable 

records the year-on-year growth rates in GDP for the set of 16 countries using the 

seasonally adjusted growth rate in the pre\dous quarter expressed in annual terms and 

employing the ‘GDP expenditure approach’ (i.e. GPSA measure). Data extracted on 26 

Aug 2010 17:19 UTC (GMT) from stats.OECD.org website. For the pooled cross- 

sectional analysis the variable was operationalised with a one-year lag, i.e. using 2003 and 

2005 data. Similar to the unemployment rate variable discussed above in another section, 

this variable seems likely to be correlated with conditionality levels insofar as economic 

concerns feed into the migration policy process; a poor economic context may lead to less 

favourable poUcy configurations for migrant populations.

High-skilled migrants [oecdskill]: this indicator captures the proportion of TCNs 

in a countn^ that have completed tertiary education. Where skill levels are high or inward- 

selection of TCNs is geared towards the highly-skiUed then the economic risk posed by 

migrants is likely to be less, which may be reflected in more favourable approaches to the
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imposition of conditionality. Data is taken from the OECD’s Profile of Immigrant populations 

in 2 f  Century (OECD 2008b, 82-83).®^

Inflows of foreign nationals (2003, 2004, 2005) [inflow03; inflow04; inflowOS]:

High levels of inflows may capture public attention and feed into attitudes about migrants 

generally in a way that has a bearing on conditionality levels. The variable uses rounded 

standardised figures of foreign national inflows to 15 of the set of 16 countries for 2005, 

and 14 of the 16 countries for 2004. No data was available for Greece in 2005, so data (for

2004, based on a 2005 Greek National Statistical Ser\tice editmation) was interpolated from 

the 2007 Mipex report (Niessen, Huddleston, and Citron 2007, 81). No data was available 

for Greece or Belgium in 2004. Where used, the variable was employed redefined in units 

of thousands (‘000s), though the effect of the variable is also tested taking the natural log 

transformation (logj of the raw inflow f igure .Thi s  transformation ‘stretches’ the 

distribution, rendering the variable more tractable for use in OLS regression. Data were 

accessed from the OECD website via the Statlink in International Migration Outlook 200^^ 

(SOPEMI 2008, 2008:29). For the pooled cross-sectional analysis the variable was 

constructed at a one-year lag, i.e. using 2003/2005 data.

Migrant unemployment rate (2004-05) [migunemp0405]: This captures the 

unemployment rate of the ‘foreign-born’ in the period 2004-05. Data available for 

download in ‘StatUnk’ form, from the report International Migration Outlook 2007 (SOPEMI 

2007, 2007:71); in the pooled cross-sectional OLS analysis (Chp. 5) data for the year 2004 

were taken from a similar report (SOPEMI 2006, 2006:75).

Naturalisation rates [natur]: the n\imber of persons acquiring the nationality of the 

countr}? as a percentage of the stock of the foreign population at the beginning of the year

2005, from OECD statistics (SOPEMI 2007, 359). Closest year of data available for France 

and Italy was 2006 (SOPEMI 2008, 354). Data were not available from this source for 

Ireland and Greece. Irish data interpolated from figures made available in the work of 

Baubock et al. in Acquisition and Loss of Nationality: policies and trends in 15 European states, and 

based on Irish census data (Baubock et al. 2006). The latest data available for Ireland was 

2003 and so this year was used (2004 data was an estimate only, and thus deemed 

undesirable). Greek data is very hard to come by and the OECD itself does not record the

The p o o le d  cross -sec t iona l  analysis  u s e s  t h e  s a m e  data  for both  o b serv a t io n -y e a rs  (2 0 0 4 ,  2 0 0 6 ) ,  as 

m o r e  t em p o ra l ly  specific  data  is n o t  available.
The n a m e s  o f  t h e s e  variab les in t h e  d a ta s e t  are: IninflowOS, Ininflow04, lninflov^/05.
The fo l low in g  spec ia l  n o t e  for  Spain w a s  Included by t h e  OECD: "Data refer t o  a c o m b ln a iso n  [sic] o f  

'autorizacion d e  res idencia  inicial' for  c it izens o f  non-EU countr ies  and o f  c h a n g e  o f  r e s id e n c e  stat ist ics  
from  th e  municipal registers for  c it izens  o f  EU countr ies ."  (OECD 2 0 0 8 ,  fn. 1)
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rate of naturalisations in Greece for any year. This is tied up with historically very low 

levels o f foreigner naturalisation, due to the traditionally overwhelming ethnic orientation 

o f Greek naturalisation law which distingmshes between homogenis and allogenis Greeks, with 

the fonner referring to Greeks o f ethnic-Greek descent, and the latter to non-ethnic Greek 

minorities within Greece as well as to naturalised foreigners (Christopolous 2006). 

Naturalisations of allogenis applicants have been exceedingly low; Christopolous, writing in 

2006, noted that there had been less than 15,000 such naturalisations in the preceding 25 

years (Ibid.).

Others, working on the basis of official communiques from Greek government 

departments, note that only about 300-400 foreigners of non-ethnic Greek descent are 

naturalised on an annual basis (Rotte and Stein 2002). Naturalisation o f homogenis Greeks 

brings the total number o f citizenship acquisitions up from this very low figure somewhat, 

with Eurostat recording that such acquisitions totalled 1711 in 2005 (Vasileva and Sartori 

2008). Dividing this figure by the total foreign population in Greece in that year (rounded 

to 553,100 (SOPEMI 2007, 343)) brings us to an estimate of the percentage of acquisitions 

o f citizenship by the foreign population of 0.31% in Greece in 2005. This is not the lowest 

number of naturalisations in the sample, as Portugal extended citizenship to only 0.2% of 

its foreign-born population in 2005. Obviously the fact that this is only an estimate should 

be borne in mind when interpreting results and the earlier caveats attached to measurement 

of the foreign-born population size will be relevant here also.

This variable is relevant to the prediction o f levels o f citizenship conditionalit}^ The 

theorised relationship of these variables wiU be complex and mutually interdependent here, 

leading to an unavoidable degree of endogeneity. In other words, the causal arrow runs in 

both directions and as much as high conditionality attached to naturalisation can obviously 

be expected to reduce the number of citizenship acquisitions in a given country', it can 

likewise be expected that the rate o f naturalisations will inform the policy process. High 

numbers o f naturalisations may spur poKcymakers to subsequently restrict access to 

citizenship if, perhaps, public discourse comes to see this as a devaluation o f citizenship in 

need o f correction. This variable is not a key part o f our theoretical account of the 

determinants of citizenship conditionality but it wiU doubdess play a role and so is an 

important control variable in the equation.

Right-wing vote [rightvote]: this variable measures the percentage vote share of 

right-wing parties, on the theoretical assumption that right-wing parties are more Hkely to 

impose more restrictive conditions on migrants gaining access to social rights and
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residency. Data used is primarily taken from the Chapel-Hill dataset on party-positioning 

from 2006, a research project conducted at the University of North Carolina at Chapel- 

Hill. This project uses expert sur\^eys, ongoing at var\'ing inter\^als since 1999, to position 

political parties across Europe on a left-right scale (Hooghe et al. 2010). ‘Right-wing’ is 

here defined as taking a value >7 on the Chapel-HiU dataset’s ‘LRGEN’ variable, where 

LRGEN measures the “position of the party in 2006 in terms of its overall ideological 

stance’ with ‘0’ indicating extreme Left and ‘10’ indicating extreme Right.” The vote share 

of aU parties, in the last national general election closest to 2006, registering a value of ‘7’ 

or higher on this scale was summed on a countr\'-by-country basis. Data was not available 

in the Chapel-Hill dataset for Norway or Switzerland.

However, given the objective and publicly available nature of voting data, it was 

possible to readily interpolate scores on this variable for these two missing countries. First, 

it was necessary to position political parties in Norway and Switzerland on the left-right 

scale. This has been done very recently by Benoit and Laver, of Trinit}' College Dublin, in 

their work Party Polity In Modem Democracies (Benoit and Laver 2006). This research also 

relied on expert surv^eys to position political parties across 47 countries. Benoit and Laver’s 

(abbrev: ‘BL’) methodology resulted in the production of a 20-point scale, unlike the 

Chapel-Hill scale which runs to 11-points (from 0 to 10 inclusive). To re-scale the BL 

measure for purposes of comparabilit}' the following minor mathematical adjustment was 

made: ([(BL)*(ll/20)] -  1)

This retains the relative positions of the political parties in each country accurately. As 

before, we take the party vote share of those parties with a value > 7 on this adjusted left- 

right scale in the closest national general election to 2006; for Norway this was the 2003 

election, for Switzerland the 2005 election. The vote share of political parties is 

information in the public domain. For present purposes, percentage vote share was drawn 

from ElectionResources.org.^^ The effect of this predictor in the regressions should be 

interpreted with the usual caveats pertaining to measures relying on interpolated data.’’

TCN migrants as % of total Migrant Population [percentTCN]: This variable is 

similar to the immediately previous variable, though this measiare focuses solely on TCN 

migrants. The measure is calculated by expressing TCN migrants (i.e. those from aU 

regions of the world except Evirope) as a proportion of the total foreign-born population.

For Switzerland; http://e lectionresources.org/ch/natlonalrat.php?election=2003 ; For Norway: 
http://e lect ionresources .org/no/storting.php?election=2005

For th e  pooled cross-sectional analysis the  sam e voting data was used for 2004 as 2006; not all 
countries will have had elections in the  intervening period.
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Data extracted on 17 Sep 2010 17:23 UTC (GMT) from stats.OECD.org website.^® This 

OECD data relies heavily on census data collected by OECD member states and so the 

year of measurement for this variable will in many cases have been from the 2000 round of 

censuses. This is not ideal as we would prefer data closer in time to our focal year, 2006, 

though in the absence of more reliable data we proceed while bearing in mind that the 

coefficients for this variable should be interpreted accordingly (and cautiously).

TCN migrants as % of total National Population [TCNnationalpoplO]: This 

variable multiples the percentTCN variable by the foreignpop variable to produce a 

measure expressing the number of TCN migrants in a country as a percentage of that 

country’s total national population, i.e. including natives and all other non-national groups.

http://stats .oecd .org/lndex.aspx?DataSetCode=DIOC _DUR ATIO N_STAY
For full inform ation on OECD souring  o f  this  data  s e e  th e  OECD m eth o d o lo g ica l  n o t e  availab le  at: 

h t t p : / / w / w w .o e c d .o r g / d a t a o e c d / 3 2 / 4 4 / 4 0 1 3 6 9 5 5 .p d f
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3.6. Analytic Techniques; Methodological Notes
Later, in our small-N macro-level analysis, we will assess both the determinants o f 

variation in conditionalit}' levels and the effect o f conditionality levels on poverty outcom es 

across countries. This part o f  the analysis will proceed by means o f  ordinary least squares 

(OLS) regression. This analytical technique is no t without its limitations o f course and it 

will be worthwhile to  briefly consider these before proceeding. Shalev (2007) notes that in 

smaU-N comparative work regression, with its focus on variables over cases, renders those 

cases invisible. O ften the cases themselves are o f  direct interest in work comparing nation 

states and so this approach may be unhelpful. O ther perceived shortcomings include the 

inability o f  regression models to account for causal heterogeneity, where multiple pathways 

can lead to  the same outcome; problem s with adequately accounting for elective affmities, 

where individual variables are really part o f  a broader constellation o f causally relevant 

factors; and limited (and limiting) conceptualisations o f the social process in stricdy linear 

causal terms (Ibid.).

O pportunities for remedying these issues with, say, use o f  interaction effects or n o n 

linear functional forms are constrained in smaU-N designs where degrees o f freedom  are 

Hmited. For these reasons Shalev favours m ore qualitative, low-tech approaches to the 

analysis o f  welfare state data, such as simple tabular analysis or muldvariate statistics, and 

dem onstrates their utility with a re-analysis o f (part of) Esping-Andersen’s (1990) data by 

means o f principal com ponents analysis. This is held to be a preferable approach to 

Esptng-A ndersen’s original approach utilising regression.

Responding to this critique Esping-Andersen (2007) allows that researchers should 

often be m ore careful in their use o f regression, perhaps triangulating with qualitative 

inspection and so forth, bu t he is no t convinced that substitution o f regression with lower- 

tech alternatives will yield any m ore analytical insight than careful assessment o f  residual 

plots. Such plots also render it straightforward to identify' dependence o f  obser\^ations, 

which may be theoretically interesting where it suggests that some cases follow a similar 

logic by perhaps mutually influencing each other (Ibid.). Esping-Andersen also m aintains 

that m ore qualitative case-specific m ethods have no special advantage over regression as 

regards methodological issues like selection bias, which may be a problem  even when N = l ,  

or endogeneity.’°° The only solution to these problem s is to think carefuUy about one’s

On this point about selection bias being a possibility even w hen N=l, Esping-Andersen quotes  de  
Tocqueville's observation that "revolutions do not seem  to  change anything" and continues: "The 
reason might be that th ey  occur only in countries w here it is difficult to  change society in the  first place.
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theory and to elaborate it on the basis of counterfactuals. Lower-tech alternatives mzy even 

be at a disadvantage in this regard given that they cannot benefit from statistical 

distributions or information about covariation diat can be gleaned from regression and 

which might be used to construct counterfactuals (Ibid.).

Ultimately, Esping-Andersen (2007) makes the sensible suggestion that we should 

favour whichever method provides superior information and exhorts researchers to focus 

on one o f the central goals of social science — the search for true causal mechanisms — 

leaving aside the fetishism of seeking ever bigger R" values which is often a feature of 

regression-based analyses. On another preoccupation in regression analysis Kenworthy 

(2007, 349), writing in the same volume, obsen^es that many macro-comparative analyses 

would be “substantially improved by paying more attention to the direction, size, and 

robustness o f regression coefficients and less to statistical significance.”

Indeed, the use of p-values and significance testing is a subject o f much contention 

and controversy among statisticians. Now ubiquitous in the discipline, since Fisher’s 

systematic exposition of the subject beginning 1920-30 (Fisher 1925; Fisher 1935; Fisher 

1955), statisticians nonetheless complain that it is often the subject o f misinterpretation 

and misuse, something which has led to significant confusion amongst students and 

researchers and a sometimes unhelpful, dogmatic approach of the “p = .05 or nothing!” 

variety (Goodman 2003; Royall 1986; Blume and Peipert 2003; Hubbard and Lindsay 

2008). This is a large and ongoing debate; for present purposes we must simply take 

cognisance o f the nature of p-values and the practical purposes to which we seek to put 

them. Specifically, given the smaU-N nature o f aspects of the research undertaken here, we 

must attend to the interplay between p-value and sample size. A common 

misinterpretation is that “equal p-values represent the same amount of evidence against the 

null hypothesis”, when in fact statistical significance “depends critically” on sample size 

and cannot be considered independently of it (Blume and Peipert 2003, 442).

It is well known that it is ‘easier’ to find significant relationships between variables in 

ver}? large samples, undermining the utility o f p-values in such research situations (Hubbard 

and Lindsay 2008, 75). This has led some researchers to claim that one can be “more 

confident” of sigmficance when arrived at with a small N  rather than a large N (Bakan, 

cited in RoyaU 1986, 314). This claim is grounded in the fact that a tiny effect (i.e. so smaU

Accordingly, even studies based on N=1 may suffer from selection bias: the  French revolution may have  
been caused by the  sam e conditions that made social change so difficult. It is possible that a revolution  
in a country w here social relations are easier to change would have provoked change. But then a 
revolution would not have been necessary." (Esping-Andersen 2007, 340).
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as to be o f  no analytical or ‘real-world’ interest) could test significant with an enorm ous 

sample, though an effect o f the same magnitude could not test significant with a small 

sample. So, small-sample statistical significance will be ipso facto substantively sigmficant as 

well, though the same cannot be said o f large-sample results. W ooldridge (2009, 136-7) 

puts this insight to a sUghdy different use, obser\’̂ ing that larger significance levels can be 

entertained in applications with small sample sizes, reflecting the greater difficulty o f 

detecting significance in small samples. Furtherm ore, W ooldridge maintains that in small 

sample size situations one can sometimes make the case for p-values “as large as .20” 

(2009, 137). In  Hght o f this discussion, and given the small sample size o f N  = 16 that we 

work with in some models, we will take ‘statistical significance’ to denote a correlation 

where p<0.10 at least, while also noting that larger p-values are sometimes acceptable.

A full treatm ent o f issues relevant to the use o f multilevel modelling techniques, 

including estimation m ethods, sample sizes and statistical power, can be found in the 

Appendix (A.2.5).
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4. Typology Specification

4.1. Conditionality and Welfare State measures
This chapter begins to explore the relationships between the different facets of welfare 

systems, conditionality, and migrant legal status in the countries of interest. Having 

generated our measures of the conditionality of attaining various migrant statuses, this 

section o f the chapter explores how the status-conditionality o f some categories of TCN 

migrant may relate to the conditionality applicable to other categories of migrant, and also 

to structural aspects o f the states in our universe o f cases such as welfare system generosit}? 

and unemployment rates. The conditional phrasing — ‘‘may relate’ — is intentional here and 

this chapter serv^es merely to begin to render the data and measures assembled thus far 

more readily interpretable. Explanatory analysis, testing specific hypotheses in a context of 

multivariate statistical control, wiU be a later task.

Let us examine the relationships between different t}^pes o f conditionalit}^ Is it the 

case that countries that place high demands on their TCN-migrant populations to attain, 

say, LTR status place equally high demands on migrants seeking citizenship status? Or are 

countries more variable in the approaches they take to different types o f status? Fig. 4.1 

graphs between the conditionality attached to attaining fuU citizenship of the host country 

and LTR status as a simple scatterplot which also shows, for illustrative purposes, the line 

of best fit between the two measures.
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Fig. 4 .1 — Relationship o f types o f conditionality-

LTR conditionality vs. Citizenship conditionality
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The figxixe shows a loose association between these two indexes. Assuming that states 

take a coherent approach towards the conditionality o f  m igrant status across m igrant 

categories we would expect to see a line rising steadily in the graph from  bo ttom  left to top 

right. Some countries clearly group at either end o f the low conditionalit}^— higti 

conditionality spectrum. Belgium, Portgual, Sweden, and perhaps Ireland too, group 

together as low conditionality countries for bo th  o f  these migrant categories, while Austria, 

and also other countries like France and Germany, group together as countries that impose 

generally demanding conditions on bo th  migrants seeking LTR status and on those seeking 

to  naturaKse. O ther countries show little association between indexes, with D enm ark for 

example imposing relatively low conditionality on those seeking Long-term  resident status 

while at the same time im posing the m ost demanding conditions for this set o f  countries 

on those migrants wishing to naturalise. Two-way regressions between these indexes show 

a relationship significant at the 10% (p=.058). A one-point increase on  the LTR 

conditionality index predicts alm ost a half-point increase in the level o f  conditionality 

attached to  attaining citizenship status. The LTR index accounts for almost one-fifth (18%) 

o f  variance in the Citizenship-status index. O f  note is the fact that the top left quadrant o f
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the graph is empty; no country imposes high levels o f  LTR-conditionality while imposing 

simultaneously low levels o f citizenship conditionality.

The relationship between conditionality and the welfare system is a central 

consideration here and is the basis on which we can advance a simple t\?pology o f migrant- 

specific welfare regimes. These ‘regimes’ are defined along two axes; the level o f LTR- 

status conditionality, as the primary social rights-granting status; and the expansiveness o f 

welfare supports and protections made available by the state. W hether these regime tj'pes 

and their constituent dimensions entail any predictive power as regards poverty outcom es 

will be assessed later in the empirical analysis.

Fig. 4.2 — Hypothesised tv'pologv o f migrant welfare regimes

Welfare Effort 
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Fig. 4.3 — Empirical realit}' o f  hypothesised U'polog}'
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The figure above, Fig. 4.3, graphs welfare effort (unemployment benefit generosity) 

against the conditionality o f  attaining LTR status for 16 European countries. Reference 

lines have been added at the m ean values for both  axes, dividing the graph into quadrants. 

The random  scatter nature o f  the pattern indicates no relationship between LTR 

conditionality and benefit generosity; it does no t appear to be the case that states offering 

the m ost generous unem ploym ent benefits also impose the m ost stringent conditions on 

TC N s seeking to attain long-term  residency.’*̂’ This lack o f an explanatory relationship 

between these two variables is interesting in itself. It indicates that the two phenom ena are 

independent and thus that conditionality o f status is no t simply a function o f  the generosity 

o f  the state welfare system. I f  variation in relative conditionality levels across states could 

be accounted for whoUy, or largely, in terms o f variation in benefit generosity levels across 

states then there would be little left to explain — bu t this does no t appear to be the case. To 

the extent that conditionality is seen to be a useful predictor o f migrant poverty outcom es 

this finding strengthens one o f  the central arguments o f  this thesis, that ‘conditionality 

m atters’ and that existing accounts o f  incorporation into social rights for migrants

In a b ivariate  regression  (n o t  show n)  this  result w as  wholly non-significant with  t h e  LTR condit ional i ty  
index n o t  accou n t ing  for any  o f  t h e  variance  in ben e f i t  gen e ros i ty  for th is  se t  of countr ies .
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unjustifiably neglect its relevance as a separate and distiact phenomenon. The four 

quadrants o f the graph are empirically populated (i.e. no cell is blank), suggesting that 

qualitative differences do, in fact, obtain across state approaches to these issues. Later 

chapters explore why these qualitative differences may obtain and explores whether these 

different approaches may be held to constitute a ‘regime’.

The general situations described by each quadrant could be characterised as foUows: 

quadrant (1) describes a regime where social protections are low but likewise the level of 

conditionality imposed on TCN migrants seeking LTR status is also low, indicating a 

‘Liberal’ approach wherein state inten^ention is limited on both counts; quadrant (2) 

describes a regime where the welfare state is more expansive but where the conditionality 

o f attaining LTR status is low, indicating an ‘Inclusionary'’ approach by the state whereby 

migrants can attain this more secure status relatively easily and also, presumably, enjoy the 

benefits o f more extensive social protections; quadrant (3) suggests a ‘Protective’ approach 

on behalf o f the state whereby welfare effort is high but is also accompanied by high 

conditionality attached to LTR status; finally quadrant (4) describes a regime that could be 

thought of as being ‘Exclusionary’ towards TCN migrants, where levels o f social 

protection are low but a relatively high level of conditionality is nonetheless attached to 

attaining the more secure LTR status.

As previous research would lead us to expect (Morissens and Sainsbun^ 2005), the 

empirical distribution of states across these hy'pothesised regime types does not readily gel 

with pre-existing accounts o f welfare regime t}^ologies, like Esping-Andersen’s (1990) 

Three Worlds account of welfare capitalism. Take for instance the relatively generous 

Nordic states run on the Social Democratic model — Denmark, Norway, Sweden, and let 

us also include the Netherlands (as Esping-Andersen himself did, but other authors have 

quibbled over this given the hybrid nature of the Dutch case) (Esping-Andersen 1990; Arts 

and GeUssen 2002; Bambra 2006). These four cases, on this data, operate at a level of 

welfare effort roughly one standard deviation above the mean^® ,̂ and are certainly amongst 

the relatively most generous states in this study. However, they vary significandy in tenns 

o f LTR-status conditionality, with Norway and the Netherlands located in the Protective 

regime while Denmark and Sweden are classified as Protective country-t\^pes. Why this 

might be so is an issue o f interest to be addressed later.

From 0.94 standard deviations above the  mean (Denmark) to  1.50 standard deviations above  the  
mean (Norway).

171



5. immigrant Welfare Regimes & 
Determinants of Conditionality

5.1 Introduction

This thesis concerns itself with the role o f conditionalit)’ in the determ ination o f 

poverty for migrants to Europe. O ne aspect o f  this involves how our findings on the role 

o f  conditionality affect extant understandings o f  poverty and welfare at the level o f nation 

states. How do we integrate the concept and phenom enon o f  conditionaHtj' into these 

understandings? H ow  and where does conditionality lie in the terrain o f  the m odern 

European state, bo th  as welfare state and as migration state? A com m on impulse in social 

science as in science generally is to seek regularities and similarities amidst diversity, and to 

group according to defining characteristics. The recognition o f  distinct logics producing 

families o f similar nations underpinned Esping-A ndersen’s (1990) ‘three worlds o f  welfare 

capitalism’ thesis and has also been seen in efforts to describe e.g. ‘varieties o f  capitalism’ 

(Hall and Soskice 2001). Here, we explore the idea that there are distinct regimes specific 

to TCN-migrants that determine their welfare. This chapter addresses itself directly to that 

part o f the research question which asks what the implications are for how  we 

“conceptualise the determination and underpinning o f  the welfare o f  inhabitants o f 

W estern Europe.”

In the next chapter it wiU be shown that conditionality o f long-term  residency status is 

implicated in the determination o f  migrant poverty in interaction with the welfare system. 

The idea explored here is that conditionaHt}^ and welfare effort are two dimensions 

defining a typology o f migrant poverty determination. In this regard, it is clearly assumed 

that conditionality is constitutive o f  a t\^pology o f iminigrant welfare regimes. However, a 

prudent next step in the analysis is to pose questions about conditionality itself and about 

the nature o f t\?pologising. There are three main questions that this chapter seeks to 

address:

1. Is conditionality part o f a broader regime-Hke configuration, something sharing 

elective affinities with other institutional and structural factors?

a. To the extent that this is true then it may be m ore inteUectuaUy justifiable 

to speak o f conditionality as itself constituted by a regime (as opposed to
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being constimtive), the characteristics o f  which a full and comprehensive 

understanding m ust attend to. I f  conditionaUty is coUinear with other 

features o f  m odem  welfare states or migration contexts then it may well be 

epiphenom enal to these underlying factors and thus be seen as 

conceptually and explanatorily redundant. These explorations will allow us 

to make a positive case for the relevance o f conditionalit\\

2. Insofar as conditionalit)^ is constitutive o f a regime tj'pology in tandem  with 

welfare effort, are there other factors that should be considered alongside this one 

so as to m ore fully specify the t}^olog)^’s propert}" space?

a. The expansion o f a t}^polog}'’s property space is what Lazarsfeld (cited in 

Elm an 2005, 308) calls “substruction” and it allows for a fuU account o f  a 

typology’s property space by ‘reverse engineering’ the classification. Such 

expansion may allow the researcher to spot im portant com binations o f 

attributes that may be relevant to the t}^pology while also highlighting 

obser\'ations in the data requiring further study or explication.

3. Drawing from  theor\^ on the place o f migration in society and poHcy responses 

thereto, w hat are the factors that contribute to variation in conditionaHt}' itself, 

and what implications m ight these have for regime-t^^pological accounts?

a. W here variations in conditionaUt}^ are attributable to variations in short- 

run political, economic or other indicators prone to  fluctuation then this

may problematise usage o f the term  ‘regime’ insofar as conditionality wiU

arguably lack the potential for sustained temporal projection that regime- 

Kke regularities imply.

This last point leads us into a broader discussion o f some o f the disadvantages o f  

typologising. O n short-run determinants, where such factors feed into the policy process in 

a m anner that may be determinative for a country’s level o f  conditionality then  this wiU 

have implications even in temporally proximal instantiations o f the typology, based on 

different yearly data, for the placement and classification o f  countries within its cells. The

danger o f  reification is a com m on one w ith t}^ological approaches, referring to the

possibiUt}^ that theoretical constructs that do no t exist empirically wiU be ‘reified’ and 

treated as real (Bailey 1994, 15). W here country cases are liable to be reclassified at 

different points in time due to shifts in conditionality levels, in light o f new data, this could 

conceivably leave ‘em pty’ a previously fiUed cell in the tj'pology. W here there is reason to
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believe that such shifts may occur in response to fluctuations in volatile aspects o f  the 

poHtico-economic context, this further caUs into question the utility o f  a ‘regime’ t}'polog}^

Bambra (2006) has levelled the criticism that welfare regime accounts have tended to 

characterise the ‘three worlds’ in static terms, and that recent evidence o f intra-regime 

change does no t support this contention. Meanwhile l<Casza (2002) has criticised regime 

theorists for excluding the policymaking process from  their research and observes that 

variations in the poKcy process will move policy in different directions. Such process 

variation means that in different states given policy outputs may be due to any of:

1. a cognitive process, where poHcymakers identify then seek to solve a policy problem;

2. a political process, where the victors o f  group com petition can compel governm ents to 

act on an issue; 3. an artefactual process, where certain circumstances led to a period o f 

dynamic responsive policymaking resulting in unpredictable outputs; 4. an inertial process 

where policy simply evolved in response to external factors (I<Casza 2002).

The approach taken here will be to a) explore expHcitiy die effect that temporally 

determinative factors may have on conditionality, and b) to acknowledge impHcitiy the 

poUcymaking process by drawing on theory around the likely determinants o f  migration 

poHcy approaches so as to test hypotheses concerning their effects on variations in 

conditionaUtv, aU with a \tiew to extrapolating as to consequences for ‘regime’ accounts o f 

the detenxiination and explication o f  migrant poverty.

This latter term, ‘explication’, is no t just a throwaway qualifier. A nother frequent 

criticism made o f those who would typologise is that this classificatory exercise is merely 

descriptive and as such is pre-explanatory or, even, non-explanator}^ Bailey (1994) counters 

such claims by obser\^ing that classification is in fact a pre-reqmsite for theorising, and that 

social scientists should understand this as foundational to explanation. O thers go further, 

holding that if  tropologies based on W eberian ideal-t}^es Hke Esping-A ndersen’s are to 

have any use whatsoever then they m ust seek to explain the social world, and as such m ust 

encompass a series o f theoretical statements with testable implications (Hempel, cited in 

Arts and GeHssen 2002). The typological explorations undertaken here are not ideal-typical 

in the W eberian sense whereby abstract speculation produces ideal types against which 

existing countries can be m easured (see e.g. Marradi 1990 for m ore on this). Rather, they 

are predicated on existing knowledge about the empirical world concerning the variation in 

levels o f  conditionality and in welfare effort which is a feature o f  m odern Exiropean 

welfare states. In this sense, the typology is m ore a form  o f  explanatory shorthand for the 

hypothesised m oderating effect o f  one variable on another, allowing for potentially useful
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empirical classification, i.e. the reduction o f complexity which may prove scientifically 

efficient.

Elman (2005) discusses explanatory tropologies specifically, and their relevance to the 

social sciences, and notes the proliferation o f labels and nomenclature around t)opologising 

as methodology. All of these labels and sub-labels need not detain us, but suffice it to say 

that explanatory typologies are accorded a naturally weightier status than those tropologies 

which merely seek to place Hke with like. Although, o f course, an element of description 

remains, that categorising function is “heavily modified by its theoretical purposes” and the 

descr.ptive question being asked under an explanatory tropology shifts from one o f “What 

consttutes this t}ope?” to one o f “If my theor)? is correct what do I expect to see?” (Elman 

2005, 296-98). The dimensions o f the propert}? space reflect alternative values of 

independent variables such that a given cell defined by these dimensions is associated with 

predicted values of our theorbo’s dependent variable, and the contents of the cell come 

from the logic of the theory (Ibid.).

In the approach taken here, the underlying theory concerns the moderating role of 

status conditionaUt}', specifically long-term residency status, on a state’s welfare system as 

reflected in migrant poverty outcomes. We expect these outcomes to be negative (more 

poverty) in the most disadvantageous situation for migrants, where c o n d it io n a l ity ^  is high 

but the level o f welfare effort is correspondingly low. This will be our comparator category 

when testing regime differences in the next chapter. Elman stated, above, that the contents 

o f the cell come from the logic of the theory; this is true in our approach in the sense that 

coun'xy placement is defined according to the empirical values each country takes on these 

two dimensions. As such, the exploration of typologising undertaken here is not simply the 

sort of abstract ‘conceptual typology’ delineated by Bailey (1994), but rather seeks to 

populate the cells of this typolog}" by drawing on the available empirical data to position 

counTies along the relevant axes, and also by having recourse to somewhat more 

systematic quantitative methods of classification Uke cluster analysis. This wiU aid in further 

explorations of the property? space o f the typolog}', allowing us to assess if further 

dimensions may be usefully added.

3eyond ts^pologising efforts, an analysis o f the determinants o f conditionality wiU 

allow us to deepen our understanding about the dynamics of migrant policy formation and 

o f the macro-level characteristics of poverty-inducing contextual configurations for TCNs. 

As we shall see, conditionality plays a role in povert}^ determination in Hne with our theory 

and as supported empirically by the later analysis. With this in mind, it becomes important
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to assess the determ inants o f conditionality itself so that we may subsume this within a 

broader framework o f understanding. Many o f the hypothesised determinants explored can 

be expected to im pact direcdy on migrant poverty, like anti-inigrant attimdes for example, 

where high levels o f  these may lead to discrimination and poor labour m arket outcomes. 

Evidence that such attitudes also feed into the policy process would add to  our 

understanding o f  this variable as also having indirect effects, allowing us to m ore broadly 

contextualise, to deepen and to broaden, our understanding o f  migrant povert^^
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5.2. Multivariate Analysis of Country-level Data
In light o f  Shalev’s (2007) critique o f  multiple regression we here submit our country- 

level data initially to  some simpler multivariate techniques, so as to explore our set o f 

countries and get a handle on how  some are similar and others are different. A simple 

categorising exercise o f this sort will allow us to  assess the extent to which certain of our 

hypothesised country features ‘hang together’ — or n o t — with conditionality and our other 

TC N  welfare-related measures o f interest. It wiU also allow us to assess whether, or to what 

extent, conditionality o f  access to welfare can be seen as having an elective affinity with the 

social, economic and political factors we hypothesise play a role in its determination. Is it 

the case that, given a certain constellation o f  factors constimting a loose ‘syndrom e’ as 

Freem an (2004) would have it, conditionality tends to be high (or low)? O r is it that 

conditionality is seen to be unyoked from  any sort o f  ‘conjunctural causation’ (Shalev 2007) 

and varies with fluctuations in a set o f  shorter-term  factors playing largely independent 

roles.^

Perhaps the m ost basic means by which this could be assessed, with only 16 cases 

involved, would be to simply eyeball the data. However, given that there are quite a 

num ber o f variables hypothesised to play a role w ith regard to conditionalit}', eyebaUing 

may be impractical and would furtherm ore raise concerns as to quite how systematic would 

be the assessment arrived at by the researcher. Cluster analysis, however, is a simple 

technique that facilitates die categorisation o f  cases into clusters defined by their similarity 

on a set o f specified m e a s u r e s . T h e  cases are treated as points in a multidimensional 

space taking positions determined by their values on the specified variables, and the 

m ethod groups these points into similar clusters in w hat is essentially a multidimensional 

join-the-dots exercise. For an accessible introduction to cluster analysis see e.g. 

Aldenderfer and Blashfield (1984) or Bailey (1994).

This is an exploratory^ means o f  data analysis — there is no statistical null hypothesis — 

and methodological concerns am ount mainly to settling on a ‘linkage m easure’ and 

deciding where to ‘cut’ the cluster tree, thus defining the operative nuinber o f  groups. O n 

the first point, aU linkage measures do the same thing, bu t in somewhat different ways. 

Some, such as the ‘single-linkage’ measure merely chain together the cases one after the 

other, resulting in long stringy ‘trees’ o f  cases, while others take the average o f  values

Strictly, this is hierarchical cluster analysis, creating hierarchically related sets o f clusters, as opposed  
to  partition clustering (e.g. k-m eans) w here th e  purpose is m ore so  to  identify th e  n u m ber o f  groups.
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w ithin groups as they bmld in size before deciding on which case to amalgamate next, and 

to  which group. W ard ’s linkage’ m ethod is mildly different, taking reduction in variance, as 

opposed  to spatial proximit)?, as its amalgamation criterion. Practically all use Euclidean 

square distance as the metric for assessing dis/similarity, and indeed some authors caution 

tha t this is generally the only valid metric when linking cases using W ard’s m ethod or some 

o ther m ethods (for a useful Hst o f  sources on choice o f linkages see: StataCorp 2009b, 91).

We utilise this technique to assess how our 16 countries cluster on various social, 

econom ic and political factors and, grouping them  accordingly, we can then examine 

summary" statistics by group on the policy measures o f  interest and compare them  to assess 

the presence or absence o f group differences. The raw values o f  the indicators to be used 

were presented at the end o f  the last chapter.

Let us begin by considering the two-way relationship o f  the LTR-conditionality 

variable and the welfare effort indicator which formed the basis o f  a migrant welfare 

regime t\'pology as we saw earlier. Dividing this scatterplot at the empirical m idpoints for 

both  variables (or at their means) produced a quadripartite division o f  country? cases in a 

high-low pattern o f  conditionalit)'-welfare.

Fig. 5.1 — 2-variable scatter: LTR-conditionaliU" & Welfare Effort
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Fig. 5.2 3-variabIe Dendrogram  (Ward^'s linkage)

Dendrogram for 3-variable cluster analysis (Ward's linkage)
o
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Note: results for complete linkage method are identical.

A basic cluster analysis showed the borderline cases to be grouped according to the 

pattern in Fig. 5.1, with each o f  the four groups circled.’”" While conditionaHt}? is 

hypothesised here to be constitutive o f  a regime-based approach allowing us to account for 

migrant poverty, it may be the case that conditionality itself is determined in a regime-like 

manner. Can conditionaUt}' be seen to be determined as part o f  a wider framework wherein 

it shares an elective affinity widi broad structural indicators o f  societal and workforce 

organisation? D oes this grouping o f  countries hold up when we take account o f  our other 

key structural determ inant o f migrant poverty, access to the labour market? In a cluster 

analysis conducted on welfare effort, LM flexibility and LTR-conditionaUty, the 

m em bership o f countries within each group remains precisely the same, as represented in 

the above dendrogram .’®̂ These groups are part o f  two broader families; on the left o f  the 

dendrogram  the com m on factor the groups have in com m on is that they are the ‘low 

welfare’ countries in this analysis. The two groups on the right-hand side o f die 

dendrogram  meanwhile have higher levels o f benefit generosit}^ The fact that group

Italy and  Norway a re  border line ;  Cluster analysis on w elfa re  and  LTR-conditionality, W ard 's  linkage. 
Italy rem ains  so m e th in g  o f  a bo rde r l ine  case.
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m em bership does no t change with the addition o f labour m arket (LIvl) flexibility suggests a 

correlation o f this variable with the other two indicators.

This relationship is assessed in Fig. 5.3 (Welfare E ffort m ean-centred).There is indeed 

a broad pattern to be discerned here and in fact the relationship o f welfare effort to LTR- 

conditionality is seen to vary from  positive to negative depending on LM flexibility. 

(‘Flexible’ defined here as below the m ean for this variable.) The association is fairly clear; 

in flexible labour markets, low levels o f  welfare are complementary to similarly low levels 

o f  conditionality, but as benefit levels increase so too does conditionality. Meanwhile in 

inflexible or rigid laboiir markets, the m ost generous countries are seen to apply low levels 

o f  conditionality.

G iven that such benefits are often highly em ployment-contingent, and that the 

receiving migrants are probably m ore Ukely to be skilled given that they have m et the 

conditions imposed by a rigid labour market, this seems like a fitting policy response, at 

least if  we conceptualise the state as a bounded entit\? with finite resources rationally 

interested in their efficient deployment.

Fig. 5.3 — Welfare Effort and LTR-conditionalitv by LM flexibility 
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What is less explicable in simple rational actor terms is why the final group, of France, 

Germany, Greece, should impose high conditionality given that their available benefits are 

low and that their labour market is already relatively difficult to access. Be that as it may, 

this is how these three policy measures hang together. Of course, states are not simply 

rational entities acting coherently with regard to the raft of policy programs they pursue — 

this is the substance of Bambra’s (2006) above critique -  and we should not necessarily 

expect a broad congruence between the universally applicable policy domains of welfare 

state and labotir market and the minority concern of legal status and migrant rights. That 

conditionality is not simply an emanation of broader state structural features accords with 

the theoretical conceptualisation advanced here of conditionality playing its own primar\% 

as opposed to secondan^, role in the determination of migrant povert}^

There are ‘outliers’ in the above graph too which do not adopt the labour 

market/welfare state patterning of conditionality that seems generally characteristic; 

Austria, Denmark and Spain for example. Also, the above graph is based on a somewhat 

crude dichotomy, splitting ‘rigid’ and ‘flexible’ labour markets at the mean for this group of 

countries. This dichotomy belies the existence of a broad middle ground, with aU of 

Austria, Belgium, Germany, Italy, Netherlands and Sweden hovering about the mean for 

the LM-flexibihty variable. In terms of accounting for variations in conditionalit}' at the 

state level it should be evident that supplementary explanaton' factors are needed.

In the last chapter we specified a simple t}’polog}' of immigrant welfare regimes 

defined along the axes of conditionality and welfare effort. It will be noted that each 

regime type was populated with precisely the same set of countries as was identified in the 

last three-variable dendrogram (Fig. 5.2). The four regime types identified were labelled:

1. Inclusionary: low conditionaUt}^—high welfare;

2. Protective: high conditionality— high welfare;

3. Exclusionary: high conditionality—low welfare;

4: Liberal: low conditionality—low welfare.

Grouping the countries according to this pattern it is possible to produce summary' 

statistics for each group on a range of political, economic, social, demographic, long-term 

structural and other indicators which will allow us to identif)' empirical regularities across 

or between groups that may suggest the relevance of other factors to ‘regime-like’ 

configurations which are held to impact on migrant poverty. This may allow us to augment 

and deepen our understanding of what exactiy these regimes consist in, and what their 

defining features are.
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Table 5.1 Tabular analysis o f characteristics (as num bered in Fig. 5.2^

-> Group 1 = BEL, DEN, NOR, POR, SWE [INCLUSIONARY]

Variable 1 Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

rightvote 1 5 21. 6 11. 1 7.3 36.2
migsbad02 1 5 33.4 14.3 15. 6 50.3
gdpgth04 1 5 3.04 1. 11 1. 56 4 .23
gdpByrs 1 5 1. 97 1. 04 .461 3.24

foreignpop 1 5 9.36 3.2 6.1 12 . 9
unempOS 1 5 6.7 1.76 4 . 6 8 . 4

miguneinp04 05 1 5 12 2 . 99 9.37 16.1
Ininflow05 1 5 10.1 .594 9.35 10 . 9
oecdskill 1 5 24 .2 4 . 04 19.3 30.5

citconS 1 5 3.4 3.05 1 8

decentral i 5 . 4 . 548 0 1
mop 1 5 . 4 . 548 0 1

colonial 1 5 . 4 .547 0 1

-> Group 2 - NED, GER, SUI [PROTECTIVE]
Variable | Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

rightvote | 3 19.7 11.9 7 . 5 31. 2
migsbad02 | 3 31.7 9. 64 21. 4 40.4
gdpgth04 | 3 1. 99 . 696 1.21 2 . 53
gdpSyrs | 3 1.26 .591 .581 1.66

foreignpop | 3 15.7 7 .45 10 24 .1
unempOS 1 3 6.9 3.75 4 . 3 11.2

migunemp0405 | 3 11.6 3.75 8.44 15 . 7
lninflow05 | 3 11.6 . 723 11 12. 4
oecdskill | 3 19.27 4 .40 14 . 9 23.7

citcon8 1 3 7 1.73 5 8

decentral | 3 . 667 .577 0 1
mop 1 3 . 333 . 577 0 1

colonial | 3 . 666 . 577 0 1

However, we also expect some o f  these factors to be linked with the level o f 

conditionality obtaining in a countr)^, something we wiU explore in a later section. The 

theoretical relevance o f  these indicators has already been discussed in the earUer literature 

section drawing on the migration policy literature. Looking at the summar\' statistics, we 

see that the Exclusionar\' group has the highest right-wing vote on average, though with 

high variability (high standard deviation). O ther groups show Htde distinct patterning for 

this variable.
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T a b l e  5 . 1  (c o n t .)

-> Group 3 = AUS, B'RA f f ITA [EXCLUSIONARY]

Variable 1 Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

rightvote 1 4 34.5 21. 9 2.2 49.5
migsbad02 1 4 43 12.7 34 61.7
gdpgth04 1 4 2.79 1.3 1. 53 4 . 62
gdp3yrs 1 4 2.19 1.49 . 724 4 .27

foreignpop 1 4 8 . 1 4 .22 5 14 . 1
unempOS 1 4 8.15 2.19 5.2 10

migunemp04 05 1 4 11.6 2.42 9.4 15
Ininflow05 1 4 12.1 . 96 10. 9 13.3
oecdskill 1 4 14 . 375 3.18 11. 3 18 .1

citconS 1 4 6 .816 5 7

decentral 1 4 .75 .5 0 1
mcp 1 4 0 0 0 0

colonial 1 4 . 5 . 577 0 1

-> Group 4 = FIN, IRE, SPA, UK [LIBERAL]

Variable 1 Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

rightvote 1 4 11. 1 18.2 0 38 . 3
migsbad02 1 4 31.8 7 .47 24 . 3 41.1
gdpgth04 1 4 3.73 .758 2. 95 4 . 6
gdp3yrs 1 4 3.5 1. 05 2. 64 5 . 01

foreignpop 1 4 10 4 . 62 3.6 14 . 4
unemp05 1 4 6. 62 2 . 54 4 . 3 9.2

migunemp04 05 1 4 11. 5 6. 66 6. 03 20.7
Ininflow05 1 4 11. 5 1.56 9.45 12.8
oecdskill 1 4 28 . 975 10 .71 18 . 9 41.1

citconS 1 4 4.5 1.29 3 6

decentral 1 4 .75 .5 0 1
mcp 1 4 .25 .5 0 1

colonial 1 4 . 5 . 577 0 1

Anti-m igrant attitudes are also highest in the Exclusionary^ by a clear margin,

which is interesting given that this group also actually has the lowest average foreign 

population size. This same group, however, is also characterised by high general 

unem ploym ent, which may correlate with higher antipathy towards out-groups (Crepaz 

2008). M igrant-specific unem ploym ent is also high in this group, with the smallest standard 

deviation o f all groups on this measure, and this group recorded the highest levels o f 

m igrant inflows in the preceding period. Ox^erall the Exlusionarj^ g^oup could be 

characterised as right-wing and opposed to migrants with a comparatively poor 

em ploym ent situation and a poorly-skilled cohort o f TCNs. Citizenship-acquisition 

conditionality also tends to be as high in this group as the aheady high conditionality

184



attached to securing long-term residency status. This group contains one o f  the ‘outHers’ 

(Austria) from  the account o f  conditionality in terms o f simply the labour m arket and the 

welfare state, as graphed in the above Fig 5.3; it may be the case that some o f  the 

characteristic factors for this group could help account for variations in conditionality for 

these outliers. This possibility will be explored shortiy.

M ore pressingly for our t}?pology o f  migrant poverty regimes, m ight any o f these 

characteristics be implicated in the determination o f povert)?? Certainly it is to be expected 

that the extent o f anti-migrant attitudes, for example, wiU be implicated in migrant poverty; 

where such attitudes are high, discrimination may lead to difficulties in finding or keeping a 

job, refusal o f  benefits or ghettoisation in areas o f  dense migrant population, areas often at 

higher risk o f  deprivation (Wilson 1987). O ther characteristic factors such as a high 

(perhaps migrant-specific) unem ploym ent rate wiU obviously be correlated with more 

povert)', and a strong right-wing political presence may feed into the poHcy process — 

under certain circumstances — to produce poHcy outputs that are less migrant-friendly.

However, none o f these aspects qualif)' for inclusion in the ‘regime’ typology as extra 

dimensions, simply because they are not poHcy levers over which the state has control. 

Rather these factors are characteristics o f  the h)?pothesised regime types which are highly 

subject to change and fluctuation, and are at the same time relevant variables which m ust 

be controlled for when seeking to explain migrant poverty. Interestingly, they are also 

theoretically implicated in the determination o f conditionality levels themselves, o f which 

m ore shortly.

Turning to  the Inclusionary group, which contains other ‘outliers’ (Belgium, 

Denmark), we see that migrant-specific unem ploym ent is highest on average here. This is 

perhaps unexpected given that this group is also one o f the two regime-type groupings 

with the highest levels o f  skilled migrants. However, anti-inigrant attitudes are high in three 

o f  the five countries (Portugal gets as high as 50.3% o f  people expressing such sentiments 

in 2002) here, though m ore tolerant in the two Scandinavian states. This group had the 

lowest levels o f inflows in the year preceding m easurem ent o f the LTR-conditionality 

indicator. Levels o f citizenship conditionaHty are also very low, with the one exception o f 

D enm ark which scores the highest possible value on this measure.

The Liberal group, containing the ‘outHer’ o f Spain, is characterised by the highest 

economic growth in this period, as m easured by both  growth at a two-year lag and a 

measure o f  growth averaged for the three-year period immediately preceding 2006. This 

group contains Finland, the single country with the highest level o f  migrant-specific
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unemployment of all of these countries, though general unemployment is also on average 

relatively low for the group as a whole and migrant-specific unemployment is relatively 

‘normal’ in the other countries. The Liberal group is the other regime type possessing a 

high proportion of skilled migrants and anti-migrant attitudes are not disproportionately 

high here. Citizenship conditionality levels are low, in line with LTR-conditionaHty levels.

The Protective group is in the mid-range on many indicators though it has the largest 

foreign population on average (inflated by Switzerland’s very large value here), which is 

relatively poorly skilled, and the group had litde economic growth for the period. Its 

citizenship conditionality levels are also as high as those imposed on attaining LTR status.

Indeed, citizenship conditionality is another important element in the nexus which is 

held to determine migrant poverty? outcomes. The earlier two-way scatter of both types of 

conditionality showed a high correlation (r = .48)'°® between these measures, see Fig. 4.1. 

In some ways, the addition of this poUcy measure in a substruction of the typology’s 

property space may seem desirable. However, given the high concordance between both 

t}'pes of conditionaHt}', the addition of an extra dimension to the t}-pology would result in a 

large number o f empty cells, without empirical content. Furthermore, it is not in the nature 

o f the theoretical understanding advanced here that both t}^pes of conditionality are held to 

impact simultaneously in the determination o f migrant poverty. Conditionality^ and status 

acquisition is a stepwise process, with one status placed both logically and temporally 

anterior to the acquisition o f the other.’®' The difficulties o f attaining citizenship are Hkely 

to have Httle relevance and/or impact on the detennination o f poverty^ for a migrant who is 

not yet a long-term resident.

As such, there are discrete pathways along which migrants travel towards status 

acquisition, with certain policy measures having relevance only on defined stretches o f 

those pathways. Refer back to the theoretical framework for more detail. Causally, our 

conceptualisation also entails that while LTR-conditionalit)^ has an ambit o f effect that is 

relevant both to those who have naturalised and those who have not, citizenship 

conditionality cannot have an ambit o f effect on those who have not attained the prior 

necessary status. As the effect o f LTR-conditionaUt}" is both broader and more general it is 

accorded a prior and focal role in the analysis; expansion o f  the tj^pology to simultaneously

It is acknowledged th a t special groups of citizenship clainners in certain circumstances in some 
countries, e.g. returning ethnic Germans, may be able to circumvent this stepwise process. The 
simplifying assumption is made that this will not unduly affect the later regression coefficients and it 
remains nevertheless the case that the data to  be used does not allow for identification of such special 
groups.
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include citizenship conditionality is deemed inappropriate. Finally, the last three indicators 

in each group, below the dashed line, are binary structural indicators measuring 

decentralisation o f political power, official multiculturalism, and history o f colonialism. The 

distribution o f almost aU o f  these features across every group is interesting, implying that 

conditionality itself is n o t coterminous widi a set o f broader structural-institutional state 

characteristics. Only in the Exclusionary group do we see the com plete absence o f one o f 

these characteristics, official multiculmraUsm. But, regarding the first question posed at the 

outset o f this chapter, when we take into account a set o f  other constitutional, instimtional 

and historical factors, which admittedly are no t exhaustive, it cannot be said that these 

factors show a clear patterning with regard to h igh/low  affinities with conditionality.

W hat is interesting is that we can also perform  a cluster analysis on these structural- 

institutional factors alongside welfare state, labour m arket and conditionality indicators and 

the results o f this analysis return four groupings with exactly the same group m em bership as 

in our earlier three-variable d e n d ro g ra m .T h is  suggests that the addition o f these factors 

in a substruction o f the property space would be m ore or less redundant. Adding an 

‘official multiculturalism’ dimension alongside the three dimensions explored above would 

increase the num ber o f  cells to 16 (2*̂  = 16 where n is the num ber o f  dimensions, see 

Bailey 1994), bu t m ost o f these would be empt)' and candidates for empirical compression 

anj'way seeing as only four countries o f our 16 employ official multiculturalism with regard 

to their foreign populations. Similarly, we can graph the patterning o f  LTR-conditionality 

by welfare regime types. Fig. 5.4.'°^ This shows that conditionality levels are not simply an 

emanation o f welfare regime types: for example, Conser\^ative type states may be ‘often 

high’, but Italy is a borderline case here and Belgium imposes conditionality at the lowest 

levels and the variable ranges from  1-8 for this t)^pe; also Southern t)'pe states also show 

divergent approaches, ranging from  1-7.

108
Six-variable dend rogram  not  sh o w n  as it is identical t o  t h e  d end rogram  p r e se n te d  earlier.
The exploration o f  w e l fa re  reg im e  ty p o lo g ie s  has b e e n  rightly referred to  as a "m odell ing business"  

(Abraham son 1999;  Arts and Gelissen  20 0 2 ) ,  and m any c o m p e t in g  ty p o lo g ie s  ha v e  b e e n  adv a n ced  in 
recen t  years .  Arts and G elissen 's  ( 2 0 0 2 ,1 4 9 - 1 5 0 )  c o m p r e h e n s iv e  rev iew  o f  r ec en t  e ffor ts  identif ies  

scholarly c o n se n s u s  on t h e  proper  p la c em e n t  o f  certain c o u n tr ies  in key reg im e  ty p e s .  For e xam ple ,  
Leibfried, Siaroff, Bonoli,  and Ferrera all c o n s is ten t ly  p lace  Denmark, Finland, N orw ay  and S w e d e n  in 
t h e  highly d e c o m m o d i fy in g  and g e n e r o u s  'Social D em ocratic /Scand inavian '  w e l fa re  reg im e  (Leibfried 
1993; Siaroff 1994;  Bonoli 1997;  Ferrera 1996) .  Likewise, Esping-Andersen him self ,  Ferrera, Korpi and  
Palme, and Bonoli all p lace  Ireland and th e  United Kingdom in t h e  'Liberal' r eg im e  (Esping-Andersen  
1990; Ferrera 1996;  Korpi and Palm e 1998;  Bonoli 1997) .  The th r e e  c o u n tr ies  o m it te d  from  Esping- 

A n d e rs en ’s a cco u n t  ha v e  all b e e n  co n s is ten t ly  placed, by Leibfried, Siaroff, Bonoli and Ferrera in a 
Southern/L atin  Rim reg im e  (Leibfried 1993;  Siaroff 1994;  Bonoli 1997;  Ferrera 19 9 6 ) .  W e  d es ig n a te  
reg im e  ty p e s  in line with this c o n s e n s u s  and assign th e  rem ain ing  s e v e n  c o u n tr ies  t o  a genera l  
'Conservative' reg im e  type .
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Fig. 5.4 — Conditionalit}? and welfare effort by welfare regime l:\-pe

LTR-Conditionality & Benefit Generosity by Welfare Regime type
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Note: X-axis variable m ean-centred

In sum, this tabular analysis clearly indicates some broad associations o f  certain state 

structural factors with the conditionality o f  legal status for third-countr}^ nationals in 

Europe. Ultimately, the two-way cluster analysis o f countries along the dimensions o f 

conditionality and welfare effort produces a classification o f countries that remains stable 

and invariant to  the inclusion o f  other factors. As such this appears to represent a 

parsim onious delimitation o f the conceptual space within which we locate m igrant poverty.

In seeking to understand patterns in the data it may also be helpful to simplif}' the 

association am ong poHcy measures specifically and relate this graphically to other state 

characteristics. O ne way o f doing this is by means o f  a simple principal com ponents 

analysis. Perform ing this on five policy measures o f direct relevance to  the determination 

o f  m igrant poverty allows us to explore how broader state policy configurations hang 

together with each other and also w hether they share affinities with other non-policy state 

characteristics. The five measures used are: LTR-conditionaHt)% welfare effort, labour 

m arket flexibiht}?, security o f  LTR-status, and the selectivity o f  a country’s immigration 

system (as reflected in the skiU levels o f national migrant populations).
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Table 5.2 — PC A. 5 variables 

P r i n c i p a l  components  C e i g e n v e c t o r s )

Variable compl Comp2 Unexplained

ItrconS 0.5133 -0.3268 .3036
bga 0.0566 0.7107 .2604
EPL 0.4972 0.2326 .4136

oecdskil l -0.6018 0.2771 .1446
security 0.3521 0.5072 .3719

Note: table shows loadings for each variable on com ponents 1 and 2, as 
weU as variance unexplained by these com ponents for each variable

This last measure is essentially a proxy as it measures the proportion o f  high-skilled 

migrants and no t selectivity itself. However, it can be seen as a ‘policy’ m easure insofar as 

the com position o f m igrant cohorts in terms o f skills is the cumulative end result o f  

successive selection policies. We will reflect further on this point at the end o f  this chapter. 

The PCA table above shows the factor loadings for an unrotated two-factor solution, 

where com ponent 1 explains 41% o f variance in the cases for these variables and 

com ponent 2 explains a further 29%, for a total o f  70% o f variance explained by these two 

components."® This is in Hne with our earlier discussion which found broad regularities in 

the association o f  state institutional features. Looking to loadings above 0.4, the first 

com ponent broadly identifies an association where high-conditionalit}^, high-labour market 

inflexibility and low-skiUs are to be found together (e.g. in Germany), with low- 

conditionaHty, flexibility and high-skills (e.g. Ireland) to be found at the other end o f  this 

continuum. This could be thought o f as broadly identifying an ‘Accessibility’ dimension, 

liberal and open though perhaps selective at one end and closed and illiberal at the other. 

The second com ponent identifies a generosit)^— security continuum  where both are 

generally high together (e.g. Norway) or both are low together (e.g. Italy). This could be 

thought o f  as broadly identifying an ‘Inclusiveness’ com ponent, ranging from  liigh to low 

inclusiveness. W e can also explore associations o f  these com ponents with the other 

political, social, economic and migration features o f states discussed above in the tabular 

analysis to seek perhaps clearer indications o f patterning or evidence o f  elective affinities.

Eigenvalues for component 1: 2.05; component 2 :1 .45 ; component 3: 0.67.
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Fig. 5.5 — Associations o f com ponent 1 with other indicators
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In Fig. 5.5 we plot the ‘Accessibilit}'’ com ponent against various indicators. N either 

the size o f the foreign population nor m igrant inflows appear to share any clear pattern 

here, both  am ounting to random  scatters. Level o f  G D P growth is correlated with m ore 

liberality on this com ponent though this may be largely due to Ireland’s high value for 

econom ic growth in this period. U nem ploym ent levels, whether in general or migrant- 

specific, are clearly associated with the Uberalit)' o f  policy approaches to work and legal 

status: lower unem ploym ent is associated with greater Hberalit}'. The counterbalance o f 

greater selectivity alongside greater liberality might be thought to be the reason for this 

association, i.e. there is less migrant unem ploym ent where states have selected the m ost
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Fig. 5.6 - Associations o f com ponent 2 with other indicators
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skilled individuals at point o f  entn^, though the association also holds up for the general 

unem ploym ent rate.

Anti-migrant attitudes (high levels of) also show a clear association with an illiberal 

approach to status granting for migrants. Fig. 5.6 shows weak associations between the 

‘Inclusiveness’ com ponent and all o f  these variables except for migrant inflows. High levels 

o f  inflows are associated with low security for long-term  residents and low levels o f welfare 

supports. The positive association o f  migrant unem ploym ent is driven largely by Belgium’s 

outiying large value on this indicator and is no t significant (p=.43). The other indicators 

show no clear associations or groupings o f  countries into ‘families’.
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Again, these explorations reveal some broad structural regularities in the policy 

approaches states adopt towards migrants, with some groups o f countries displaying 

similarities in approach that are distinct from  other groupings. LTR conditionality tends to 

be high where skiU levels are low. A t the same time, LTR conditionality is distributed 

across a range o f  values for welfare effort and labour m arket flexibility. In terms o f  elective 

affinities with o ther social and political indicators there was seen to be m uch variation 

across countries. Few regularities clearly stand out except for the association o f  high 

unem ploym ent levels and attitudinal hostiHt}' to  migrants with policy configurations that 

are generally n o t to m igrants’ advantage. The existence o f  these affinities suggests that 

these factors may have fed into the policy process in a m anner determinative o f policy 

outcom es, specifically conditionality levels. The next section wiU test h j^o theses in this 

vein.

O n  the first question o f  the three posed at the outset o f  this chapter, it seems fairly 

clear that conditionality is no t simply the em anation o f other relevant structural- 

institutional factors and that, its variation being inexplicable in these long-run stmctural 

terms, it can justifiably be seen as a phenom enon in its own right that, in interaction with 

welfare effort, delineates four distinct t\"pological categories all o f  which are empirically 

populated. O n  the second question, we have seen that the t)'polog}'’s property space 

appears to be adequately specified for present purposes, though it m ust o f  course be 

allowed that some o f the structural-institutional factors seem likely to m oderate the 

relationship o f  certain hypothesised determinants to conditionality itself, the focus o f  the 

third question. This third question asks about the causes o f  variation in conditionality and 

the implications o f  this for regime-typological expressions o f  these state characteristics and 

configurations. It is to this aspect that we now turn, with relevance to bo th  the second and 

third questions posed earlier.

As further tabular or multivariate analysis on num erous variables simvdtaneously 

becomes conceptually difficult and intractable to graphical representation we will next 

explore various h^'pothesised determinants o f conditionality by means o f  ordinar}? least 

squares (OLS) regression. Systematic exploration in this way will allow us to  test for 

relationships while controlling for the existence o f some o f  the broad regularities that we 

have now  established, allowing us to isolate other effects that may be substantively 

interesting or would otherwise not be apparent. The next section wiU also be able to test 

for the existence o f conditional (i.e. interactive) relationships between determinants and 

conditionality.
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5.3. Determinants of Conditionality
Bivariate regression models will no t be presented for aU variables here as a full table o f 

Pearson correlations for all variables used in the analysis is presented in the Appendix with 

significant associations clearly m arked (A.3).” ’ The table below (5.3.1) begins building our 

m odel o f  cross-national conditionality variation. This section addresses LTR-conditionaHty, 

and a separate section will address citizenship conditionality. Interaction effects are marked 

with the suffix IN T  in square brackets. Models with LTR-conditionaHty as the dependent 

variables are labelled L I, L2 etc., while later models on citizenship conditionality are 

labelled C l, C2 etc.

It should be noted at the outset that given our cross-sectional focus on only 16 

countries, available degrees o f freedom are very limited. In line with general convention, a 

m inim um  ratio o f  cases-to-variables will be obser\'^ed o f about four to one (K^enworthy 

2007). Obviously, it would be desirable if a parsimonious m odel in line with theoretical 

expectations was seen to explain a reasonable proportion o f variance in the dependent 

variable. A n elegant and powerful explanation (model) o f the dependent variable is a 

central m otivation o f any social scientific endeavour. A t the same time, however, it m ust be 

recognised that data liinitations constrain the nature o f such explanation. The earlier 

theoretical discussion around potential determinants o f migration policy, o f which 

conditionalit}^ is a part, ranged over multiple diverse domains, from  the attitudinal to the 

political to the economic to the structural. Scruggs’ statem ent that there is rarely a “single, 

isolated cause for a phenom enon o f interest” is surely uncontentious and we take it as a 

guiding principle in this analysis (Scruggs 2007, 310). Accordingly, with so few degrees o f 

freedom  it is simply not possible to control for and take account o f  all hypothesised 

independent variables and aU possible two-way, three-way and higher-level interactions.

O ne tactic for working around this constraint is to pool available cross-sections o f 

data from  different, contiguous years so as to increase available degrees o f freedom, see 

e.g. Beck (2001) for m ore inform ation on time-series-cross-section (TSCS) modelling. The 

difficulty with this approach in the current instance is quite simply the lack o f  available, 

reliable and comparable data on the conditionality states attach to attaining legal residency 

status in Europe. In other words, we don’t have enough observations on the dependent 

variable ia  these models — conditionality — at different time points; Mipex has only

Readers interested in the  of th ese  associations can simply square specific correlation coefficients  
in that table to determ ine the am ount of com m on variance shared by tw o  variables.
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collected data in 2006, though their 2011 report (using 2010 data) will be relevant to future 

research in this regard. W hat did prove possible was to use the Geddes and Niessen (2004) 

precursor to the Mipex project to extract comparable indicators from  that report for 

conditionality in that year. We will say m ore in this in the relevant later section. The end 

resiilt o f  this pooling exercise was to  produce a dataset o f 32 country-year obsen^ations (2 

year observ^ations for 16 countries), facilitating the exploration o f  greater complexity with 

regard to modelling the determinants o f conditionality. The analysis is still ‘cross-sectional’ 

in nature and is distinct from  m ethods o f panel data analysis which involve sampling over a 

usually small num ber o f time points and have different properties (Beck 2001).'’"

In  the long term, when sufficient data on variations in the conditionality o f legal stams 

or related aspects o f  migrant policy becom e available, it wiU be possible to offer much 

stronger analyses o f  the hypotheses to be tested here and future iterations o f the Mipex 

project wiU be key in this regard. The analysis here m ust be seen at best as an exploratory 

first pass, and is at best a very preliminary form  o f TSCS, as m ost such analyses utilise 

cross-sections from  many, many m ore time points than are available here. For the present, 

however, we work with w hat we have and the analysis in tliis section wiU ser\^e as an 

exploraton^ assessment o f  the determinants o f  conditionaUt}' as an aspect o f  migration 

policy. Statistical significance may also be hard to come by given the limited num ber o f 

cases but insofar as this analysis can be thought o f  as referring, in fact, to a population o f  

countries and not a sample then this is no t an issue o f concern (cf. last foomote).

Scruggs obsen^es that a frequent failing o f applied statistics in the social sciences 

concerns researchers no t attending to such distinctions and erroneously reporting statistical 

estimates from  a ‘sample’, when in fact w hat they have actually done is describe their 

population o f cases by means o f  regression with no intention o f generalising to a broader 

population. However, a contran? viewpoint holds that this selection o f  16 cases may also be 

conceived o f  as a ‘sample’ from  a ‘superpopulation’ o f these countries extended through 

time (Hartley and Sielken 1975). In this m anner, any results revealing structural, systematic 

or conditional relationships may serve as a lodestar or signpost for future research 

conducted on the same issue in a different tem poral context. Bearing in m ind these 

relevant methodological issues, resxilts are presented overleaf.

In panel data "the peop le observed are of no interest; all in ferences o f interest concern the  
underlying population that v\/as sam pled ... TSCS data are exactly th e  opposite; all inferences of interest 
are conditional on th e  observed units. For TSCS data, w e cannot even con tem p late  a thought 
experim ent of resam pling a new  'Germany,' although w e can contem plate observing a new  draw of 
German data for som e year" (Beck 2001, 273).
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Table 5.3.1 — Regressions o f  hyptjthcsiscd determinants »n L'l'R conditionalit}'

Dep Var: LTR-conditionality (8-pt)
Ll L2 l3 L3a L4 L4a L5 L5a L6

welfare Effort (ub-bg) -0.167 -0.145 -0.153 -0.210 -0.194 -0.243 -0.049 0.118 -0.147
(0.262) (0.248) (0.244) (0.245) (0.279) (0.264) (0.268) (0.289) (0.254)

LM flexibility 0.797 0.647 0.575 0.512 0.868 0.795 0.134 -0.060 0.567
(0.837) (0.795) (0.786) (0.777) (0.961) (0.804) (0.963) (0.878) (0.826)

[INT]Welfare*LMf1exi bi1i ty -0.554A -0.591A -0.597A -0.511A -0.504A -0.655* -0.675* -0.486
(0.343) (0.339) (0.334) (0.368) (0.345) (0.360) (0.333) (0.369)

GDP Growth Rate ('04) -0.629
(0.545)

GDP growth (3yr avg) -0.630
(0.473)

Foreign Population % 0.067
(0.151)

TCN: % of Migrant Pop. 0.228
(0.219)

Anti-migrant Attitudes (’02) 0.062
(0.066)

Anti-migrant Attitudes C06) 0.099A
(0.064)

Right-wing vote % 0.024
(0.039)

Constant 3.875*** 4.085*** 4.099*** 4.101*** 4.068*** 4.066*** 4.123*** 4.025*** 4.059***
(0.616) (0.596) (0.588) (0.577) (0.618) (0.594) (0.599) (0.565) (0.613)

Ad].R-sq -0.063 0.054 0.080 0.111 -0.013 0.061 0.047 0.154 0.003
N 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
F-test 0.588 0.323 0.321 0.277 0.472 0.348 0.371 0.224 0.443
AIC 76.961 75.804 75.975 75.415 77.519 76.291 76.543 74.630 77.260
A p<0.20, * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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The first table presents results building the m odel from the bottom  up, beginning with 

welfare effort and labour m arket flexibilit^^ Independendy, these variables explain Htde o f 

the variance in conditionality (LI) bu t in interaction they begin to have an effect (L2), as 

the earlier graphical analysis suggested, with the interaction term  weakly sigmficant (in line 

with W ooldridge’s (2009, 137) criterion). Alongside these broad and em bedded structural 

parameters we control for m ore short-run and volatile hypothesised determinants, like 

economic growth, lagged (L3) and averaged over three preceding years (L3a); this allows us 

to explain about 10°4 o f  variance. The effect indicates that in countries w ith strong 

economic growth the barriers to gaining LTR status are low. Controlling for another 

determ inant prone to fluctuation, size o f foreign population, adds nothing under this 

specification (L4), though an alternative measure focussed specifically on third-country 

nationals (L4a), to the exclusion o f e.g. EU  foreigners, does explain som e variance. Both 

effects are positive, with larger foreign populations associated with higher barriers to 

gaining long-term  residency. The next m odel indicates that anti-migrant attitudes predict 

higher conditionality with the 2006 attitudinal measure explaining some variance and being 

very weakly significant. The share o f  right-wing vote is positively correlated with LTR- 

conditionaKty, controlling for labour m arket and welfare state relationships, bu t this 

association is no t significant.

The next three models (L7-L9) account for longer-term structural features o f states, 

such as the openness o f  its political structure, its application o f  official multicultural 

poHcies, or its history o f  colonialism. W e are faced with a seemingly intractable 

methodological constraint here, however, insofar as we have already arrived at the limit o f  

variables we can include in the regression equation if  we are to maintain a sensible ratio o f 

obser\^ations-to-variables.

This means that we cannot tease apart the individual effects o f certain variables which, 

due to this constraint, m ust remain ‘unobser\^ed’ in the following regression models. For 

example, the ‘anti-migrant attitudes’ variable is tested when controlling for the welfare and 

labour m arket variables as we wish to assess what other factors m atter alongside this 

central structural relationship. However, anti-migrant attitudes are likely to bear some 

relationship with the state o f the economy, and so we would prefer to  control for an 

economic m easure alongside the attitudinal measure so as to assess the independent effect 

o f  attitudes. This is no t possible here, but it will be possible in the next section, where we 

pool data and thus double the num ber o f  available degrees o f freedom.
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Table 5.3.2 — Determ inants o f  LTR condidonaliu" continued

Dep Var: LTR-conditionality (8-pt)

L7 l8 l9
Welfare Effort (u b-bg) -0.228 -0.136 -0.159

(0.259) (0.275) (0.262)
LM flexibility 0.271 0.620 0.745

(0.868) (0.869) (0.892)
[INT]welfare*LMf1exi bi1i ty -0.619A -0.546A -0.516

(0.347) (0.367) (0.379)
Decentralisation (0,1) -1.493

(1.417)
Multi cultural ism (0,1) -0.160

(1.577)
Colonialism (0,1) -0.403

(1.365)
Constant 5.043*** 4.121*** 4.271***

(1.086) (0.720) (0.886)
Adj.R-sq 0.063 -0.031 -0.024
N 16 16 16
F-test 0.346 0.502 0.490
AIC 76.266 77.789 77.678
A p<0.20, * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0,01

We see that with regard to structural factors o f long duration a m ore open political 

system, subscription to official multiculmraHst policies, and a histon? o f colonialism aU 

predict lower conditionalit}^, though these associations do no t attain statistical significance. 

It is likely that these latter factors play a m oderating role in any explanation o f 

conditionaUt}' levels we might wish to advance.

In other words, in those countries where colonialism, for example, has been a feature 

o f  histor}' it m ight reasonably be expected that certain political or other phenom ena will be 

associated with aspects o f  migration policy Hke conditionality in a m anner qualitatively 

different to  that seen in countries w ithout that colonial histon^ Such possibilities will be 

explored in the next section.
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Table 5.3.3 — Determ inants o f LTR conditionalit\" continued

Dep Var:  L T R - c o n d i t i o n a l i  t y  ( 8 - p t )

LlO Lll L12 L13
Welfare Effort (u b-bg) -0.292 -0.148 0.020 -0.098

(0.291) (0.254) (0.232) (0.331)
LM flexibility 1.492 0.819 -0.300 0.631

(1.183) (0.858) (0.833) (0.831)
[INT]welfare*LMf1exi bi1i ty -0.678* -0.642A -0.243 -0.536A

(0.367) (0.377) (0.336) (0.366)
unemployment Rate C'05) -0.407

(0.421)
Migrant Unemployment ('04-05) -0.119

(0.185)
High-skilledC^Tertiary) -0.187*

(0.089)
Foreign Pop inflow C'05, log) 0.151

(0.672)
Constant 4.131*** 4.118*** 3.967*** 4.078***

(0.599) (0.613) (0.528) (0.621)
A d j.R-sq 0.049 0.006 0.264 -0.027
N 16 16 16 16
F-test 0.367 0.438 0.119 0.496
AIC 76.498 77.216 72.393 77.731
A p<0.20, * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

The variables considered in Table 5.3.3 are also likely to be subject to m oderation by 

inter\^ening factors in their relationship to conditionalit)'. Increases in unem ploym ent and 

migrant-specific unem ploym ent bo th  seem h}'potheticaIly likely to be associated with 

higher levels o f conditionaHt}% though this association is likely to be contingent on the 

com position o f the migrant cohort in terms o f skiU levels. It is only this latter variable, skiU 

levels as measured in terms o f the percentage o f TCNs possessing tertian^ education, that 

shows a significant association with conditionality here, accounting for over a quarter o f 

variance in conditionality when its associations with the welfare system and labour m arket 

are known. An increasing proportion o f  high-skilled migrants is correlated with a 

decreasing level o f conditionality im posed by the state on attaining long-term  residency. 

The table considers a final volatile hypothesised determinant, the level o f  foreign inflows to 

a country (logged), and the association is positive but no t significant; higher inflows o f 

migrants is associated with higher conditionaHt)?. This too seems likely to be subject to 

m oderation, however, and we cannot expect its association to be m onotonic across aU 

countries under consideration here, with their widely differentiated experiences o f  inward 

m igration and liistorical associations with foreign nationals.

198



5.3.1. Pooled cross-sectional analysis
In this section we pool two cross-sections utilising the LTR-conditionality index based 

on 2006 data, which is the central focus o f  this project, but also utilising the Geddes et al. 

(2005) data which was collected in 2004.”  ̂ Specifically we utilise the ‘conditionaUt}’' o f  

acquisition’ scores for 14 o f  16 countries which are all available in the printed report 

country by country. The focus in Geddes et al. was on countries o f the EU  and so Norway 

and Switzerland were no t included. Given the high general correlation over time am ongst 

conditionality from  aU iterations o f the Mipex project which was noted earlier it seems 

reasonable to interpolate the 2006 conditionality scores for these two countries into the 

2004 time points.” ''

This produced a new dataset with 32 obser%^ations over two years, and each o f  the 

independent variables employed in the analysis was modified so as to ensure the variables 

utilised the m ost temporally proxim ate and relevant data available. Broad structural 

param eters such as history o f  colonialism etc. o f  course remain time invariant and so were 

unm odified."^ The models in the next two tables (prefixed ‘32’ to distinguish them) are 

based on models that seemed promising earlier but here they take advantage o f  the greater 

num ber o f  available degrees o f  freedom  so as to control for m ore variables o f interest, 

specifically every m odel now controls for the G D P growth rate at a one-year lag.

The 2010  d a ta  from  th e  la tes t  issue o f  th e  Mipex pro jec t  (Mipex 2011) w as  n o t  used for tw o  reasons:  
firstly, it b e c a m e  available a f te r  th e  d a ta  analytic part  o f  this  p ro jec t  had  b ee n  c o m p le te d ;  secondly, it is 
arguably  undes i rab le  to  use  th is  specific d a ta  in so m e  so r t  of t im e -b ased  com p ar ison  (including th e  
limited in s tance  o f  th e  c ross-sect ional t im e-se r ie s  pooling o f  only tw o  y ears  of d a ta  u n d e r ta k e n  here) 
given t h a t  it occurs  a f te r /d u r in g  a m ajor  s truc tu ra l  b reak  in th e  t im e  series, i.e. th e  w orldw ide  ec on om ic  
crash o f  2008-2010 .  This e v e n t  results  in m e a s u re s  th a t  a re  vastly o u t  of sync with th e  d a ta  w e have  for 
th e s e  m e a s u re s  a t  p revious t im e  points, e.g. u n e m p lo y m e n t  ra te s  will spike dram atica lly  in this  period . 
To m odel variation in o u r  variable  a t  such an ex trao rd in a ry  t im e  po in t w ould  essentia lly  a m o u n t  t o  an 
a t t e m p t  to  m odel th e  s truc tu ra l  b reak  or, in o th e r  w ords, to  m odel th e  excep tion  ra th e r  th a n  th e  norm , 
with obvious c o n se q u e n c e s  for  th e  generalisabili ty  o f  th e  analysis.

The G ed d es  e t  al. sco res  w e re  reco rd ed  in th e  fo rm a t  w h e re  '3 ' implied 'good  practice ' ,  o r  low 
conditionality , an d  '1 ' implied 'b ad  p ract ice '  with th e s e  sco res  arr ived a t  by averaging th e  sco res  for 
individual policy indicators  in th e  'cond it ions  of acquisit ion ' s t ran d  for  th e  Long-term Residency 
d im ension . T hese  sco res  fo r  each  cou n try  w e re  re-scaled u p w ard s  a n d  placed on a scale from  0-8 by 
using th e  following simple tran s fo rm a t io n :  {([Score]*4) -  4} a n d  th is  w as  re-po larised  so t h a t  low scores  
imply low conditionality  by sub trac t ing  8 an d  multiplying by -1.

All m od e ls  in th is  sec t ion  w e re  e s t im a te d  with th e  inclusion o f  a 'y ea r '  d u m m y  variable  to  distinguish 
o n e  y ea r 's  da ta  from  th e  next and  to  c a p tu re  any specific t im e  effects,  th o u g h  th e  coeff ic ient fo r  th is  
variable  is n o t  r e p o r te d  in th e  models.
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Table 5.3.4 — Determ inants o f LTR conditionaliu- rN=32^

Dep var: LTR-condit ional i ty  ( 8 - p t ) , pooled c r o s s - s e c t io n s

L32a L32b L32c L32d

we lfa re  Effor t  (UB-BG) -0 .080 -0.263* -0 .310 * -0.179
(0 .161) (0 .137) (0 .153) (0 .141)

LM f l e x i b i l i t y -0 .020 0.508 0.899A 0.291
(0.494) (0 .435) (0 .568 ) (0.464)

[INT]Weifare*LMf1exi b i 1i ty -0 .452** -0.270A -0.492** -0.406**
(0.185) (0 .184) (0 .184) (0 .191)

GDP growth rate -0 .388* -0.614*** -0.443** -0.445*
(0.217) (0 .218) (0 .205 ) (0.219)

Anti -migrant  a t t i t u d e s 0.043
(0.035)

Colonial ism ( 0 ,1 ) -1 .381*
(0.712)

Unemployment rate -0.309A
(0 .185)

Migrant unemployment -0 .017
(0.086)

constant 4.021*** 4.643*** 4.036*** 4.004***
(0.312) (0 .446) (0 .305) (0 .321)

Adj . R-sq 0.193 0.257 0.231 0.147
N 32 32 32 32
F - t e s t 0.073 0.032 0.046 0.123
AIC 131.615 128.956 130.054 133.397

Note: 'Year' i d e n t i f i e r  included in a l l  models but not shown 
A p<0.20,  * p<0.10,  ** p<0.05,  *** p<0.01

W hen controlling for this alongside the structural parameters o f  welfare state and 

labour m arket we see that the addition o f anti-migrant attitudes, history o f colonialism or 

the unem ploym ent rate (this last is non-significant at standard levels) allows us to  account 

for about one quarter o f the variance in LTR-conditionahty. Migrant-specific 

unem ploym ent alone does no t seem to have any significant association with conditionality 

in this configuration, but we wiU explore how it m ight be m oderated shortiy.

Testing some o f  these significant variables in somewhat larger com binations is now 

possible. In the next table we see that a still fairly parsimonious account o f  variations in 

conditionality in terms o f  just three factors alongside our labour market-welfare state 

account — G D P  growth, history o f colonialism and inflows o f  foreign population in the 

preceding year — allows us to account for about one third o f  variance. The next model, 

controlling for anti-migrant attitudes in place o f  inflows, does a similar job accounting for 

about 30% o f  variance though the variable is very tenuously associated in this specification. 

The unem ploym ent rate still shows no independent effect in this expanded configuration. 

Exam ination o f the residuals from  select models illustrates how com binations o f 

explanatory factors aUow us to account for variations in conditionality for some cases but 

no t for others.
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Table 5.3.5 — Determ inants o f LTR conditionality continued HSI—32^

Dep Var: LTR-conditionality ( 8 - p t ) , pooled cross - sec t ion s

L32e L32f L32g
welfare Effort (UB-BG) -0.138 -0.145 -0.322**

(0.148) (0.153) (0.151)
LM flexibility 0.667A 0.184 0.838A

(0.425) (0.470) (0.562)
[INT]Welfare*LMflexi bi1i ty -0.137 -0.325* -0.359*

(0.190) (0.182) (0.208)
GDP growth rate -0.654*** -0.551** -0.569**

(0.210) (0.216) (0.224)
Colonialism (0,1) -2.193** -1.524** -1.050

(0.812) (0.698) (0.797)
Foreign Pop. inflow C-lyr, log) 0.660*

(0.361)
Anti-migrant attitudes 0.052A

(0.033)
unemployment rate -0.190

(0.204)
Constant 4.997*** 4.735*** 4.511***

(0.468) (0.437) (0.469)
Adj.R-sq 0.321 0.299 0.253
N 32 32 32
F-test 0.018 0.025 0.044
AIC 126.770 127.811 129.819
Note: 'Year' i d e n t i f i e r  included in a l l  models but not shown 
A p<0.20, * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
For example, knowing the extent o f hostility towards migrants and the general growth 

rate in the economy, alongside key work-welfare institutional parameters, (L32a) explains 

slighdy under a quarter o f  variance in conditionality. However the residual plot for this 

m odel (Fig 5.3.1) shows that it does not do a good job for several cases, Uke Austria-2006, 

Norway-2004 (top o f graph), Belgium-2006, Spain-2006 (bottom  o f  graph). Replacing 

extent o f anti-inigrant attimdes with inform ation about a countn^’s history o f  colonialism 

(L32b) draws all o f  these obsen^ations towards the zero residual line, explaining them  

better, except for Austria-2006; meanwhile this view (model) does not now do a very good 

job accounting for conditionalit}' levels in Netherlands-2006.

Retaining colonialism and taking account o f migrant inflows in the preceding year 

(L32e) does not help account for the outliers o f  the N etherlands and Austria (2006) though 

it does do a better job o f  predicting conditionaHt}? levels for e.g. Greece tiian the previous 

model. Replacing inflows with anti-migrant attitudes again (L32f) does succeed in drawing 

these outliers closer to the zero residual line, taking account o f all o f  the other explanatory 

factors m this m odel as well. W hat this demonstrates is the broad diversity and complexity 

o f  factors that may feed into the determination o f  migration policy outputs like 

conditionality levels and the difficvilt}' o f  advanciag a univocal explanation o f  reasons for 

variations in the content o f such outputs across European countries.
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Fig. 5.3.1 — Residual plots for select models o f LTR conditionality (N —32')
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Notwithstanding the broad structural regularities we have identified with regard to 

conditionality and the welfare state, Papadopoulos (2011) may have a point w hen he 

remarks on the difficulty o f  speaking o f  ‘regimes’ o f migrant integration in Hght o f the 

unique particularities o f national experiences o f migration.

The situation is even m ore complex w hen we consider the contingent nature o f  some 

o f the hypothesised relationships and their confinem ent to only certain sub-groups o f 

cases. In the next table we consider some hypothesised moderating relationships between 

variables that may aid in our understanding. The first m odel (1) controls for the basic 

structural factors alongside migrant-specific unemployment and the skiU com position o f 

the migrant population in interaction w ith each other. The interaction is significant and in 

line with theory; higher migrant unem ploym ent bears an association with the stringency o f 

LTR-conditionality, bu t contingent on the skill levels o f  migrants themselves. The general 

rate o f unem ploym ent however, in the next m odel (2), actually accounts for m ore variance 

when we test for this same interaction, and also attains a m ore dem anding level o f  

significance. Conditionality’s association with pressing socio-economic issues like 

employment seems m ore so to be defined in the generality o f things as opposed to the 

specificities o f  migrant situations.
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Both effects run in the same direction but the general unem ploym ent effect is greater. 

T o  better understand the relationship here and its implications for regime-based 

conceptualisations defined by status conditionality we graph the association (Fig. 5.3.2). 

The graph shows the relationship o f unem ploym ent to conditionality by migrant skill level 

(percentage o f migrants with Tertiary education; binan^ split at mean value) utilising all 

available data points.

Table 5.3.6 — Interaction effects in determination o f  LTR-conditionality (N=32'^

Dep var: LTR-conditionality (8-pt), pooled cross-sections
L32_l L32_2 L32_3 L32_4

Welfare Effort (UB-BG) 0.124 0.038 0.216A -0.356**
(0.153) (0.167) (0.159) (0.150)

LM flexibility 0.196 0.691 -0.961A 1.111**
(0.500) (0.574) (0.600) (0.461)

[INT]Weifare*LMf1exi bi1i ty -0.259 -0.325A -0.350* -0.578**
(0.203) (0.191) (0.180) (0.219)

Migrant unemployment -0.153A
(0.095)

High-skilled (%Tertiary educ.) -0.204** -0.230***
(0.078) (0.076)

[INT]Mi grantunemp*Hi-ski 11ed -0.032*
(0.017)

unemployment rate -0.478**
(0.187)

[lNT]Unemployment*Hi-Skilled -0.070**
(0.031)

Multiculturalism (0,1) -1.643*
(0,809)

Anti-migrant attitudes 0.137***
(0.044)

[INT]Multicult*Anti-mi grant -0.179**
(0.073)

Colonialism (0,1) -0.659
(0.656)

Right-wing vote % 0.073**
(0.027)

[INT]Coloni al*Ri ght-wi ngvote -0.143***
(0.049)

constant 3.671*** 3.340*** 4.354*** 4.417***
(0.347) (0.403) (0.347) (0.427)

Adj,R-sq 0.196 0.311 0.280 0.266
N 32 32 32 32
F-test 0.086 0.021 0.031 0.038
AIC 132.182 127.233 128.630 129.277
Note: 'Year' identifier included in all models but not shown 
A p<0.20, * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Fig. 5.3.2 — Unem ploym ent vs. Conditionality, interaction
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Some aspects o f the relationship stand out clearly: unem ploym ent and conditionality 

are both generally lower where migrants are relatively skilled; where skill levels are relatively 

low there has been wider variation in the conditionaHt}? states have opted to impose, 

though it has been at a relatively high level, though there is no clear correlation with the 

unem ploym ent rate in this regard; the relationship appears to be negative in countries with 

skilled migrants. This negative relationship is being driven in large part by the Belgian 

observ^ations. These cases need no t be seen as outliers however and, were we here to 

ascribe regime-Hke characteristics to  states, the im position o f  selective entry mechanisms 

may be seen as a counter\^ailing policy against a liberal approach to granting long-term  

residency. The implication o f Belgium’s rigid labour m arket structures in its relatively high 

unem ploym ent rate coupled with poor labour market integration and mobility" for migrants 

(Niessen, H uddleston, and Citron 2007, 28) may make the toleration o f  a liberal policy 

approach to migrants m ore politically palatable.

The degree to which the high-skilled population can or will change is relevant to  how, 

and whether, we can speak o f this factor as being constitutive o f a ‘regime’ at aU: to  some 

extent the stock o f  skilled ixiigrants is a given fact about the country over which the state 

has littie control, while in another sense the skiU levels o f incom ing (legal) migrants is
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subject to definition and moulding by means o f the policy lever o f migrant entry criteria. 

There is something else interesting about this graph: note the changes over time, in the 

inter\^ening two year period between m easurem ent instances o f conditionality. In very 

many o f  the cases (e.g. Austria , France, Germany, Greece, Netherlands, Sweden) increases 

in the general unem ploym ent rate were accompanied by increases in conditionalit}^ For 

our two perhaps unusual cases o f Belgium and Spain, decreases in the unem ploym ent rate 

were accom panied by decreases in the level o f  conditionality. To the extent that 

conditionality may be defined and redefined subject to such short-scale time horizons it 

again problematises the characterisation o f m igrants’ structural context in stable and 

enduring ‘regime’ terms.

The next m odel (3) considers anti-migrant attitudes again, but this time explores the 

possibilit}^ that they hold a contingent relationship to conditionality levels. W e expect this 

to be m oderated by country and political context. Specifically, we might expect to see that 

in countries where multiculturalism is a goal officially pursued by state policy higher anti

migrant sentim ent will no t bear positively on conditionaUt}? levels or wiU have no relation. 

This is w hat the significant result here teUs us, allowing us to account for 28% o f  variance 

in conditionaHt}'; the association can be visualised as follows in the graph below, though 

the Netherlands-2006 if  no t accounted for by this variable (Fig- 5.3.3). A similar 

hypothesis, m odel no t shown here, that a history o f  colonialism m ight m oderate the 

relationship between anti-migrant attitudes and conditionality found no support.

Histor}' o f  colonialism m ight be a better guide to politics, however, and we 

hypothesise that the nature o f  right-wing views on inward migration are Likely to be 

qualitatively different in those countries where colonialism has been a feature o f  their past 

and where right-wing politics may focus m ore on firee m arket issues and less on the anti

immigration scaremongering that is sometimes a feature o f such political party views. The 

m odel (4) offers support for this contention and marginal effects com puted from the 

m odel indeed suggests a positive relationsliip in non-colonial countries and a negative 

relationship in form er colonial countries. In other words, a greater share o f  right-wing 

political pow er in form er colonial countries equates to lower conditionality, while it equates 

to higher conditionaUt)? in countries w ithout such a history.

Holding other variables at their means and allowing right-wing v o te  to vary about the  mean by ±10% 
over former colonial and non-colonial countries. For non-colonial (std. errors in brackets, calculated 
using delta method): -10%, 3.393 (.487); Mean, 4 .123 (.410);+10%, 4 .853  (.492). For former  
colonial: -10%, 4 .796  (.648); Mean, 4 .101 (.457); +10%, 3 .406 (.502).
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Fig 5.3.3 — LTR conditionalin.' vs. anti-migtant attitudes, interaction
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Table 5.3.7 — M ore interaction effects in detennination o f LTR-conditionalit}- nSI=32^

Dep Var: LTR-conditionality (8--p t) ,  pooled cross-sections

L32_5 L32_6 L32_7 L32_8

welfare E ffo rt  (UB-BG) -0.292* -0.090 -0.228 0.012
(0.154) (0.152) (0.180) (0.166)

LM f l e x i b i l i t y 0.688A 1.058* 0.158 -0.264
(0.495) (0.515) (0.564) (0.564)

[INT]welfare*LMf1exi b i1i ty -0.309A -0.364* -0 .394* -0 .577**
(0.191) (0.204) (0.219) (0.216)

Foreign-born population % 0.167** 0.137*
(0.081) (0.078)

Decentralisation (0 ,1 ) -1 .411* -1.606* -0.989
(0.783) (0.914) (0.774)

Multiculturalism  (0 ,1 ) 0.632
(1.036)

[iNT]Multicult*ForeignPop -1.093*
(0.573)

Right-wing vote % 0.054
(0.050)

[INT]Decentral*Right-wingvote -0.030
(0.066)

Anti-migrant attitudes 0.048
(0.038)

[INT]Decentral*Anti-mi grant 0.052
(0.067)

Constant 4 .849*** 4 .117*** 5 .075*** 4 .706***
(0.586) (0.363) (0.737) (0.598)

A di. R-sq 0.185 0.186 0.095 0.130
N 32 32 32 32
F-test 0.080 0.096 0.227 0.167
AIC 131.929 132.589 135.977 134.717

Note: 'Year' id e n t i f ie r  included in a l l  models but not shown 
A p<0.20, * p<0.10, * *  p<0.05, * * *  p<0.01

206



Population fluctuations are another short term  phenom enon that may be informative 

for typologising attempts around conditionality. It was seen earlier that inflows o f  migrants 

in the preceding year were positively associated with conditionality; bigger inflows 

correlated with m ore restrictive conditionality imposed by states. It may be the case that 

the size o f  the foreign population stock itself also shows a systematic relationship with 

structural aspects o f a country’s poUcy nexus such as conditionality (see e.g. Freem an 1986 

for a similar point). As the size o f the foreign population increases the potential for 

migrants to become a drain on the welfare state, with their often inferior or tenuous labour 

m arket attachm ents, also increases, which may lead policymakers to impose stricter 

conditionalit}^

The first m odel (5) in Table 5.3.7 finds strong support for the hypothesis that size o f 

foreign population matters; we also control here for openness o f  the political system on 

the grounds that this is Hkely to be o f  special relevance where populations are large, giving 

migrants greater purchase on the political system.”  ̂ In addition, we might expect size o f 

foreign population to share an affinit}’ with level o f conditionality only in certain contexts, 

such as in situations where official state support for multiculturalism obtains. The next 

m odel (6) finds such a m oderating effect, where the relationship o f size o f foreign 

population to level o f  conditionaHt\^ is negative in officiaUv multicultural countries but 

positive otherwise, and accounts for almost 30% o f variance.

The final m oderating structural param eter that we explore is the openness o f  the 

political system. W here political power is m ore diffuse and open, offering m ore 

opportum ties for entree into the political system, we m ight expect to find a m ore 

pronounced relationship between political positions opposed to migration and the t}^es o f 

inigration poHcy and conditionaHtj^ migrants are faced with. Testing this possible 

m oderating relationship with the share o f  the right wing vote indicator (7) returns a non- 

sigmficant interaction. This may be explicable in terms o f what we have already discovered 

about right-wing political support with regard to migration however, namely that it is itself 

m oderated by historical factors like a country’s histor)^ o f  colonialism. In other words, 

there is a bifurcation o f  effect with regard to the mechanism presum ed to be at the heart o f 

the right-wing vote share indicator. A m ore direct test o f  the m oderating potential o f  an 

open political structure may lie with the anti-migrant attitudes indicator (8) though this 

m odel does not explain ver\' m uch and the interactive relationship does not attain 

significance.

Though an explicit t e s t  o f  interaction  returned  a non-significant e f fec t .
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5.3.2. Determinants of Citizenship Conditionality

In this section we briefly explore the determinants o f citizenship conditionality so as 

to assess whether and how the determ inants o f this form  o f conditionalit}^ may differ from  

those o f  LTR-conditionality and with w hat implications for any t}'pological efforts that 

would seek to take citizenship conditionality as the explanatorj^ focus. As this is no t the 

approach taken here, where conditionalit}'^ o f  long-term residency is the primary concern, 

this section will be exploratory in nature and does no t claim to undertake an exhaustive 

treatm ent o f explanations for citizenship conditionality, lea\'ing this task instead to a future 

research project where such an analysis would be m ore appropriate and necessar}^

The first m odel in the table over follows the lead o f  the earlier analysis, assessing how 

far the labour m arket— ^welfare state nexus can ‘explain’ the level o f conditionality attached 

to naturalisation. This m odel does well, returning a significant interaction and explaining 

m ore than three times the variance than could be explained with this institutional account 

for LTR-conditionality. The next models in the table consider the effects o f  short-run 

volatile determinants, or determinants prone to a degree o f fluctuation. The results are self- 

explanaton' and we have encountered all o f  the variables here earlier, bar one. This one 

variable, specific to  citizenship conditionality, measures a countr}'’s naturalisation rate at a 

one-year lag. It m ight be the case that policymakers respond to large shifts in the volumes 

o f  those seeking to naturalise and amend the level o f  citizenship conditionality obtaining 

accordingly. However, it is also acknowledged that it is difficult to test such an effect here 

given possible endogeneity issues (conditionality will affect naturalisation rates and vice 

versa) and given the paucity o f data points. Again, a longer time-series and m ore data will 

allow future research to better test h j^o theses like this one.

In the event, naturalisation rates (C6) do not explain any m ore variance than the basic 

m odel (Cl). In fact, almost all o f  these short-run determinants contribute nothing to the 

basic model, w ith the exception o f econom ic growth (one-year lag) and the proportion  o f 

highly-skiUed migrants in the foreign population though neither attain sigmficance at 

norm al levels. Econom ic growth averaged over a longer period o f the three preceding 

years (model n o t shown) does explain about 15% m ore variance than m odel C5, suggesting 

perhaps that factors over the longer duration may have m ore relevance to  the 

determ ination o f  citizenship conditionality.
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Table 5.3.8 — Determ inants o f Citizenship Conditionalit}'

Dep v a r :  c i t i z e n s h i p  C o n d i t i o n a l i t y  ( 8 - p t )

Cl C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 C7 C8 C9

LM f l e x i b i l i t y -0 .7 2 5 - 0 .6 2 1 -0 .8 2 6 -0 .7 0 8 -1.055A -0 .9 3 9 - 0 .2 5 7 -0 .6 5 0 -1.376A
CO.716) CO.902) CO.732) CO.749) CO.738) CO.772) C l .094) CO.785) CO.811)

W e l f a r e  E f f o r t  Cub- bg) -0 .1 7 7 - 0 .1 9 6 -0 .1 7 9 -0 .2 2 6 -0 .1 6 0 -0 .1 2 1 - 0 .2 5 8 -0 .1 7 8 -0 .0 6 3
CO.223) CO.251) CO.225) CO.299) CO.217) CO.237) CO.269) CO.232) CO.226)

[INT] w e l f a r e * L M f 1e x i  b i 1 i  t y -0 .6 5 0 * -0 .6 2 9 * -0.563A -0 .6 6 8 * -0 .6 8 3 * * -0 .6 4 5 * -0 .7 1 8 * -0 .6 8 8 * -0 .4 3 6
CO.309) CO.337) CO.327) CO.329) CO.300) CO.313) CO.339) CO.345) CO.328)

A n t i - m i g r a n t  A t t i t u d e s  C'02) -0 .0 1 3  
CO.062)

R i g h t - w i n g  v o t e  % 0 .030
CO.034)

F o r e i g n  Pop i n f l o w  C '05 , l o g ) -0 .1 6 0  
CO.606)

GDP Growth  R a t e  C'05) -0 .5 7 5  
CO.433)

N a t u r a l i s a t i o n  R a t e  C'05) -0 .2 2 9  
CO.281)

unemployment  R a t e  C'05) -0 .2 2 5  
CO.389)

M i g r a n t  un employment  C '04-05 ) -0 .0 5 2  
CO.169)

H i g h - s k i l l e d  C% T e r t i a r y  e d u c ) -0.129A
CO.087)

c o n s t a n t 5.247*** 5.239*** 5.214*** 5.254*** 5.260*** 5.245*** 5.272*** 5.261*** 5.166***
CO.537) CO.561) CO.543) CO.560) CO.521) CO.545) CO.554) CO.560) CO.515)

A d j . R - s q 0 .1 7 6 0.105 0 .161 0 .107 0 .226 0 .153 0 .1 2 8 0 .1 0 9 0 .252
N 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
F - t e s t 0 .1 5 8 0.285 0 .215 0.282 0 .150 0.225 0 .255 0 .2 8 0 0 .128
AIC 72.483 74.423 73.377 74.382 72.103 73.542 74.003 74 .349 71.555

A p< 0 .20 ,  * p< 0 .10 ,  ** p< 0 .0 5 ,  *** p<0.01
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Table 5.3.9 - D eterm inants o f Citizenship Conditionality^ cont.

Dep Van: C i t i z e n s h ip  c o n d i t i o n a l i t y  C8-pt)

CIO C l l C12 C13

LM f l e x i b i l i t y -1 .220* -0 .541 -0.765 -1.742**
(0 .601) (0 .810) (0 .806) (0 .645)

w e lfa re  E f f o r t  (UB-BG) 0.001 -0 .136 -0 .171 0.103
(0 .190) (0 .242) (0 .237) (0 .188)

[INT]Weifare*LMf1exi b i 1i ty -0 .488* -0.618* -0.665* -0.597**
(0 .254) (0 .323) (0 .343) (0 .246)

M u l t ic u l tu ra l i s m  (0 ,1 ) -3.025** -3.822***
(1 .092) (1 .128)

D e c e n t r a l i s a t io n  (0 ,1 ) 0.728
(1 .323)

Colonia lism  (0 ,1 ) 0.165 1.601A
(1.234) (0 .979)

Constant 5.942*** 4.780*** 5.170*** 5.382***
(0 .498) (1 .013) (0 .801) (0 .577)

A di. R-sq 0.471 0.126 0.103 0. 541
N 16 16 16 16
F - t e s t 0.024 0.258 0.288 0.020
AIC 66.012 74.049 74.457 64.224

A p<0.20, * p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01

]Exploring fixed or time-invariant features o f states specifically, we see in m odel CIO 

that adding official multiculturaHsm as an explanatory factor makes a ver\' big difference 

indeed, allowing us to  account for just under half o f variance in this t}'pe o f  conditionality 

when also controlling for labour m arket and welfare state effects on conditionality. N either 

decentralisation o f  political pow er nor a history o f colonialism, however, seem to have 

much explanatory' power. To the extent that we can push the boat ou t and add one m ore 

variable, while emphasising again the exploratory nature o f  this analysis, we see that 

considering history o f  colonialism alongside multiculturaHsm and the interplay o f welfare 

state and labour m arket allows us account for 54% o f  the variance here. This finding, that 

citizenship conditionalit}' appears to be explicable in terms o f  institutional and structural 

aspects o f the state that admit o f only secular change is in line with other findings to  the 

effect that nationality laws are often fixed for long periods o f  time or change only slowly 

(Brubaker 1992; Bloemraad 2000). In light o f  this it may be m ore appropriate to  speak o f  

fixed citizenship ‘regimes’ in a m anner that did not seem so appropriate with long-term  

residency, though to w hat extent such citizenship regimes would figure in the 

determination o f  m igrant poverty is another question.
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5.4. Conclusions
This chapter set out to explore the possibilities for form ing a regime-t}^ological 

account o f  migrant poverty determination taking conditionality o f  LTR status and welfare 

effort as its two key dimensions. The chapter employed a battery o f exploraton^ and 

analytic, formal and informal, multivariate and hypothetico-deductive m ethods to address 

three broad questions concerning the nature o f conditionality and implications for regime- 

typologising.

The analysis showed that there are some broad structural regularities, or ‘elective 

affinities’ (Shalev 2007), in terms o f  how the state policy measures deemed m ost relevant 

to migrant poverty hang together. States with flexible labour markets tended to apply high 

conditionality to residency stams where welfare benefits were high, while this pattern was 

reversed in states with rigid labour markets. Various outliers to this account revealed how 

conditionality is no t simply a redundant emanation o f  o ther features o f  the state, and does 

not share a perfect congruence with certain structural-institutional configurations 

(Question 1).

Cluster analysis on conditionaHt\' and welfare state indicators — both  with and without 

a third labour market indicator — revealed the existence o f four distinct groups o f countries 

which were labelled as regime-t}^es, the predictive power o f which wiU be tested in the 

next chapter. Each o f  these regime t}^es was explored by means o f  tabular analysis to 

ascertain each type’s characteristics, with a view to determining w hether any other factors 

might usefully be added to the t)'pology and with a view to determining what factors 

should be controlled for when testing for the effects o f conditionaHt}^ on migrant povert}' 

outcomes. The four-type regime account appears to be a parsimonious expression o f some 

o f the key factors we hj^othesise to play a role in the determ ination o f m igrant poverty 

and enlarging the typology was deemed both  intellectually and empirically unnecessary 

(Question 2). Further cluster analysis invohnng other political, historical, and legal- 

institutional features o f  the state found that the categorisation o f  countries remained stable, 

while the tabular analysis pointed to this in a different way with none o f  these variables 

sharing an affinit}^ with any single conditionality configuration, i.e. no variable is 

coterminous with either ‘high’ or ‘low’ conditionaHt}'.
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Fig 5.4.1 — Migrant Inflows, variation over time
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Source: SOPEMI (2008. 295); data based  on population registers.

O ther political and economic determinants were held to be descriptive o f  the regime 

t\'pes and unsuitable for inclusion as extra dimensions in any t\'polog}? given their 

propensity for short-term  volatility and fluctuation; political vote-share and attitudinal 

preferences towards migrants are not static, nor are inflows or rates o f econom ic growth. 

To illustrate this point in a m ore meaningful way we can consider Fig. 5.4.1, showing 

variations in inflows to select European countries over tlie last num ber o f  years.

T o summarise some o f  these trends we can say over this short series o f  less than a 

decade there have been some m ajor short-term  shifts in foreign population inflows: 

inflows to Sweden m ore than doubled over the period; inflows to the N etherlands 

increased to a peak o f  about 90,000 per year before declining by about one-third in volum e 

w ithin three years; inflows to Austria almost doubled in the six years after 1998 before 

dropping back to a level about 20% below peak. These shifts are m arked and, within each 

country, contextually rather large. They are dwarfed by inflow increases in e.g. Spain (not in 

graph) where inflows increased by about 800% from  1999-2006 (SOPEM I 2008, 295).

Leaving aside short-term  volatility o f  determinants for the m om ent, are there any 

other possible indicators that could fruitfully be added as an extra dim ension to  this 

nascent typolog}'? The only likely candidate amongst these indicators for potential 

substruction o f  the property space concerns migrant skill levels. The entry criteria 

applicable to TC N  migrants constitute a policy lever with the potential to shape, over time.
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the skills com position o f the migrant cohort, with clear implications for efforts to predict 

m igrant povert}'. However, the addition o f  such a dimension could engender conceptual 

difficulties as well as posing severe m easurem ent challenges; as it is, the simple two-way 

t}?pology determining poverty consists o f  policy measures that apply only to migrants 

actually residing in the state, but the addition o f  an entry criteria dimension would need to 

have regard to  the historical developm ent o f  m igrant entry policies for each country so as 

the quantif)^ and test their effect. Such an effort would pose a severe challenge for accurate 

measiirement, but the greater — conceptual — difficult}^ is that there would arguably exist a 

tem poral disconnect between such an additional retrospective dimension and the existing 

dimensions which we conceive o f  as operating prospectively. Undoubtedly skill level 

m atters for cross-national explanations o f migrant poverty, but it seems here that the m ost 

satisfactory approach to addressing this is to control for skill level alongside other 

hypothesised (regime) effects.” ®

The final question posed at the outset o f  this chapter concerned the nature o f 

conditionality itself and the implications this m ight have for proposed tropologies using 

conditionality as a constitutive dimension. The inigration theon^ and migration poUcy 

literature provides a theoretical basis on which to test hypotheses concerning the factors 

that may shape and determine the level o f  conditionaHt\? obtaining in a given state. 

Controlling for what we already know to be the broad structural parameters with which 

conditionalit)? tends to share affinities within states, w hat else can we learn about the 

reasons for variation in conditionaHt\f across states?

There are some data constraints in this regard, already discussed above, bu t the 

analysis clearly indicated that volatile phenom ena that we expect to feed into the policy 

process sigmficantly predicted variations in conditionalit}^ across states. Things like 

economic, attitudes, inflows and political preferences all helped to  explain a country’s level 

o f  conditionality. Many o f these phenom ena were also seen to be m oderated in the context 

o f time-invariant state characteristics such as the political structure or the state’s history, 

indicating that some o f  these short-term  factors would no t even have uniform  effects 

across states.

T hat policies are Hable to change is hardly a groundbreaking observation. But to the 

extent that our prior theoretical expectations with regard to certain variables and the results 

from  the empirical analysis aU support a view o f  conditionality as subject to fluctuation in

Also bo th  o f  th e  reg im e ty p es  with low conditionality  (Inclusionary, Liberal) w e re  s e en  t o  have th e  
h ighest a v e rage  skill levels o f  m igran ts  re lative to  th e  o th e r  ty pes  and  so this  d im ension  w ould  n o t  be 
o r th og on a l  to  existing o n es  a n d  w ould  resu lt  in th e  p roduc t ion  of n u m e ro u s  empirically r e d u n d a n t  cells.
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line with short-term  aspects o f  the socio-econom ic and polidcal context, then surely this 

m ust problematise the characterisation o f  conditionality as being ‘regime-like’ in the sense 

o f  taking a stable and predictable form. Conditionality attached to naturalisation on the 

o ther hand, though it is no t the prim an' focus o f  our theoretical or empirical analysis here, 

was seen to be largely explicable in terms o f fixed state characteristics.

The finding about LTR conditionalit)^, that it is liable to short-run determination, 

directly addresses Kasza’s (2002) concern that the policymaking process is often ignored by 

regime theorists and acknowledges Bam bra’s (2006) critique that policy measures are not 

often characterised by stasis. Its im port for efforts to advance a regime typology with 

regard to  migrant povert}' determinants is to highlight the need to re-measure and reassess 

the empirical situation regularly as m ore data becomes available, while at the same time 

forcing an awareness o f the qualitatively different situation faced by TCNs. Conditionality 

may be subject to rapid change in a m anner that broader welfare state and labour market 

configurations, often characterised by path dependency (Pierson 2000), will no t be; this is 

something with implications not just for academics wishing to discuss state policy 

approaches and build t\^pologies, but for real-world migrant Hves-as-Uved.

In sum, there does appear to be some farnily-Kke grouping o f  similar countries on the 

policy measures and institutional factors explored here. G roups o f states imposing 

unfavourable policy configurations on migrants were also seen to share other 

characteristics that may themselves, independendy, im pact on povert}? outcom es while 

simultaneously retaining the capacity to influence conditionality levels. Caution should 

perhaps be exercised before labelling these regularities as ‘regimes’ however, given our 

findings on the short-run determ inants o f  conditionalit}\ Continuous m onitoring o f 

developments within these ‘regimes’, acknowledging their seeming protean nature, and 

careful attendance to the complexity and reflexivity o f  their multiple interlocking 

detemainative pathways will be an ongoing research challenge for those interested in the 

description and theorising o f  migrant povert}'. It is to the analytical testing o f  the 

hypothesised interactive effect o f our key variables on such poverty that we now  turn, in 

the next chapter.
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6. Conditionality as a Determinant of 
Migrant Poverty

6.1. Introduction
In this chapter we bring the concept o f conditionalit}^ o f legal status to bear on the 

determ ination o f  TC N  poverty. The chapter shows that the broad hypothesis explored 

throughout this thesis finds robust support insofar as conditionalit)^ is seen to interact with 

state institutional factors, notably the level o f  welfare benefits a state pro\ades but also 

labour m arket factors, in a m anner determinative o f  inigrant poverty outcomes, even 

controlling for im portant covariates. We begin by looking at determinants o f (income) 

povert}^ at the macro-level in small-N regressions before m oving to the main focus o f the 

chapter, analysis o f the SILC microdata by means o f  multilevel modelling.

The central focus wiU be on poverty as material deprivation though other dependent 

variables will also be modelled including income poverty' and consistent poverty. Aspects 

o f  our theoretical m odel wiU also be fleshed out by exploring the role o f conditionality in 

determimng transitions to more secure forms o f legal status and also its theorised indirect 

impacts on poverty by means o f  labour m arket interactions. It wiU also be possible to test 

w hether our regime t\'pe indicators have predictive capacity. Having explored each o f these 

aspects in turn, select residual diagnostics wiU be presented at the end o f  the chapter, 

followed by concluding remarks.
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6.2. Macro-level regressions
Table 6.1 — Macro-level poverty rate regressions

Dep var:  % TCNs in  Poverty (SILC measure)

1 2 3 4 5

w e l f a r e  E f f o r t  (UB-BG) -0 .935 -0.99 7 -0.989 -1.129A -0.937
(0.828) (0 .853) (0.749) (0 .798) (0.786)

LTR C o n d i t i o n a l i t y -0 .549 -0.98 6 -1.072 -1.262
(0.886) (0.802) (0 .833) (1.064)

[INT]LTR*BG -0.820** -0.698A -0.730A
(0.371) (0 .425) (0 .441)

LM f l e x i b i l i t y 1.849
(2.872)

H i g h - s k i l l e d  (% T e r t i a r y ) -0 .152
(0.366)

Constant 24.906*** 24.906*** 24.364*** 24.443*** 24.423***
(1.990) (2 .036) (1.804) (1 .853) (1.875)

Adj . R-sq 0.018 -0.02 7 0.209 0.168 0.150
N 16 16 16 16 16
F - t e s t 0.278 0.470 0.127 0.208 0.228
AIC 113.658 115.192 111.739 113.147 113.488

A p< 0.20 ,  * p< 0.10 ,  ** p<0.05 ,  *** p<0.01

This table tests the underlying central h^'pothesis at the macro level. This is a 

preliminar}' analysis, constrained by the very small num ber o f cases, and prior to the in- 

depth analysis o f  microdata in the next section. The dependent variable is the proportion 

o f T C N  migrants in each country classified as being ‘in poverty’ according to the SILC 

relative incom e povert}^ measure. First, we m odel the effect o f  welfare on the proportion in 

poverty (1) and note the expected negative effect, though this does not attain significance. 

The next m odel (2) adds the LTR-conditionalit}^ variable alone, and this too has no 

significant effect. However, in the next m odel (3) we test for the expected presence o f  

interaction and note a significant interaction at the .05 le-̂ ’̂ el, accounting for over one-fifth 

o f the variance in the dependent variable. This finding is consistent with our theoretical 

expectations. The residual plot below (Fig. 6.1) shows some clear outliers for this m odel (3) 

however, notably Belgium and Denm ark. These two cases are ver}' similar as regards the 

independent variables used here, with bo th  states imposing low LTR-conditionality while 

having generous welfare systems. They have very different rates o f  TC N  incom e poverty 

however.
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Fig. 6.1 — Residual plots, select models
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Belgium records the highest levels o f  income povert}' for this set o f  countries at over 

40%, despite having low conditionality and generous welfare supports, suggesting the 

relevance o f  other explanatory factors to povert)? in this case. D enm ark records a very low 

rate o f  incom e povert}? (12%) in actualit)% though the m odel predicts a m uch higher rate 

than this, overestimating the rate by almost 15 percentage points. Later controls may help 

close this gap. The final two models in the table test for the robustness o f  the interaction 

to the inclusion o f other determinants relevant to the proportion o f m igrants living in 

income povert}^ Inclusion o f  labour m arket flexibilit}' (4) in fact adds nothing to  the m odel 

-  explaining less variance and no t attaining statistical significance — while the interaction 

remains only very weakly ‘significant’. This is no t a helpful addition to the model. Likewise 

the addition o f  migrant skill levels as an explanatory? factor at the m acro level (5) adds 

nothing o f  value to the model.
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Table 6.2 -  Macro-level poverty rate regressions

Dep Van: % t c n s  in  Poverty (SILC measure)

6 7 8 9

LTR C o n d it io n a l i ty - 1 . 0 0 1 - 0 . 9 7 4 - 0 .9 5 5 -0.985A
( 0 .761) ( 0 .7 1 7 ) (0 .756) ( 0 .6 8 5 )

w e lfa re  E f fo r t  ( ub- bg) - 0 . 6 9 6 -1.056A - 0 .9 9 4 -1 .681**
(0 .7 3 5 ) (0 .6 7 0 ) ( 0 .795) ( 0 .7 1 3 )

[INT]LTR*BG - 0 . 5 4 0
( 0 .397)

-0 .576A
( 0 .3 5 4 )

unemployment Rate C'05) 1.357A
( 0 .887)

2.073**
( 0 .7 9 8 )

Migrant unemployment ( ' 0 4 - 0 5 ) 0 .932*
( 0 . 4 6 6 )

0.708A
( 0 .4 8 8 )

[INT]LTR*unemp - 0 .4 7 7
( 0 .357)

[INT]LTR*Migunemp - 0 ,5 3 7 *
( 0 . 2 7 5 )

Constant 24.549*** 24.525*** 25.282*** 25.246***
( 1 .715) ( 1 .6 1 5 ) ( 1 .722) (1 .5 4 4 )

Adj.R-sq 0 .288 0 .367 0.285 0 .4 1 6
N 16 16 16 16
F - t e s t 0 .102 0 .0 5 8 0.104 0 .039
AIC 110.647 108.775 110.730 107.475

A p<0.20,  * p<0.10,  ** p<0.05,  *** p<0.01

The next table controls for level o f national unem ploym ent, both  in general and at the 

migrant-specific unem ploym ent rate. In die general unem ploym ent m odel (6) the 

interaction itself loses significance while the unem ploym ent variable could be considered 

very weakly ‘significant’. The migrant-specific m odel does better (7), w ith the 

unemployment variable significant (.10 level) and the interaction weakly significant. This 

latter m odel accounts for over 36% o f  variance. D enm ark remains a clear outlier under this 

model (Fig. 6.1), though Belgium has m oved closer to the zero-residual line indicating that 

poor labour m arket integration accounts for part o f  the large TC N  povertj? rate in that 

country.

Let us consider at this point how we expect the m acro-level unem ploym ent rate to 

impact on the proportion o f TC N s in povert}'. In general, as the unem ploym ent rate 

increases and m ore people lose their jobs we naturally expect the proportion o f  the 

impoverished to rise. But this effect is likely to be m oderated in the context o f  the 

developed European welfare state, by the extent to which m igrant access to that welfare 

state is rendered contingent on legal status and subject to conditionality. Interacting 

conditionality with the level o f  unem ploym ent (8) here adds Httie o f value.

However, given the specificities o f the migrant position in the labour market, subject 

to discriinination, language barriers, social and hum an capital deficits, interacting 

conditionality with the migrant-specific rate is perhaps m ore justified. This m odel (9) 

reveals a significant interaction between conditionality and migrant-specific unem ploym ent.
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allow ing us to  explain over 40% o f  variance in  the dependent variable. The residuals are 

also w e ll behaved (Fig. 6.1), though D enm ark remains something o f  an outlier. These are 

very encouraging results on the relevance o f  conditionaUt}? o f  legal status to  the 

determ ination o f  m igrant povert}', even though still at the sm all-N  and macro levels o f  

explanation.

A no the r central expectation o f  our theoretical fram ew ork is tha t cond itiona lity  wiLL 

im pact on m igrant poverty^ indirectiy, in  tandem w ith  the security attached to  that status. 

Insecure legal status is im plicated in  labour fo rc ing  and the to leration o f  in fe rio r pay o r 

w o rk ing  conditions, where the righ t to  remain in  the host country may be jeopardised 

when migrants fa ll ou t o f  the labour market. The direct e ffect o f  the insecurity^ o f  legal 

status on poverty is also Hkely to be m od ified  by the d ifficu lties o f  atta ining the next m ost 

secure legal status in  the hierarchy (this specific hypothesis is tested in  the next section 

u tilis ing  m icrodata” ^ . W here that status is d iff ic u lt to acquire m igrants may subsist in  

in fe rio r life  situations, accepting conditions they otherwise may no t have tolerated in  order 

to  attain the m ore secure legal status. Subsistence in  in fe rio r labour m arket positions, o r 

underem ploym ent, can have scarring effects w h ich  may damage fu ture prospects by the 

erosion o f  human capital and has also been im plicated in  negative psychological and health 

outcomes fo r the underem ployed w h ich  may have the ir ow n effects on poverty (Glyde 

1977; D oo ley and Prause 2004).

Table 6.3 — M acro-level poverty regressions, security o f  status

Dep Var: % TCNs in Poverty CSILC measure)

1 2 3

LTR C o n d itiona lity -0.648 -0.980A 4.418**
(0.801) (0.655) (1 .893)

Security of LTR status 3.790* 5 .452*** 5 .080***
(1.765) (1.537) (1.203)

Welfare E f fo r t  (UB-BG) -1 .904 * * _1 835***
(0.671) (0.523)

[INT]LTR*BG -0 .713**
(0.241)

Constant 24.906*** 24.906** * 24.434***
(1.839) (1.480) (1.164)

Adj.R-sq 0.162 0.457 0.670
N 16 16 16
F-tes t 0.125 0.016 0.002
AIC 111.934 105.712 98.327

A p<0.20, * p<0.10, * *  p<0.05, * * *  p<0.01

This hypothesis finds no support here w here N=16.
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The next table (6.3) looks at some o f  these hypothesised relationships. First we 

consider the effects o f the conditionaUt}' and security alone (1) and, while security is 

significant, the result is positive, against expectations. This m odel says that greater security 

o f  long-term  residency is associated with higher levels o f  income poverty. The next m odel 

controls for the effect o f welfare generosity (2), which is significant and in the expected 

direction, though now security o f LTR stams is even stronger in m agnitude and at the 

m ost dem anding significance level. This m odel accounts for a large am ount o f variance in 

incom e poverty rates across Europe, at a litde over 45% o f  total variance.

Finally we control for security alongside the central hypothesised interaction o f 

conditionality with welfare effort; the interaction is significant and security o f  status 

remains positive and significant at the m ost demanding level. This m odel possesses a high 

degree o f  explanatory power, accounting for a very large am ount — over two-thirds — o f  

variance in TC N  poverty rates across Europe. The residual plot (Fig. 6.1) is the ‘best 

behaved’ thus far. T hat higher levels o f securit}^ in LTR stams should correlate with higher 

levels o f  poverty is puzzling however. How to account for this?

It could be hypothesised, in line with ‘welfare magnet’ (Borjas 1999) arguments, that 

greater security leads to complacency and that some migrants opt for m ore tenuous labour 

m arket attachm ents or for greater reliance on welfare having achieved social rights-granting 

legal stams. But this is mere conjecture and m ust await further study. Also, w ithout 

knowing the precise ratio o f temporan^ to LTR migrants in each countr)" we are limited in 

w hat we can say about this. It should be borne in m ind that the relationship o f  security to 

poverty is largely driven by a couple o f cases, notably our outliers Belgium and D enm ark 

but also by Ireland (Fig. 4.4). Removing these cases from  that scatterplot may substantially 

attenuate the positive relationship.

Ireland’s low levels o f  TC N  poverty is probably better accounted for by the fact o f  the 

(relatively new) immigrants being exceptionally well-educated, with security o f  LTR status 

probably o f  less relevance to their welfare. The association o f relatively low security o f  

status with low levels o f povert}' in D em nark suggests a need for closer study o f  the 

hypothesised m echanism  here perhaps at the case study level; it is possible that lack o f 

securit}? is a spur to deeper labour m arket integration and that, in itself, reduces the 

likelihood o f  poverty. While security is high in Belgium and other poHcy param eters are 

favourable, m igrants there also face other unfavourable conditions, including a very high
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rate o f anti-migrant attitudes*^® and poor labour m arket integration measures which may 

make it difficuh for migrants to find work (Niessen, Huddleston, and Citron 2007, 28).

Finally, there is only so m uch that macro-level aggregate povert}' m easurem ents can 

teU us. These data cannot get at the differentiation o f migrant experience nor do they teU 

us anything about effects o f  these policy measures on the intensity o f  poverty. W e wiU 

address these issues in the next section where we utilise microdata. W hat this section has 

clearly shown is substantive and significant empirical support, in Une with our theoretical 

framework, for the hypothesis that conditionality o f rights-granting legal status is 

implicated in the determination o f TC N  poverty at the m acro level. Next, we turn to 

explore the effects o f our hypothesised determinants on outcom es at the inicro level.

Addition o f  this indicator to  a m o d e l  n o t  s h o w n  red uced  Belgium's residual by a b o u t  t w o  p e r ce n ta g e  
points .
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6.3. MLM Results: Material Deprivation

6.3.1. Explaining IVIaterial Deprivation of TCN-migrants

As a pream ble to  building our model, it will be useful to dem onstrate the im port o f 

the abox^e methodological discussion on trade-offs in the choice o f  estimation m ethod. 

Table 6.3.1 below presents baseline (null) models o f the 7-point deprivation index, utilising 

GLS estimation with robust standard errors to correct for clustering o f  the 28 country- 

years within the 14 ‘country’ units.’"’ M LE estimation and REM L are also presented.’”  As 

can be seen the standard errors on the constant (in parentheses) are higher and more 

exacting with cluster-corrected GLS estimation, though this does not impact on inference, 

i.e. significance levels (of the constant) remain the same across specifications. The baseline 

figure for the variance com ponent here, .522 on the REM L model, will sen^e as a means o f 

com puting R-squared values for level-2 as we add m ore variables; this value for the 

variance decreases as we add variables (generally) and the difference in variance explained 

by each variable can be used to calculate R‘.

Table 6.3.1 — Choice o f estimation m ethod

Dep var: 7 -poin t  Deprivat ion index

GLS-Robust MLE28 REML28

Constant 1 .645* ’-* 1.645*---* 1 .6 4 5 * * *

RANDOM: s d( In te rcept )  

sd(Residual)

RANDOM:sd(Intercept) 

sd(Resi dual)

(0 .142) (0.098)
0 .513 * * *  

(0 .070)
1. 515*-”- 

(0 .007)

(0.100)

0 .5 2 2 * * *
(0.072)

1 .5 1 5 * * *
(0.007)

N 23573 23573 23573
AIC 86602 86605
Chi-sq 0
Log-li)<elihood -43298 -43299
Rho 0.106 0.103

Note: random e f f e c t  
* p<0.10, * *  p<0.05,

est imate f o r  GLS = .521,  
* * *  p<0.001

Residual = 1.515

121 The 'Rho' value, or intraclass correlation, in th e  table is the percentage o f  variance explained' by the
country-year clusters alone, analogous to  in linear regression.
122 GLS estimation d o es  not report standard errors on the random effects, though it d o es  report  
est im ates for th ese  effects; they are reported in the  note attached to  the  table.
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The (REML) m odel is essentially saying that in the absence o f  any variables the 

predicted value, i.e. the intercept, on the deprivation index is 1.645, while the random  

effect (random  intercept) value indicates that the country-year clusters vary in their 

intercepts around this value with an estimated standard deviation’"̂  o f  .522. W ithin the 

clusters, the estimated residual standard deviation around the cluster-specific regression 

lines is 1.515.’''* In the next table (6.3.2) we begin to add our key level-2 explanatory 

variables o f interest. The first colum n (1) shows the effect o f LTR-conditionality alone, 

which is no effect. Adding level o f  welfare effort in the next m odel (2) we see that 

increasing levels o f benefit generosity significantly (p<.10) predicts lower levels o f  

deprivation. However, in the final m odel o f the table (3), interacting benefit generosity and 

conditionality, we note a highly significant interaction effect, indicating that the effect o f 

welfare on migrant poverty is significantiy m oderated by level o f conditionality attached to 

long-term  residency status, the status granting de facto access to the welfare system (H1). 

This is a m ost encouraging result. O ther LTR-conditionaUty indicators that were not 

included in the index itself, m entioned in §3.3.2, were not seen to be significantiy 

implicated in the determination o f  migrant poverty (see Appendix A.4).

Table 6.3.2 — Effects o f  Conditionality- and Welfare Effort (Interaction) on Poverty

Dep Van: 7 - p o i n t  D e p r i v a t i o n  Index

1 2 3

l2: ltr C o n d i t i o n a l i t y 0 .0 2 5 0 .0 1 4 0 . 0 2 4
( 0 . 0 4 2 ) ( 0 . 0 4 1 ) ( 0 . 0 3 0 )

L2: B e n e f i t  G e n e r o s i t y - 0 . 0 7 5 * -0 . 0 9 7 * * *
( 0 . 0 3 8 ) ( 0 . 0 2 8 )

L2__LTR*BG - 0 .0 6 5 * * *
( 0 . 0 1 4 )

Constant 1 .658* ** 1.703*** 1.644* **
( 0 . 1 0 3 ) ( 0 . 1 0 0 ) ( 0 . 0 7 4 )

RANDOM:s d ( I n t e r c e p t ) 0 .529* ** 0.5 01 ** * 0 .36 4 * * *
( 0 . 0 7 4 ) ( 0 . 0 7 2 ) ( 0 . 0 5 5 )

s d ( R e s i d u a l ) 1 .515*** 1.515*** 1.515* **
( 0 . 0 0 7 ) ( 0 . 0 0 7 ) ( 0 . 0 0 7 )

N 23573 23573 23573
F - t e s t 0 .5 4 9 0 . 1 2 1 0 . 0 0 0
AIC 86611 86614 86606
Chi-s q .359 4 .2 3 3 0. 5
Log-1i  k e l i  hood -43301 -43302 -43297

* p< 0 .1 0 ,  ** p< 0 .0 5 ,  *** p<0.001

We say 'standard deviation' as the estimated random effects are here reported as the square root of 
the estimated variance components, and the standard deviation is mathematically defined as the 
square root of the variance.

On this interpretational point see Rabe-Hesketh & Skrondal (2008,154).
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Table 6.3.3 -  Check on estimation m ethod o f interaction

interaction: REML vs. GLS w/ robust S.E.s

REML28 GLS28-Robust

l 2 : Benefit Generosity -0.097*-"* -0.097**
(0.028) (0.031)

l 2 : LTR Conditionality 0.024 0.024
(0.030) (0.035)

L2_LTR*BG -0.065*** -0.065***
(0.014) (0.015)

Constant 1.644*** 1.644***
(0.074) (0.081)

RANDOM:sd(lntercept) 0.364***
(0.055)

sd(Resi dual) 1.515***
(0.007)

N 23573 23573
F-test 0.000 0.000
AIC 86606.163 ,

Chi-sq 30.5 24.2
Log-1i keli hood -43297
rho .0553

Note: random effect estimate for GLS = .366, Residual = 1.515 
* p<0.10, p<0.05, *** p<0.001

The reduction in the random  intercept from  baseline value (.522) to .364 in this model 

indicates a level-2 R 'o f  51.4%, which is a large am ount o f  variance to explain with a simple 

two-way interaction.’’  ̂As a conserv^ative check on this result, Table 6.3.3 briefly presents 

the same results side by side for both  REM L and robust GLS estimation; despite m inor 

expected increases in standard errors with cluster correction, inference remains robust and 

substantive conclusions unchanged.

Using the restilts from  this REM L m odel we can also graph tlie interaction effect for a 

clearer understanding o f the dynamic at work. As can be seen overleaf, Fig. 6.3.1, as 

welfare generosity increases to its highest levels povert}^ is predicted to converge to the 

same point regardless o f level o f  conditionality.’"̂  This is as expected: m ore welfare means 

less poverty. M ore precisely, at mean conditionality (dashed line) the predicted level o f 

deprivation decreases as welfare effort increases, as expected.

Calculation as follows: [ (( .522)^ -  (.364)^) /  (.522)^ ]
Graph generated by taking derivatives of v^^elfare effort at varying levels of LTR-conditionality and 

saving results to  a matrix, for the  slopes, and calculating intercepts at th e  empirically minimum value of 
welfare effort at the  sam e levels o f  conditionality. "Derivatives of responses are them selves  responses  
... [and] are of interest because  they are an informative way o f  summarizing fitted results. The change in 
a response for a change in th e  covariate is easy to  understand and to  explain." (StataCorp 2009b, 975)
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Fig. 6.3.1 — Effect o f welfare effort on povem ^ vanning levels LTR-condidonality

Effect of Benefits on Poverty: Varying levels LTR-conditionality
LO

Q .
0)

Q  CM

O

■4 •2 0 2 4
Welfare Benefit Generosity (mean=0)

- (A) LTR = - 2 ------------------------ (B) LTR = mean
- (C) LTR = 2 ------------ (D) LTR = 4

Nofe: A uthor’s own calculations from model ‘REM L28’, Table 6.3.3. Generated in Stata 11.1/SE

Two points below the m ean (Hne A) the regression Une is practically flat, indicating no 

sigmficant effect, or that at low levels o f  conditionality predicted povert}' is low regardless 

o f level o f welfare benefits. A t maximum conditionaHt}^ (D) the intercept for poverty is 

very high at low levels o f welfare effort, and predicted poverty decreases as welfare levels 

increase. These results indicate a relationship between conditionality and welfare levels in 

line with theoretical expectations. They also indicate that higher conditionality affects 

TC N s m ost detrimentally in welfare systems with low levels o f  support and protection.

The first m odel in Table 6.3.4 controls for the set o f determinants at the individual 

level. It is im portant to control for these factors in the context o f  multilevel modelling so 

as to be sure that any inter-group differences’’  ̂detected in the outcom e variable are not 

actually simply the result o f  differences in the com position o f  ixiigrant groups from  countr)' 

to  country (i.e. in the characteristics o f  the individuals comprising the groups), otherwise 

known as compositional effects (Snijders and Bosker 1999).

i.e. Differences between the level-2 units.
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Table 6.3.4 - Central lvl-2 interaction with lvl-1 controls

Dep Var: 7-point Deprivation Index

1

l2: Benefit Generosity -0.067-"’'
(0.025)

l2: ltr Conditionality 0.021
(0.026)

L2__LTR*BG -0.053***
(0.012)

Naturalised (0, 1) -0.520***
(0.020)

Age (low) -0.052**
(0.026)

Age (high) [Ref: mid] 0.113***
(0.023)

Sex (F = 1) -0.039**
(0.019)

Pri mary 0.927***
(0.033)

LwrSecondary 0.539*** 
(0.028)

uprsecondary [Ref: Tertiary] 0.182***
(0.024)

Married (0, 1) -0.317***
(0.022)

unemployed (0, 1) 0.731***
(0.034)

SingleParent (0, 1) 0.786***
(0.049)

Household size -0.034***
(0.006)

Constant 1.839***
(0.073)

RANDOM:sd(lntercept) 0.317*** 
(0.048)

sd(Residual) 1.428***
(0.007)

N 23573
F-test 0.000
AIC 83886.943
Chi-sq 3018
Log-1i keli hood -41926

p<0.10, ** p<0.05, p<0.001

As can be seen, all of these determinants are significant at 5% with most being highly 

significant. Addition o f these level-1 determinants reduces the random intercept to .317, 

allowing us to account for 63.1% of level-2 variance. The individual level effects aU run in 

the expected direction: those with lower levels of education relative to those with third- 

level education are all predicted under this model to experience higher levels of 

deprivation; the unemployed and single parent families are also predicted to have higher 

levels o f deprivation, relative to aU other employment and family structure statuses
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respectively; those who are older/elderly experience more poverty than those who are of 

prime working age; marriage appears to entail advantages insofar as those who are married 

experience less poverty than those o f any other marital status; larger households endure 

less deprivation, Hkely due to having more economically active members. W hether or not a 

migrant has naturalised and attained the citizenship of his or her host country is seen to be 

a highly significant factor with regard to material deprivation; TCN migrants who have 

natmalised experience less deprivation, in the order o f over half a \mit less on our seven- 

point index, than non-naturaHsed migrants, even controlling for age, sex, skill-level and 

family type.

The central level-2 interaction o f interest remains significant even controlling for these 

other variables. Shortiy, we will disaggregate the sample to look more closely at non

citizens and citizens separately. Substantively, the results presented in this table tell us that 

— even when controlling for the individual level determinants o f poverty — the generosity 

of the welfare benefits system in interaction with the conditionality attached to receiving 

those benefits for TCN-migrants works to determine migrant deprivation in significantiy 

different ways across countries. Benefit generosit}^ plays an independent predictive role 

with regard to deprivation, as we would expect, though these results provide robust 

evidence that benefits are moderated by the conditionality attached to same, consistent 

with the overarching thesis of this research project.

In the next table (6.3.5) we control for some other possible level-2 determinants of 

migrant poverty alongside the central interaction. While all o f these indicators are 

significant and of theoretical relevance to the dependent variable, none o f them 

individually invalidates the central finding. The interaction of conditionality with welfare 

effort is robust to the inclusion o f these other hj'pothesised determinants. The ratio of 

cases to variables here, at 7:1, is perhaps not ideal and some authors recommend a much 

higher ratio, e.g. in the range of 15:1 to 25:1 (Schmidt 1971). However, this is an issue of 

some contention (Green 1991) and the ratio in this instance remains within the range of 

accepted practice, with both Kenworthy (2007) and Tabachnick and FideU (1989, cited in 

Green 1991) suggesting that a ratio o f 5:1, at minimum, is sufficient. Given that this is a 

contested area, the models in Table 6.3.5 should perhaps be interpreted with more caution 

than the models reported elsewhere in this chapter. Also, it is worth obser\’’ing that future 

research on this topic could avail o f more level-2 data (i.e. new country-year obsen^ations) 

which would allow for the testing o f these hypotheses in the context o f a healthier case-to- 

variable ratio.
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Table 6.3.5 — O ther level-2 controls

Dep var: 7-point Deprivation index
Ci tCon EPL unemp Anti-mi 9

l2: ltr Conditionality 0.045* -0.006 0.014 -0.011
(0.026) (0.026) (0.024) (0.019)

l2: Benefit Generosity -0.085*** -0.086*** -0.048** -0.051**
(0.024) (0.023) (0.024) (0.017)

L2_LTR*BG -0.050*** -0.040*** -0.036** -0.046***
(0.011) (0.012) (0.013) (0.008)

l2: Cit'ship Conditionality -0.074**
(0.032)

L2:Labour Market Flex.(EPL) 0.235**
(0.090)

l2: unemployment Rate (05) 0.081**
(0.034)

l2: Anti-migrant Attitudes (02) 0.021***
(0.004)

Naturalised (0, 1) -0.521*** -0.520*** -0.521*** -0.520***
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

Household size -0.034*** -0.034*** -0.034*** -0.034***
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006)

constant 1.814*** 1.840*** 1.850*** 1.798***
(0.070) (0.067) (0.068) (0.056)

RANDOM:sd(lntercept) 0.293*** 0.284*** 0.289*** 0.213***
(0.045) (0.044) (0.045) (0.034)

sd(Residual) 1.428*** 1.428*** 1.428*** 1.428***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

N 23573 23573 23573 23573
F-test 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000
AIC 83889 83886 83889 83879
chi-sq 3031 3036 3032 3100
Log-likelihood -41927 -41925 -41926 -41922
Note: All level-1 variables included but some output suppressed 
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001

The first m odel controls for citizenship conditionality, finding that higher levels o f 

citizenship conditionality significandy predicts lower levels o f  deprivation. This finding 

may be explicable where there is a correlation between citizenship conditionality and 

frequency o f  naturalisation’"*; in high citizenship-conditionality countries those migrants 

who do naturalise successfully are likel)^ to be the secure, employed ‘successful’ migrants 

who can fulfil all o f  the relevant conditions and who are generally the t}?pes o f  migrants 

less likely to experience poverty — this would explain the correlation in the above table.

In the second m odel we see a significant and positive correlation betw een the 

inflexibility o f  a country’s labour m arket and the level o f material deprivation experienced 

by its T C N  migrant population. W here inflexibility increases by one unit on the E PL  index 

so too does material deprivation increase, by .235 units on our 7-point index; where it is 

difficult to enter into the labour m arket migrants are predicted, under this m odel, to 

experience m ore poverty.

A later s e c t io n  in this cha pter  ind icates  th a t  high c it izenship condit ionality  significantly pred icts  low er  
o d d s  o f  m igrant naturalisation.
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The next m odel controls for a country’s unem ploym ent rate. This rate can be taken as 

an indication o f  the general state o f  a country’s econom y and also provides an indication o f 

labour m arket opportunity, demand, and capacity not just for TC N  migrants bu t for 

society as a whole. As expected, increasing unemployment positively and significandy 

predicts higher levels o f material deprivation.

The next m odel finds a highly significant effect for anti-migrant attitudes impacting on 

migrant deprivation, in the expected direction. This is in line with our theoretical 

framework and expectations that micro-level factors like attitudes feed direcdy into the 

process o f migrant povert}? determination, with widespread discrimination in a given 

society potentially increasing social distance and thus influencing hiring decisions 

(DeVoretz and Pivnenko 2005), or forcing migrants into geographical and spatial 

concentrations that themselves contribute to exclusion and poverty (HiUs, Le Grand, and 

Piachaud 2002, 3). The anti-inigrant attitudes m odel accounts for m ore variance (see 

reduction in random  intercept) than any other model, explaining 83.3% o f level-2 variance.

As a confirmaton^ check on the robustness o f  these findings we can re-specify the 

central m odel o f interest using an alternative operationalisation o f the welfare effort 

indicator. The results o f this alternative approach, operationalising welfare effort as the 

am ount o f social spending assigned to income support, indicates a significant interaction in 

line with above findings and the results are reported in the Appendix (A.4).

We next vary the target o f inference by disaggregating the undifferentiated sample o f 

TCNs we have been working with so far into sub-groups defined according to labour- 

m arket status and citizenship stams to assess w hether the central finding holds up when 

looking at these different sub-groups. Table 6.3.6 looks firstiy at those TC N s who do not 

hold die formal citizenship status o f  their host countn?.

The first two models show the results for, firstiy, those whose self-defined economic 

status places them  firmly within the labour market nexus, namely those employed in either 

fu ll/part time work and those w ho are unemployed, i.e. no t working but willing to  work 

according to the ‘self-defmed current econoirdc status’ indicator,’"̂  and secondly those 

who are outside o f  the labour m arket nexus due to being one o f the retired, a student, a 

hom em aker or on compulsory national/nrQitar)? service.

V a r iab le  p l0 3 0  in t h e  SILC d a t a s e t .
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Table 6.3.6 - Vanning the target o f inference by labour market status and legal status

Target of Inference: NON-Naturalised migrants

All Active Others
l2: ltr Conditionality 0.009 0.016 0.007

(0.028) (0.036) (0.021)
l2: Benefit Generosity -0.110*** -0.109** -0.109***

(0.028) (0.035) (0.022)
L2__LTR*BG -0.071*** -0.066*** -0.078***

(0.014) (0.017) (0.011)
Age (low) 0.001 -0.076* -0.049

(0.036) (0.043) (0.066)
Age (high) [Ref; mid] 0.044 -0.078 -0.064

(0.038) (0.049) (0.066)
Sex (F = 1) -0.120*** -0.193*** -0.236***

(0.028) (0.034) (0.058)
Primary 0.861*** 0.953*** 0.648***

(0.048) (0.060) (0.080)
Lwrsecondary 0.505*** 0.632*** 0.289***

(0.043) (0.052) (0.074)
Uprsecondary [Ref: Tertiary] 0.133*** 0.2 58*** 0.006

(0.039) (0.046) (0.072)
Married (0, 1) -0.220*** -0.262*** -0.105*

(0.032) (0.038) (0.059)
Unemployed (0, 1) 0.651*** 0.846***

(0.048) (0.048)
Household size -0.051*** -0.068*** -0.058***

(0.009) (0.011) (0.015)
SingleParent (0, 1) 0.832*** 0.758*** 0.994***

(0.080) (0.096) (0.141)
constant 1.862*** 1.765*** 2.269***

(0.086) (0.106) (0.111)
RANDOM:sd(lntercept) 0.340*** 0.433*** 0.212***

(0.054) (0.067) (0.050)
sd(Residual) 1.499*** 1.432*** 1.573***

(0.010) (0.012) (0.018)
N 11523 7534 3989
F-test 0.000 0.000 0.000
AIC 42203.040 26950.796 15039.849
Chi-sq 933 908 249
Log-1i keli hood -21086 -13459 -7505
■" p<0.10, p<0.05, p<0.001

The effect for the central welfare effort-LTR conditionaHt}' interaction remains 

significant across both these categories o f non-citizen TCNs. As expected, we detect some 

differences in effects at the individual level: e.g. for those who are not engaged with the 

labour market (‘Others’) the deprivation deficit for low levels o f education is less than for 

those in the labour market, and being a single parent is more detrimental if one has no 

labour market involvement than otherwise.
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Table 6.3.7 - Vanning the target o f inference by labour market status and legal status

Target of inference: Naturalised citizens
All Acti ve Others

l2: LTR Conditionality 0.025 0.032 0.013
(0.025) (0.024) (0.025)

l2 : Benefit Generosity -0.043* -0.045* -0.022
(0.023) (0.023) (0.024)

L2__LTR*BG -0.051*** -0.045*** -0.058***
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011)

Age (low) -0.126** -0.042 -0.580***
(0.039) (0.046) (0.076)

Age (high) [Ref: mid] 0.180*** -0.085** 0.077
(0.030) (0.035) (0.061)

Sex (F = 1) 0.038 -0.098*** 0.077*
(0.025) (0.029) (0.045)

Primary 0.943*** 0.893*** 0.673***
(0.046) (0.061) (0.071)

LwrSecondary 0.517*** 0.523*** 0.288***
(0.036) (0.043) (0.061)

uprsecondary [Ref: Tertiary] 0.189*** 0.300*** -0.044
(0.031) (0.034) (0.059)

Married (0, 1) -0.432*** -0.283*** -0.634***
(0.030) (0.036) (0.053)

Unemployed (0, 1) 0.809*** 1.021***
(0.047) (0.045)

Household size -0.011 -0.004 -0.024*
(0.008) (0.010) (0.015)

SingleParent (0, 1) 0.711*** 0.748*** 0.859***
(0.061) (0.070) (0.111)

Constant 1.222*** 1.015*** 1.898***
(0.075) (0.078) (0.112)

RANDOM:sd(lntercept) 0.296*** 0.290*** 0.281***
(0.046) (0.046) (0.052)

sd(Resi dual) 1.341*** 1.220*** 1.446***
(0.009) (0.010) (0.015)

N 12050 7362 4688
F-test 0.000 0.000 0.000
AIC 41436.905 23982.834 16890.918
chi-sq 1524 1283 493
Log-1i keli hood -20702 -11975 -8430
■" p<0.10, ** p<0.05, p<0.001

For those TCNs who have attained naturalised citizen status (Table 6.3.7) we note that 

the central interaction remains significant, in line with our conceptualisation o f LTR 

conditionaKty playing a primary role in the progressive, stepwise process o f legal status 

acquisition. Other significant effects differ for naturalised citizens by labour market status: 

educational deficits translate into poverty deficits o f a greater magnitude for those working 

compared to those not working; active females experience less poverty than males whereas 

female non-workers experience more povert}'; older active citizens experience less poverty 

than the active in mid-age, perhaps due to possessing greater experience, marriage appears 

to bring distinct benefits in terms of poverty alleviation for those outside the laboiir 

market, certainly much more so than for those with a labour market attachment.
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The theoretical framework outlined earlier also specified an indirect effect o f 

conditionality on poverty through the labour market. This involved the role o f insecurity, 

where the insecurity o f residency status was theorised to  induce poverty by means o f  

labour forcing or toleration o f  inferior pay or w ork conditions to retain em ployment on 

which residency status is contingent. It is im portant to rem ark on our conceptual m odel 

here before proceeding. We test for the effect o f the sectirity o f LTR status in interaction 

with citi^nship conditionalitj? — no t LTR conditionality — as the expectation here is that the 

effect o f  (in) security o f the presentiy held legal status on labour market attainm ent wiU be 

m oderated by the conditionalit)^ attached to attaining the next most secure legal status in the 

hierarchy. In other words, the extent to which insecure LTR status is expected to tend 

towards labour forcing varies according to whether the next m ost secure status, i.e. 

citizenship, is difficult to attain or w hether it is relatively easy to attain.

To assess this we take as our dependent variable in these models the ISCO-88 

categorisation o f jobs and job t}'pes by the International Labour Organisation (ILO). High 

values on this indicator denote poorly paid, low skill jobs, and so we can thin o f this 

variable as a sort o f ‘job desirabilit}" index’. W here higher conditionalit}" predicts higher 

values on the index, controlling for other likely determinants o f holding a poor job, then 

this can be interpreted as evidence in support o f  the labour forcing account theorised here.
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Table 6.3.8 — Conditionality^ of legal status and labour market attainment

Dep Var: Occupational Attainment (lSCO-88)

1 2 3

l 2 : LTR Conditionality 0.058 0.267
(0.430) (0.301)

l 2 : Benefit Generosity -0.070 -0.043
(0.436) (0.289)

l 2 : Security of LTR status 1.536 -0.222
(0.986) (1.045)

l 2: cit'ship Conditionality 0.045
(0.442)

L2__LTR*BG -0.737***
(0.140)

l 2__ci tCon*LTRsecuri ty -1.067**
(0.398)

Naturalised (0, 1) -8.228*** -8.192*** -8.2 56***
(0.371) (0.370) (0.370)

Sex (F = 1) -2.286*** -2.286*** -2.284***
(0.340) (0.340) (0.340)

Pri mary 25.173*** 25.161*** 2 5.178***
(0.610) (0.609) (0.609)

LwrSecondary 23.789*** 23.799*** 23.784***
(0.505) (0.504) (0.504)

UprSecondary [Ref: Tertiary] 14.211*** 14.22 5*** 14.201***
(0.431) (0.431) (0.431)

Constant 46.480*** 45.568*** 45.790***
(1.220) (0.958) (1.146)

RANDOM:sd(lntercept) 5.172*** 3.602*** 4.508***
(0.781) (0.575) (0.687)

sd(Resi dual) 22.841*** 22.841*** 22.841***
(0.119) (0.119) (0.119)

N 18491 18491 18491
F-test 0.000 0.000 0.000
AIC 168282 168270 168276
Chi-sq 3891 3951 3909
Log-1i keli hood -84124 -84118 -84121

Note: All level-1 variables included but some output suppressed 
* p<0.10, p<0.05, *** p<0.001

The first model in Table 6.3.8 tests the same set o f level-1 indicators as were used to 

predict poverty and includes level-2 indicators for welfare effort, security o f LTR status 

and different types o f conditionality in varying combinations. On their own, without 

interaction, these contextual indicators have no independent effect (1). The next model (2) 

tests for the impact of the central welfare effort and LTR conditionality interaction on 

labour market outcomes. In line with theoretical expectations the extent of welfare system 

support, as mediated by the degree to which such support is rendered accessible by means 

o f legal status conditionality, impacts significantly on the nature of labour market 

attachments held by migrants (H2J. O f perhaps more interest here is the hypothesised 

interaction between citizenship conditionality and security o f long-term residency in the 

determination of labour market outcomes (3). The results show that the expected



interaction is indeed statistically significant (H3). These findings are consistent with oxir 

theoretical account o f the role o f  conditionality in the determination o f m igrant poverty 

due to  labour forcing and insecurity. To better understand how changes in conditionality 

levels governing access to the next m ost secure legal status affect job t}"pe, we calculate 

predicted values from  m odel 3 above for countries differentiated according to w hether or 

no t LTR status is ‘secure’ or ‘insecure’. The results show (Table 6.3.9) migrants are 

predicted to hold less desirable occupations w hen LTR statos is insecure and as citizenship 

conditionality increases.

O f  course, in reality, the interplay o f  explanatory factors emtisaged here is more 

complex than these models allow. The interaction o f citizenship conditionality with 

insecurity o f  status is conceptually held to im pact alongside the interaction o f  LTR 

conditionality with welfare state effort. However, available data do not aUow for the testing 

o f such a m odel due to insufficient degrees o f freedom. Future research may seek to test 

models o f  greater complexity such as these as m ore data becomes available.

Table 6.3.9 — Predicted iob-t\-pe outcom e bv conditionality- and security fn—18491^

A: SECURE long-term residency status
1
1 Margin

Delta-method 
Std. Err. z P>l z 1 [95% Conf. Interval]

Cit'shipCond 1
-2 1 58.47477 1.299206 45.01 0. 000 55.92837 61. 02117

Mean 1 56.43027 1.636462 34 .48 0. 000 53.22287 59.63768
2 1 54.38578 2.587558 21.02 0.000 49.31426 59.4573

B: INSECURE long-term residency status
1 Delta-method
1 Margin Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

Cit'shipCond 1
-2 1 54.65108 1.392941 39.23 0.000 51.92096 57 . 38119

Mean | 56.87418 1.198117 47.47 0.000 54.52591 59.22244
2 1 59.09728 1.885966 31.34 0. 000 55.40086 62.79371

Note; Higher predicted values d en ote  less desirable, low/er paid occupations. 'Insecure' in th ese  
calculations d en otes  1 point below the mean (equivalent to  1 std. deviation) on the  security of status  
index, while 'Secure' d en o tes  1 point above the  mean; other covarlates held at means.
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Finally, we turn to consider w hether the categorisation o f countries into immigrant- 

specific welfare regimes defined by the two axes o f  conditionality and welfare effort is an 

analytic move entailing predictive power and explanatory utility. The first m odel (1) in the 

next table (6.3.10) estimates only the effects o f  the Imm igrant W elfare Regime (IWR) 

variables on the seven-point index o f  material deprivation, taking the ‘Exclusionary’ regime 

as the reference category. (This regime t}’pe shall ser\'e as the reference category in all 

m odels, unless otherwise indicated.)

As can be seen, all o ther regime types — which involve either greater benefit 

generosit}^, greater accessibilit}' o f  benefits, or both  — significandy predict lower levels o f 

deprivation than the Exclusionary regime. The average difference between the Protective 

and Exclusionary' regimes, i.e. vanning on benefit generosity and holding conditionality 

constant, is the largest here, estimated at over one unit less deprivation on our 7-point 

index in the Protective regime.’ ®̂ Com paring the Inclusionan^ regime, which differs on 

both  scores, we also see less deprivation than the Exclusionan^ regime. Likewise, the 

Liberal regime, differing only on conditionalit}^, predicts less deprivation than the 

Exclusionary', though is less efficacious at ameliorating deprivation than the Inclusionar}'.

The next models are presented for illustrative purposes and show that the regime 

indicators remain robust to the inclusion o f  citizenship conditionaUt\' (2) and labour 

m arket fiexibilit}' (3). The Liberal indicator loses significance when controlling for labour 

m arket fiexibilit}', indicating the labour m arket contingency o f povert}' in these liberal, low 

protection countries. Effect directions and magnitudes for these other policy indicators are 

in Hne with those established in previous models. Likewise, the significant findings for the 

regime indicators are in line with the findings presented above. The regime indicators are 

essentially a blunter operationalisation o f  this interaction. Indeed, m odel 1 accounts for 

25.7% o f  level-2 variance in migrant deprivation, whereas the earlier m odel utilising the 

two-way continuous interaction, with its greater precision, accounted for about double this 

amount. Despite this, however, the regime categories have the benefit that they are easily 

interpretable, when category m em bership is known, and possibly m ore easHv interpreted 

than the use o f two abstract continuous variables. In this sense, the significant results here 

suggest that these TCN-specific ‘regime t)'pes’ may constitute a useful form  o f  explanatory 

shorthand.

It should  be  recalled h e re  t h a t  o u r  earl ie r  op e ra t io na l isa t io n  of th e  Protec tive  regime, coup led  with 
d a ta  const ra in ts  in th e  SILC d a ta s e t ,  m e a n s  t h a t  th e r e  is only o n e  cou n try  in this  regime, th e  
N etherlands.
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At the same time the utilitj^ o f this t\’pological categorisation o f countries should be 

viewed in Hght o f the results o f  the last chapter, which showed that conditionality levels 

may be subject to determ ination by often volatile social and political phenom ena. As such, 

the regime types explored here — though they clearly retain predictive pow er for these data 

when m easured at this time point (i.e. 2006) — should be subject to an ongoing process o f 

re-evaluation and updating as new data becomes available.

Supplementary analyses where the dependent variables modelled are 1. Incom e 

Povert}?, 2. Consistent Povert}' — both  binary variables — are reported in the Appendix 

(A.5). The results are fully in Une with the results presented above for the continuous 

indicator o f  material deprivation.

Table 6.3.10 — Effect o f Imm igrant W elfare Regimes on poverty

Dep var: 7-point Deprivation index
1 2 3

l2 ; inclusionary -0.553** -0.632** -0.379**
(0.215) (0.199) (0.169)

L2:PROTECTIVE -1.095** -0.845** -0.676**
(0.359) (0.288) (0.283)

L2;LIBERAL -0.450** -0.489** -0.179
(0.227) (0.189) (0.189)

l 2; Cit'ship Conditionality -0.094**
(0.039)

L2:Labour Market Flex.(EPL) 0.252**
(0.097)

Constant 2.048*** 2.203*** 2.065***
(0.160) (0.134) (0.133)

RANDOM:sd(lntercept) 0.450*** 0.356*** 0.351***
(0.066) (0.054) (0.053)

sd(Residual) 1.515*** 1.428*** 1.428***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

N 23573 23573 23573
F-test 0 0 0
AIC 86603 83885 83882
Chi-sq 12 .2 3004 3006
Log-1i keli hood -43295 -41924 -41923
Note:  a l l  l e v e l - l  v a r i a b l e s  i n c l u d e d  but some output  su p p re ssed  
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001
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6.3.2. Explaining Legal Status Transitions

This section explores the incentives around holding m ore secure legal status and the 

im pact o f state policies, and the interplay between them , on the process o f  acquiring such 

status. Specifically, we explore the role o f  conditionality and the welfare state (controlling 

for other factors) in m igrant naturalisation. A lthough the focus throughout this chapter has 

been on the rights-granting legal status o f long-term  residency, we do not m odel the 

determ inants o f acquiring that legal status as the available data preclude us from  doing do. 

The data simply do no t include relevant variables on the precise legal status held by 

m igrant respondents, though they do o f  course include a variable denoting which migrants 

have acquired citizenship. The coefficients in the models below are odds-ratios.

The first m odel (Table 6.3.11) examines the effects only o f  conditionalit}^ As we 

would theoretically expect, higher levels o f  citizenship conditionaHt)^ significandy predict 

lower odds o f  being a naturalised TC N  migrant w'ho has attained citizenship status ( H 4 J .  

(For every one-unit increase in citizenship conditionality the predicted odds o f 

naturalisation decHne by 12.4% under this model, controlling for the single other variable.) 

M ost interestingly, increases in LTR conditionality are positively, and significandy, 

correlated with odds o f being naturalised. As it becomes m ore difficult to attain long-term 

residency status in a country, the odds o f  a TC N  migrant being a naturalised citizen are 

predicted under this m odel to increase. Specifically, a one unit increase in LTR 

conditionality increases the odds o f naturalisation by almost 15%. This is a fascinating 

finding which is consistent with a narrative o f  migrants seeking m ore seciire legal statuses 

in those countries where access to residency, and thus social rights and welfare protections, 

are difficult to attain or are subject to high levels o f conditionaHt}^

Furtherm ore, and ver}  ̂ interestingly, citizenship conditionalit)^ is no t a significant 

variable when controlling for LTR conditionality and level o f  welfare effort (model 2). 

W elfare effort and the stringency o f  regulations governing access to the welfare state 

appear to be the primary explanator)^ factors with regard to naturalisation, over and above 

the regulations governing access to citizenship itself

M odel 3 tests for the central interaction o f  welfare effort and conditionality controlling 

for level-1 sociodemographic variables. This interaction indeed significandy explains 

naturalisation even controlling for these other factors ( H 5 J .  Determ inants at level 1 are all 

significant (except for Sex and H ousehold Size) and operate as we m ight expect here. 

Again, insecurity can be said to  play a large role.
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Table 6.3.11 — Determinants of Naturalisation

Mult i le ve l  Logistic  Model: odds of  TCN-migrant Natural is ing

1 2 3 4

l 2 : LTR c o n d i t i o n a l i t y 1.146** 1.144** 1.101** 1 .128**
(0.080) (0.066) (0.046) (0 .050)

l 2 : B e n e f i t  G eneros ity 1 .206*** 1 .269*** 1 .2 45** *
(0.064) (0.051) (0 .051)

L2__LTR*BG 1.068*** 1 .070 ** *
(0.021) (0.020)

l 2 : C i t ' s h i p  C o n d i t io n a l i t y 0.876* 0.953 0.926
(0.070) (0.068) (0 .050)

Age ( low) 0 .663*** 0 .6 6 2 ** *
(0.027) (0 .027)

Age (h ig h )  [Ref: mid] 2 .392*** 2 .3 92 ***
(0.086) (0 .086)

sex (F = 1) 1.039 1.039
(0.030) (0 .030)

Primary 0 .629*** 0 .6 2 8 ** *
(0.032) (0 .032)

LwrSecondary 1.139** 1 .140**
(0.048) (0 .048)

uprSecondary [Ref: T e r t i a r y ] 1 .390*** 1 .3 90 ** *
(0.052) (0 .052)

M arr ied  (0, 1) 0 .7 63 *** 0 .7 6 3 ** *
(0.026) (0 .026)

unemployed (0, 1) 0 .876** 0 .876**
(0.045) (0 .045)

Household s ize 1.002 1.002
(0.009) (0 .009)

s in g le P a re n t  (0, 1) 1.258** 1 .258**
(0.095) (0 .095)

Constant 1.040 0.971 0.966 0.941
(0 .165) (0.130) (0.112) (0 .107)

RANDOM:sd(lntercept) 0.788* 0 .653** 0 .514*** 0 .4 9 4 ** *
(0 .107) (0 .089) (0.071) (0 .069)

N 23968 23968 23968 23968
F - te s t 0.096 0.000 0.000 0.000
AIC 30051 30042 28879 28879
Chi-sq 4.68 19.3 1136 1141
Log-1i k e l i  hood -15021 -15016 -14424 -14423

Note: reported coe f f ic ie n ts  are odds-rat ios  
*  p < 0 .1 0 ,  * *  p < 0 .0 5 ,  * * *  p < 0 .0 0 1

Single parents, for example, are more likely to naturalise, while those who are married 

are less likely. The educational variables are interesting: those with only a Primary 

education are much less likely to naturalise than those educated to third level, perhaps due 

to human capital deficits and a lack of access to or awareness of relevant information; 

however, third-level graduates are themselves less likely than either those with lower or 

upper secondar}^ education only to naturalise, which may be explained in terms of 

graduates occupying a more secure socio-economic position generally and having less need 

of the security which naturalised citizenship status brings.’̂ ’

Also, th e  presence o f highly skilled but perhaps short te rm  econom ic m igrants in a country  is a n o th e r  

obvious and logical explanation  fo r this finding.
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The final m odel also controls for citizenship conditionality alongside the central 

interaction o f  interest, though as in m odel 2 this variable is no t significant alongside 

welfare effort and LTR conditionality indicators. This is an interesting finding concerning 

the factors which spur TCN-m igrants towards greater security by means o f  naturalisation. 

Factors related to welfare, both  at the individual and state levels, can be said to offer a 

coherent and substantively meaningful account o f variations in odds o f attaining 

citizenship status, with LTR-conditionaUt)' a key variable in this regard. To elucidate the 

process at w ork we com pute predicted probabilities o f  naturalisation at vanning levels o f 

LTR conditionality and benefits (Table 6.3.12, below).’’"

In a high benefits system (A), the model predicts that as conditionality increases — and 

thus generous benefits becom e m ore difficult to attain — the probability o f naturalising 

increases substantially, from  .54 at two points below the mean o f  conditionality to a 

probability o f  .79 at two points above the mean. Meanwhile, in the context o f  a low 

benefits system (B) the probabilit)' o f  naturalising is actually predicted to decrease, though 

the slope is so shallow as to indicate a non-significant relationship. These relationships are 

also graphed in Fig. 6.3.2. Overall, this graph shows that where welfare effort is high the 

probabiht}' o f  namraHsing is m uch higher whatever the level o f  conditionalit}^

Table 6.3.12 — Probability" o f Naturalisation, vanning Benefit Lvls and ConditionaUt}^

A: HIGH welfare benefits||LTR-Conditionality
1
1 Margin

Delta-method 
Std. Err. z P>l z 1 [95% Conf. Interval]

LTR-Cond
-2

Mean
2

1
1 .5453732 
1 .6764759 
1 .7856762

.0377221 

.0300805 

. 0380475

14.46 
22.49 
20. 65

0.000 
0.000 
0. 000

. 4714392 

.6175192 

.7111045

.6193073 

.7354326 

.8602479

B:: LOW welfare benefits||LTR-Conditionality
1
1 Margin

Delta-method 
Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

LTR-Cond
-2

Mean
2

1
1 .3963345 
1 .3516076 
1 .3092606

.0514716 

.0374887 

.0465469

7.70 
9.38 
6. 64

0.000
0.000
0.000

.2954521

.2781312

.2180303

.4972169
.425084

.4004909

Note: 'High' benefits in th ese  calculations d en o tes  3 points above the  mean on the  benefit generosity  
scale, while 'Low' d en o tes  3 points below  the  mean; predictions averaged over the  other covariates.

132 Values generated from model 3 in Table 6.3.11.
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Fig. 6.3.2 — Probability o f Naturalisation

Probability of Naturalisation
CO _

CD _

CvJ -

O  -

210■2 1
LTR Conditionality

Welfare Generosity 
 • -----  Higin ----- ------- Low

Note; LTR conditionality m ean-centred  at zero

Finally, we can also estimate predicted values at vanning levels o f citizenship 

conditionality and welfare benefits. These results (Table 6.3.12) show that, as we would 

expect, where citizenship conditionality increases to higher levels the probability o f 

naturalising decreases. However, this varies substantially by welfare effort such that, in high 

generosit}? systems, the baseline probability^ o f  naturalisation is m uch higher than it is where 

welfare effort is low. Incentives to naturalise appear to be m uch higher where the welfare 

system is generous, regardless o f  the level o f  conditionalit)^ attached to attaining 

citizenship. These results support a narrative wherein TC N s for w hom  access to (generous) 

welfare supports has been m ade difficult respond by seeking out the m ore secure status o f 

‘citizen’. We shall return to this in the conclusion.

O f  course, this is no t die whole story and central to our theoretical understanding o f 

the reasons for seeking m ore secure legal status is the role played by the security — or 

otherwise — o f the antecedent legal status. Specifically, we expect that the level o f 

citizenship conditionality obtaining in a country wiU impact on the probability o f 

naturalisation, bu t that this wiU be m oderated by the security o f LTR status. The rationale 

here is clear; where the rights-granting status o f  long-term residency is secure then the 

incentives to naturalise wiU be fewer.
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Table 6.3.12 — Probability- o f Naturalisation.varying Benefit Lvls & Condirionalit\" 11̂ ^̂

C: HIGH welfare benefits||Citizenship Conditionality
1
1 Margin

Delta-method 
Std. Err. z P>l z| [95% Conf. Interval]

Citizen-Cond I
-2 1 .6455607 

Mean | .6154053 
2 1 .5845428

.0258366 

.0299986 
.045522

24 . 99 
20.51 
12. 84

0.000 
0. 000 
0. 000

.5949218

.5566091

.4953214

. 6961995 

. 6742014 

.6737642

D : LOW welfare benefits|| Citizenship Conditionality

1 Margin
Delta-method 

Std. Err. z P> 1 z 1 [95% Conf. Interval]

Citizen-Cond |
-2 1 .3994747 

Mean | .3653698 
2 1 .3325182

.0473565 

.0372547 

. 0407363

8.44
9.81
8.16

0. 000 
0.000 
0. 000

.3066576

.2923519

.2526765

.4922918

.4383877

.4123598

Note: 'High' benefits in th ese  calculations d en otes  3 points above th e  mean on the  benefit generosity  
scale, while 'Low' d en otes  3 points below  the  mean; predictions averaged over the  other covariates.

The next m odel (Table 6.3.13) tests for the effects o f citizenship conditionaUt}^, 

security o f LTR status and benefit generosit}', with no interaction between level-2 terms. A 

m ore generous benefits system significantiy predicts higher odds o f naturalising, while an 

increasingly secure LTR status also predicts higher odds. Citizenship conditionality itself is 

no t seen to sigmficandy predict the outcom e variable while controlling for these other 

variables. That LTR security should be positive is explicable in terms o f  e.g. Bloemraad’s 

(2000) ‘contexts o f  reception’ account, whereby migrants are influenced by the institutional 

and support context facing them  on arrival and through their first years in the host 

countn^ W here long-term residency is a secure experience, no t threatened by possibilities 

o f  expvdsion in times o f  perhaps tenuous labour m arket attachm ent etc., then this may 

foster positive affective orientations towards the host countn^ on the part o f  the migrant 

resulting in m ore favourable evaluations o f the desirability o f  comm itting to  the host 

country’s social and political communities through naturalisation.

The hypothesis to  be tested, however, is that the effect o f security on the 

naturalisation decision is m oderated by the conditionality states attach to citizenship, and 

this is assessed in the next m odel (2). The h)"pothesised interaction is no t significant in this 

m odel (H6). However, it should be borne in mind that our conceptual m odel o f these effects 

is m ore complex than the m odel tested here. It was established in the last table that LTR 

conditionality and welfare effort also interact in the detem iination o f migrant naturalisation

Predicted values est imated from model 4  above.
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decisions. Ideally we would test for our hj^pothesised citizenship conditionality interaction 

alongside the previously established interaction. However, the num ber o f  level-2 units 

available for analysis here is insufficient to this task. Future research should bear in mind 

the interesting theoretical possibility advanced here and may be able to specify this m ore 

complex m odel as new and further data becom e available.

The final m odel here (3) is an explorator}? m odel with four level-2 terms, testing for 

the effect o f  security o f  LTR status alongside the previously established interaction o f  LTR 

conditionality and welfare effort. The LTR security effect remains significant and positive 

in this specification, as in m odel (1) o f this table, and the central interaction o f  interest is 

also significant. This suggests a role for securit)^ o f  status in the determination o f migrant 

naturalisation decisions, though this result m ust be interpreted subject to the caveat that a 

greater num ber o f  level-2 units would here be desirable. Future research utilising m ore data 

could also explore this possibility.

Table 6.3.13 — Role o f securit\- o f  LTR status in namraHsation

Mu l t i l e v e l  L o g i s t i c  Model: odds o f  TCN-migrant Na t u r a l i s i n g

1 2 3

l2 : Cit'ship Conditionality 1.015
(0.062)

0.950
(0.063)

l2: Security of LTR status 1.285** 1.292 1.275**
(0.144) (0.204) (0.110)

l2: Benefit Generosity 1.179**
(0.061)

1.218***
(0.047)

l2__Ci tCon*LTRSecuri ty 0.938
(0.056)

L2__LTR*BG 1.073***
(0.019)

l2: LTR Conditionality 1.079**
(0.041)

Constant 0.930 0.967 1.019
(0.127) (0.151) (0.109)

RANDOM:sd(Intercept) 0.608**-" 0.696** 0.453***
(0.083) (0.095) (0.063)

N 23968 23968 23968
F-test 0.000 0.000 0.000
AIC 28888 28895 28874
Chi-sq 1117 1106 1155
Log-1i keli hood -14429 -14433 -14421

Note: coeffs are odds-ratios; lvl-1 vars output suppressed 
■" p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001
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6.4. Residual Diagnostics

Table 6.4.1 below records residual diagnostics for a selection o f  the key models 

explored above. These models all control for determinants at both  levels o f  the analysis 

and are namely: 1. The two-way interaction o f LTR-conditionality and a state’s welfare 

effort; 2. The three-way interaction o f  both  t}rpes o f  conditionality with welfare effort; 3. 

The three-way interaction o f  labour-market flexibility with LTR-conditionaHty and welfare 

effort; 4. The two-way interaction o f LTR-conditionalit}^ with welfare effort for non- 

naturaHsed TCNs who are active in the labour market; 5. A nd the same m odel for those 

w ho have become naturalised citizens; 6. The two-way interaction o f  security o f LTR 

status with citizenship conditionality.

There is non-normaUt\' in the residuals for the random  effects (i.e. at level-2) however, 

as was stressed earUer, this is no t an issue with regard to inferences m ade on the effects o f 

variables in the fixed part o f the model; the fixed part is the only part o f  substantive 

interest in this chapter, so we disregard non-normaHty at this level. The residuals at both 

levels 1 and 2 are uncorrelated, in line with the assumptions o f multilevel modeUing (Rabe- 

Hesketh and Skrondal 2008). We also note skewness in the level-1 residuals. However, just 

as in ordinan^ regression — where some form  o f  significant association is m ore likely to be 

detected as sample size increases — it wiU also be the case here that even m inor deviations 

from  nonnalit}^ under this test will show up as significant given our very large sample size.
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Table 6.4.1 - Residual Diagnostics: sclcctcd multilevel linear models

Models (Table: Model) 

Test

LTR_BG 

(6.3.4: 1)

Active 
non-Cit 
(6.3.6: 2)

Active 
Citizens 
(6.3. 7: 2)

ISCO-88 

(6.3.8: 3)

Level-2 Residuals
Normal? NO NO NO NO
p = [Joint] . 000 . 000 . 000 . 000
Level-1 Residuals
Normal? NO NO NO NO
p = [Skew] . 000 . 000 . 000 .197
p = [Kurtosis] . 591 .234 . 241 . 000
Lvls-1 & 2 Residuals 
Uncorrelated? YES NO NO YES
r = / -.064 . 018 /
P = .470 . 000 . 006 . 393
Homoskedasticity?
[Lvl-1] YES YES YES YES

Note: 'No' indicates a problem with the residuals. Significant tests (p<.05) indicate a problem. Level-2 residual non-normality (i.e. 
non-normality of the random effects) is not a problem for coefficient and std. error estimates only for variance components, 
which are not the focus of this analysis. Formal test for violation of homoskedasticity assumption not available, reliance is on 
assessment of graphs of fitted values vs. residuals for fixed part of model.



Fig-. 6.4.1 - Diagnostics: Level-1 Residual Normalin"
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in

0•5 5
Inverse Normal

Fig. 6.4.2 - Diagnostics: Absence o f Heteroskedasdcit}'
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G raphical representation (of residuals from  the single m odel in Table 6.3.4) shows this 

to be the case and as we see in Fig. 6.4.1 the deviation from  normalit}' in question, which is 

confined to one tail, is m inor and gives litde cause for concern.’ '̂* Likewise, graphical

This pattern would also suggest skewness in the dependent variable and, indeed, the deprivation 
measure is leftward skewed, w ith  most migrants in the sample experiencing low levels o f material 
deprivation. The skewness was invariant to  attem pted standard transform ations (i.e. reciprocal) 
however.
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analysis indicates constant error variance and we have no problem s with heteroskedasticity. 

This could be dem onstrated for any m odel bu t we dem onstrate it for the central LTR- 

conditionality— ^Welfare E ffort interaction (Fig. 6.4.2).

For the remaining logistic models, modelling binar)^ outcom es through non-linear link 

functions (i.e. the logit: natural log o f  the odds-ratio), we do not (because we cannot) 

present diagnostic inform ation pertaining to residuals and normaHt^^ Binarj^ outcom es, by 

definition, do n o t follow norm al distributions. W e can, however, provide another 

indication o f m odel fit: how’ well the m odel classifies cases in the dataset. This is simply 

done by: 1. calculating predicted probabilities (for the fixed part o f the m odel only) from  

each o f the continuous-interactive logistic models (naturalisation, consistent poverty, 

income poverty); 2. assigning individuals to take the value o f  ‘1’ on the dependent variable 

where the predicted probability o f  being categorised thusly exceeds 0.5, coding all other 

cases ‘O’; and, 3. Cross-tabulating the actual dependent variable with this m odel-generated 

version o f itself and noting the percent o f  cases classified correcdy and incorrecdy (results 

below). Only the naturalisation m odel does well and predicts on a better than average basis, 

accurately classifying m ore than 58% o f  cases. The consistent poverty m odel and the 

income povert}^ m odel both  fail to accurately classify m ore than even 10% o f people in 

these categories, which should p rom pt further reflection for future studies.

Table 6.4.2 - Residual Diagnostics: non-linear (logistic) models

Models Naturalisation Consistent Income
Outcome Poverty Poverty

Accurately
classified 54 . 4 % 3 . 9 % 9 . 6 2 %

N = ( 6 , 7 0 3 ) ( 1 3 0 ) ( 6 0 8 )

Misclassifled 4 5 . 6 % 9 6 . 1 % 9 0 . 3 8 %

N = ( 5 , 6 1 0 ) ( 3 , 1 8 8 ) ( 5 , 7 1 1 )

Total N = 1 2 , 3 1 3 3 , 318 6 ,  319

Note:  Naturalisation model used is (3) from Table 6.5.1; Income Poverty and Consistent Poverty m odels  
used are the m odels with full sets  of level-1 indicators in Appendix A.5; the  total N refers to  all th ose  
categorised as taking th e  value o f  '1' on the  d ep en d en t  variable in question for each model.
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W e can also examine select residual plots for the level-2 residuals, i.e. the countr}--year 

units. These show how far the level-2 units are from  the overall m odel regression Hne. For 

example in Fig. 6.4.3, controlling for all level-1 variables as well as the central welfare 

system /conditionality interaction, Spain (ES, 2006 data) deviates from  the overall 

regression line by about 0.4 units on the dependent variable (7-point deprivation index), 

while D enm ark (either year) deviates by just over 0.5 units. We now move from  model 

diagnostics to conclude this chapter.^^^

O ne final d iagnostic  issue co ncerns  tlie  use  of th e  H ausm an  t e s t  as a t e s t  fo r  th e  a p p ro p r ia te n e s s  of 
using a ran d o m  effec ts  m odel in th e  first place, th o u g h  th is  is no t  en tire ly  re levan t  in this case. The 
p ro c e d u re  is to  e s t im a te  a fixed effec ts  m odel and  th e n  an identical m odel incorpora t ing  ran d o m  effects 
an d  to  pe rfo rm  th e  H ausm an t e s t  using bo th  se ts  of results ; w h e re  th e  t e s t  is significant th e n  th is  has 
b e e n  tak en  to  indicate  t h a t  th e  fixed effec ts  m odel shou ld  b e  p re fe r red  (R abe-H esketh  an d  Skrondal 
2008). However,  use of only a fixed effec ts  m odel he re  is p rec lud ed  as t h a t  w ou ld  p re v e n t  us from  
e s t im a ting  th e  effec ts  o f  level-2 covaria tes  -  which is th e  en t i re  po in t o f  th e  modelling exercise. For th e  
record ,  re -es tim ating  th e  key 'LTR_BG' m odel (Table 6.3.4) using GLS for  bo th  a fixed effec ts  and  
r a n d o m  effec ts  specification and  perform ing  th e  H ausm an  te s t  on  t h e s e  tw o  se ts  o f  re su lts  re tu rn s  a 
significant t e s t  sta tistic  with a Chi^of 39.62 for  11 d e g re e s  o f  f r e e d o m .  Rabe-H esketh  and  Skrondal 
(2 0 0 8 ,1 2 3 )  imply th a t  this  is an  in t rac tab le  issue w h e re  th e  b e tw e e n -c lu s te r  varia tion  is o f  in te res t ,  
counselling cau tious  in te rp re ta t io n  of th e  e s t im a te s  w h en  th e  H ausm an  te s t  is significant as said 
e s t im a te s  "m ay  be  incons is ten t  unless th e  covar ia tes  a re  ex og eno us" .
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6.5. Conclusions
Having explored many different perm utations o f TC N -m igrant poverty and 

deprivation, with num erous variations on the sets o f predictors and their interactions as 

well as other variations on the target o f inference, how best to sum up w hat the results 

have shown? The fundam ental finding revealed by the analysis has been the following; 

Conditionality matters.

We have seen that the level o f  welfare benefits a countr}' makes available impacts 

material deprivation as experienced by TC N s in the expected manner, where high benefits 

implies less poverty. However, a heretofore neglected, undertheorised and unquantified 

hypothesised determ inant o f migrant poverty — the conditionality attached to  entry into 

m ore secure and rights-granting (LTR) legal status — was seen to play a central role in 

modifying the effect o f  welfare effort on povert}'.

Where conditionality is high — meaning that the conditions attached to attaining the 

status o f long-term  resident, and ipso facto the status o f a potential welfare recipient, are 

onerous and dem anding — this was seen to impact on the level o f poverty experienced by 

TCNs in a m anner detrimental to their welfare. This effect o f the conditionality attached to 

LTR status is in line with the theoretical framework advanced earlier. T hat central 

interaction was seen to hold up even when controlling for other determinants o f  migrant 

povert)', and w hen disaggregating the sample to focus on those with different labour 

market attachm ents and on those w ho held formal citizenship status o f  the host country.

Regarding the hypothesised indirect effect o f  conditionality on poverty through the 

labour market and the insecurit}? that characterises LTR legal status in some countries, the 

analysis undertaken here adduced e\T.dence consistent with that effect. Type o f  labour 

m arket attachm ent held by migrants was seen to be significantiy determined by securit}^ o f 

LTR status in interaction with the level o f conditionality states attach to attaining 

citizenship.’^̂  The generosity o f the welfare state, as m oderated by the conditions 

governing access to its protections, was also seen to be implicated in the determ ination o f  

type o f labour m arket attachm ent.

In sum, context m atters, and the structure o f state poHcy regimes like regulations 

governing the labour m arket and the institutional set-up o f the welfare state, which are 

constructed w ithout any reference to the specificities o f the simations experienced by non-

i.e. the m ore secure legal status relative to  LTR status.
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nationals, have been seen in these results to interact with conditionality in the shaping o f 

m igrant outcom es in ways perhaps not actively intended by policymakers.

The designation o f  TCN-specific welfare regime-t}^es defined along the axes o f 

conditionality and welfare effort proved instructive insofar as the regime indicators were 

seen to  hold predictive pow er and to entail deprivational consequences for TCNs. The use 

o f these indicators may allow for an efficient means o f comparison, description and 

explanation o f  migrant poverty outcom es and the indicators themselves may find use as 

independent variables in other future research. Comparisons with w hat was theoretically 

expected to be the least favourable regime for TCN-m igrant welfare with low levels o f 

welfare support and yet high levels o f conditionalit}', the Exclusionary t}^e, showed several 

things:

—>-Holding conditionality constant by design (at high levels) greater benefit generosity 

was seen to entail a robust and substantively large reduction in deprivation, greater 

than that noted for other regime contrasts [Protective t}'pe];

—>-Holding benefit levels constant by design (at low levels) lower conditionality was seen 

to entail a marginally robust and m oderate reduction in deprivation, however this 

effect was not robust to the inclusion o f  a relevant labour m arket indicator, 

highlighting the centrality o f labour market engagement where state welfare supports 

are low [Liberal t\^e];

—>-Van’ing both conditionality and benefit levels by design was seen to entail a robust 

and substantial reduction in deprivation, controlling for other determinants 

[Inclusionan^ type]-

Alongside these central findings on the im portance o f conditionalit}' for povert)? 

outcomes, the available data allowed us to focus on the acquisition o f  secure legal status 

itself and the incentives that may obtain around such processes, contingent on state policy 

approaches to  the regulation o f legal status acquisition and to the expansiveness o f welfare 

state protections. Given the seemingly clear benefits o f  holding m ore secure legal status it 

should perhaps be unsurprising that each t\^pe o f  conditionaHt}? also significantiy helped to 

explain the odds o f  migrant naturalisation and adoption o f the host country’s citizenship.

Increasing barriers to naturalisation in the form  o f higher citizenship conditionaUt}^ 

lowered the odds that migrants would be naturalised, while increasing barriers to  social 

rights predicted significantiy higher odds o f naturalisation. ConditionaHtj' o f  access to 

welfare was furtherm ore seen to interact with the generosity o f a country’s welfare benefits
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in predicting naturalisation outcom es and an interesting process was uncovered whereby 

increasingly high barriers to receipt o f  benefits in a generous welfare system predicted an 

increasingly high probabilit}' o f  naturalisation for TC N s in that system. W here access to 

long-term  residency and the social security that entails is difficult and highly conditional for 

migrants then seeking full citizen status may be the rational response.

A picture begins to emerge o f  citizenship status itself acting as a means o f 

simultaneously enjoying security and avoiding poverty for TCN-migrants. These material 

advantages to being a naturalised citizen accrue even after one accounts for the effects o f  

o ther determinants that might be assumed to be implicated in disadvantage, like age, 

education, sex and family type etc. But alongside the obvious incentive o f material 

advantage m ust be set the m acro-institutional context within which naturalisation decisions 

are taken. The redistributive capacity o f  the welfare state within which naturalisation occurs 

— conditional on the migrant-specific policy framework circumscribing that capacity — 

seems to determine the shape o f  naturalisation decisions. Certainly these results are 

consistent with such a process. The implications o f these findings for extant literature will 

be discussed in the next, and final, concluding chapter, where we will also discuss the limits 

o f this research as well as policy implications and the possibiltties for future research.
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Conclusion

H ere we conclude the thesis, beginning firsd)^ with a section offering a summary o f the 

main findings and outlining the originality o f  the contribution the thesis makes to our 

understanding o f third-countr)' national poverty in Europe. The next section wiU discuss in 

detail the implications o f  these findings for extant literature on migration and the welfare 

state. Acknowledging some o f the limitations o f  the approach adopted here allows us to 

develop the scope for future research presented by these findings, which is the focus o f the 

following section. Finally, we discuss the policy implications o f this research.

1. Summary
The m odem  welfare state is a defining feature o f  the social and political landscape in 

Europe, so m uch so that the term  has come to be practically synonymous with the state 

itself. Comparative research on welfare states is deeply em bedded and well established, 

with scholarly accounts o f differences and similarities across states a defining feature o f 

academic debates. Such accounts, insofar as they draw contrasts between the modalities o f 

social protection in Europe, have also facilitated the explanation or prediction o f  variable 

life and w ork outcom es and trajectories o f European inhabitants. Y et with continued 

disparities o f  wealth and living standards obtaining globally, with the complex historical 

interconnections between these states and those global regions where once they may have 

exerted pow er and influence, and with the secular transform ation o f  hum an society such 

that transglobal comm unication and transportation are now possible, it is no longer the 

case that the inhabitants o f Europe are aU European inhabitants. O ne in ten o f those 

inhabitants, on average, will no t have been born  in the countr}' where they Kve, while many 

win not have been born in E urope at aU.

These third-country nationals occupy a unique and qualitatively different position with 

regard to the structural, institutional and legal frameworks at the national and supra

national levels which govern access to the protections, resources and safety nets enjoyed by 

the native, or other European, inhabitants o f  these welfare states. As such, the modalities 

o f social protection in Europe are o f  littie relevance to explicating the welfare outcomes 

experienced by TCNs, and many extant academic accounts are inherentiy partial and

insufficient to the task. A central aspect o f  this qualitative difference inheres in the role
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played by legal status in the regulation o f  T C N  rights and entitlements. Recent research has 

acknowledged the differential stratification experienced by migrants with regard to 

accessing certain types o f welfare state benefits, resulting in differential poverty outcom es 

at variance with the outcom es welfare regime accounts would lead us to expect (Morissens 

and Sainsburv^ 2005), and has highlighted the im portance o f the type o f  ‘entry category’ in 

securing social rights for migrants (Sainsbury 2006). O thers have m aintained that 

denizenship in the host countrj^ — specifically long-term residency — is the basis on which 

m ost o f  the rights traditionally associated with citizenship are now enjoyed by migrants 

(Brubaker 1989; H am m ar 1990; Hansen 1998; Freeman 2004).

Beginning from  these insights, and in line with M orissen’s and Sainsbur)’’s (2005) 

injunction to attend to the dynamics between welfare and immigration regimes, this 

research set out to explore the role o f legal status in determining the outcom es o f migrant 

lives and to account for cross-national variation in TCN-m igrant poverty. Such variation is 

perhaps puzzling given no t only the fact that it defies the expectations o f  welfare regime 

theory (Esping-Andersen 1990) but also that it should obtain in the face o f academic 

claims regarding the convergence o f national approaches to the extension o f citizenship, 

the incorporation o f migrants, and the accrual o f rights by virtue o f supranational 

imperative (e.g. Soysal 1994; Joppke and Morawska 2003; Sainsbury 2006; Joppke 2007). 

The insight that the relationship o f TC N s to the welfare state is qualitatively different for 

state nationals is itself a theoretical challenge to existing regime-based accounts o f welfare.

This thesis aimed to advance a m ore formal account o f the role o f legal status in 

detem iining migrant welfare, in terms o f poverty outcomes, and to assess w hether and 

how this focus could provide the basis for an alternative conceptualisation o f  migrant 

welfare. The aim was no t simply to advance an account highlighting differences in poverty 

rates by legal status however, bu t ratlier to focus on the theoretically m ore interesting issue 

o f the process by which differential legal statuses and tlie means o f  acquiring m ore secure or 

expansive legal status in discrete European states might work, in interaction with existing 

features o f  the state instim tional apparatus governing work and welfare, to structure 

migrant poverty outcomes.

Expanding on previous research, a theoretical conceptualisation was advanced here 

allied to the twin obser\^ations that, first, the extension o f rights-granting legal status is part 

o f a temporally extended process which TC N s m ust navigate and that, second, that process 

is itself subject to substantial variation across states in terms o f  the conditions im posed on 

migrants seeking to secure a legal status advantageous to their welfare. Variation in this

252



conditionality, in the extent and nature o f the demands states make o f  their resident 

migrants, was hypothesised as a key part o f  the dynamic relating the welfare state and 

m igration policy to migrant poverty outcomes.

The obsen^ation that conditionalit)^ varies substantially across states was bolstered by 

means o f preliminar\' first-hand data collection undertaken so as to motivate the rest o f  the 

analysis and to justify the focus on conditionality o f legal status as an im portant variable in 

its own right. A n expert sur\^ey revealed m uch variation across a num ber o f European 

welfare states in terms of: the rights which accrue to those holding long-term  resident legal 

status; the securit}' o f  a migrant’s continued presence in the countrj^ if  recourse is had to 

welfare state supports; and the employment-contingency o f  migrant presence in the 

country for those who do no t hold LTR status. Cross-referencing this valuable inform ation 

with the fmdings presented in the Mipex (2007) report it was possible to  sketch a 

theoretical picture o f a hierarchy o f  legal stams differentiated by the expansiveness o f 

rights and securit}' each affords to its holder, beginning with the insecure and non- 

expansive rights enjoyed by those TC N s not in possession o f  long-term  residency status, 

here labelled ‘temporan^’ migrants, m oving through the m ore expansive, i.e. social rights- 

granting, and secure long-term  residency status, through to the m ost expansive, i.e. political 

and other rights-granting, status o f a formal citizen. It is interesting to note that even 

citizenship status for naturalised migrants is itself subject to insecurit}", though the 

implications o f this m ust await further research.

Utilising these preliminan^ empirical findings and building on the high-quality, cross

comparable, international data collected by the Mipex project on migrant security and 

rights by legal status, including the conditions attached to securing different t}"pes o f  legal 

status, it was then possible to construct a measure capturing these cross-national variations 

in the conditionality attached to securing these progressively m ore advantageous legal 

statuses. The indexes thus constructed were seen to m eet all standard criteria in terms o f 

dimensionality, internal consistency and external validity, and were then deployed to two 

ends: first, to assess w hether and how LTR conditionality m ight be used to advance a new 

framework for understanding the povert}? outcom es and welfare o f third-countr\f nationals 

in Europe by means o f  a new regime typology; and second, to test directiy on a large-scale 

m icro-dataset w hether the hypothesised effects and interactions o f conditionality with 

o ther aspects o f state policy structures and institutional configurations found empirical 

support as regards the determination o f  TCN-m igrant poverty.
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The first aim dem anded an exploration o f the relevant macro-level policy indicators 

for our set o f  countries and further demanded a rigorous analysis o f  the determinants o f 

conditionality as grounded in the literature on migration policy formation. W ithout 

assessing the determinants o f conditionality any new framework advanced here would be 

lacking a theoretical underpinning and claims regarding the regime-Uke characteristics, or 

otherwise, o f sets o f  countries vis-a-vis TC N  poverty would be indeterminate and subject to 

uncertainty. W hereas Esping-A ndersen’s (1990) welfare regime account was theoretically 

grounded in the power resources model, accounting for welfare regime differences in 

terms o f class mobilisation, political coalitions and the historical institutions that are their 

legacy, no such account can be advanced with regard to conditionality.

Quite simply, migrant rights are a minority concern, and attempts to secure and extend 

them  have never reached the epic scale o f the 19* and 20* centur)' struggle towards an 

accom m odation between labour and capital. As an often sideline policy issue there is no 

grand theory that can account for the shape o f m igrant policy, o f  which conditionality is a 

part. Rather, migration policy is buffeted by multiple competing pressures and is often 

shaped sub rosa, subject to non-legislative change by means o f regulator}' rule adjustm ent or 

non-political change by means o f expansively oriented judicial systems (Guiraudon 1998). 

Such claims regardiag the inherent expansiveness o f  the policy produced by these means, 

and other claims by the Hkes o f  Freem an (1995) to the effect that migration policy is the 

result o f  client politics — taking an expansionar}' bent in response to pressures from  weU- 

organised and resourced m em bers o f  the business comm unity in need o f cheap labour, 

facilitated by politicians acting in Une with a ‘strong antipopuHst norm ’ — m ust be tem pered 

by the findings presented here.

Those findings showed that variations in migration policy in the form  o f conditionality 

(of LTR status) could be explained, in partial bu t substantive proportion, by economic, 

social and indeed populist political factors. Imm igration is very m uch a live political issue 

and one that has often attracted hostile public sentim ent (Crepaz 2008), and to the extent 

that policy outputs are responsive to such factors it becomes difficult to maintain that 

those outputs win always be expansionary or that they wiU be characterised by regime-like 

stability. As m uch as conditionality is in part determined by the vicissitudes o f econom ic 

cycles, and the extent to which public attitudes towards migration track such 

developm ents, it is also itself conditional — on the broader and time-invariant param eters 

that are the product o f European nation state development. In those countries w ith a 

history o f  colonialism, for example, a greater share o f  the vote for right-wing parties —
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indicative o f  Freem an’s business community perhaps -  predicted lower conditionalit}', but 

this effect ran in the opposite direction for those countries w ithout such history.

Insofar as we have good theoretical reasons to believe that such volatile factors feed 

into the policy process in a m anner determinative o f the levels o f LTR conditionality that a 

state applies, and insofar as the available data on country-level institutions, policies and 

characteristics are consistent with these theoretical expectations, as the earlier analysis 

revealed to be the case, then we m ust conclude that conditionality is perhaps an unstable 

bedrock on which to build an account o f migrant welfare and povert}^ in terms o f 

‘regimes’. The historical legacy o f regime institutionalisation so central to Esping-Andersen’s 

account finds no cognate in the world o f  the third-countr\' migrant for w hom  ‘history’, if 

no t quite written by the victors, is certainly headlined by the host countn^ Too few in 

num ber to effectively oppose disadvantageous changes to the policy measures which stand 

betw een security and insecurity, safety-net and safety-not, the migrant constituency can 

have but marginal effect on the apparatus o f state.

The qualitatively different nature o f tiie iTiinorit)f-oriented policy measures ■«hich 

delineate the am bit o f  migrant life trajectories suggests a far m ore ephemeral ‘regime 

account’ o f third-countn^ national welfare in Europe. This account acknowledges the 

necessity to reassess and re-designate regime t\"pe categories as and when new evidence and 

data come to light, while at the same time underm ining notions o f any historical cross

national underpinning to these regimes or o f  their being characterised by any sort o f 

tem poral projection, and thus perhaps underm ining their verj' ‘regime-ness’. In this regard. 

Freem an’s (2004) designation o f  looser ‘syndrom es’ characterised by the similarity o f  their 

concatenation o f policy, structural and institutional parameters and describing migrant 

incorporation into the sub-systems o f  the state, in this case the welfare and labour market 

sub-systems, may be m ore apt.

O f  course, the utility o f  even adumbrating regime-like similarities between sets o f 

nations lies n o t just in the descriptive and classificaton? functions o f that exercise, as 

helpful as they may be, but also in the predictive and explanaton^ possibilities such efforts 

afford. The empirical analysis revealed that indeed sharp contrasts could be drawn between 

different regime-t}’pes, and that states which im posed m ore favourable combinations o f 

conditionalit}^ or welfare effort or both  were associated with m ore favourable povert}^ 

outcom es for third-country nationals.

A t the level o f greater detail and precision entailed by utilising our continuous 

indicators o f conditionalit}', the multilevel empirical analysis returned results consistent
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with the central hypothesis regarding the mediating role of the conditionality of long-term 

residency status and its implication in migrant poverty determination. This result stood up 

even controlling for other determinants of migrant povert}'.

Disaggregating the sample by type o f labour market engagement and by citizen status, 

the central interaction o f interest was also seen to hold up. Conditionality was also seen to 

be implicated in the type o f labour market attachment migrants hold. Finally, evidence was 

adduced regarding the significant impact of conditionalit}^ on the naturalisation decisions of 

migrants.

In sum, these results provide convincing support as to the implication of 

conditionality in the determination of TCN-migrant povert}'; specifically with the 

implication o f LTR-conditionality as the centrally important factor in this, capable of 

explaining the lion’s share of level-2 variance in TCN poverty' outcomes. A t the same time, 

they suggest support for our conceptualisation of legal status as a hierarchically delimited 

continuum: TCNs at different points on that continuum are subject to differential levels of 

security, with recourse to different sets of rights. The constraints imposed on transitioning 

from a less secure or expansive point to a more secure or expansive point on that 

continuum have been characterised here as conditionalities. The evidentiary support 

adduced — for the hypothesis that cross-national variation in these conditionalities allows 

us to explain cross-national variation in migrant poverty — constitutes the central finding of 

this research and amounts to an original contribution to the academic debate in its own 

right, placing an onus on those who would seek to account for third-countt}' national 

poverty to engage with these findings, to integrate them, or to challenge them.

The import of these findings for broader debates in the literature wiU be dealt with in 

the next section. The research presented here also makes several other original 

contributions: by advancing a formalised statement o f the theoretical determinants at both 

macro- and micro-levels of specifically third-countr}' national poverty in Europe, with a 

focus not just on the importance of legal status but on the process o f legal status 

acquisition; by collecting original first-hand data by means of expert surv^ey so as to 

motivate the proposed theoretical account with direct evidence o f the hypothesised cross

national variation in the expansiveness and security of different types o f legal status; by 

highlighting the central theoretical importance of the process o f legal stams acquisition and 

o f the policies states interpose to regulate this process, i.e. conditionality, and advancing 

this as a unique and as yet under-theorised and untested explicans o f TCN-migrant 

poverty; by utilising existing data and indicators collected to the highest cross-national
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research standards, by the Mipex project, in a novel way so as to construct, test, and assess 

for reliability and validity, new measures o f the conditionality attached to attaining two 

discrete legal statuses, long-term  residency and citizenship; by direcdy testing expectations 

deduced from  our theoretical framework o f  TC N  poverty determ ination using these 

m easures in a context o f  multilevel statistical control on some o f  the highest-quaHty cross

national data available for tlie purposes o f  poverty research, data which have no t to the 

au thor’s knowledge been utilised before for such purposes, where TCN-migrants are the 

specific focus o f  analysis, and with such methodolog}’̂, utilising macro-level measures o f 

conditionaHt}' o f  legal status in the prediction o f  micro-level outcomes; by demonstrating 

the relevance o f both measures o f  conditionalit}? to the process o f legal status acquisition, 

specifically naturalisation, in a way that adds to that literature; by exploring the possibilities 

for the advancem ent o f  a new regime-like account o f TC N -m igrant welfare in Europe, 

utilising these novel measures o f variation in the policy approaches states employ to 

regulate entry into different types o f  legal status as one o f the regime’s defining 

dimensions; and by advancing an account o f the determinants o f  cross-national variation in 

these policy approaches, so as to provide a theoretical context within which any such new 

regime account inight be understood and to deepen our understanding o f  the nature o f 

conditionality, o f the constraints on advancing a regime-like account o f TC N  povert\% and 

o f the external non-policy factors which may structure such state policy approaches and 

thus impact, indirectiy, on TCN-m igrant poverty.
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2. Discussion
How do these findings regarding the explanatory relevance and utility o f  conditionality 

to migrant welfare m esh with broader debates concerning the challenges o f  diversity to the 

welfare state and to the state itself? The claim has been made that the unfolding o f policy 

dynamics in E urope in response to immigration has been categorically different to that 

which occurred elsewhere — specifically the US where racial diversity has been a defming 

feature since the inception o f  the state — because European welfare states had been well 

established and had developed in a context o f  social homogeneity long before inward 

migration, and its ensuing fractionalisation o f  societ}^, became a relevant feature (Alesina 

and Glaeser 2004; Crepaz 2008).

In one view this m eant that European welfare states built up stocks o f  trust and 

solidarity over time that blunted the potential for nativist resentm ent o f foreigners, 

providing policymakers “room  to produce immigration policies that are no t only less 

pressured by virulent anti-immigrant public opinion but are also m ore ‘honest’ in the sense 

that fewer policies need to be channelled through venues ... obscured from  public view” 

(Crepaz 2008, 251). This analysis may need some reconsidering in light o f  our findings and 

E urope’s response to the challenges o f diversity may be more ‘Am ericanised’ than some 

have maintained, at least in the specifically deKinited instance o f the third-country national. 

O ur earlier empirical analysis o f  reasons for variation in conditionaHt}^ and its location 

within the broader complex o f  state social and political factors, showed tliat conditionality 

was significantiy and positively correlated with anti-immigrant public attitudes in repeated 

specifications.

Added to  this, and against Crepaz’s claim, conditionalit}? o f legal status is precisely the 

sort o f policy measure m ost tractable to  (re)formulation in obscure back channels o f 

regulatory rule making o f the type described by Guiraudon (1998). Partly this is because 

the interested constituency w ho m ight oppose undesired changes is too small to be 

effective. In  the set o f  16 countries considered here, TCNs constituted only a fraction o f  a 

country’s total migrant population, and w hen expressed another way TC N s am ounted in 

almost even? case to less than 1.5% o f  a countn^’s total national population.^^^ A nother 

reason is that the constituent elements — the conditions — that cumulatively make up a 

country’s conditionality approach, including aspects like the costs o f application for legal 

status, the precise t)^ e  o f medical insurance TCNs m ust acquire, the contents and scope o f

Total national populat ion  com pris ing  b o th  m igrants and  natives.  O ne e x ce p t io n  is Switzerland , w h e r e  

TCNs a m o u n t e d  t o  2.2% o f  to ta l  national p o p u la t io n  (in 2005) .
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integration or language tests etc., are unlikely to be enshrined in national legislation or to 

require parHamentan' approval, leaving the door open to short-term  or perhaps on-the-fly 

adjustments.

T hat conditionalit)' should be so insulated and yet track public opinion closely is 

interesting, suggesting a responsiveness o f policymakers to the sorts o f attitudes 

traditionally allied to welfare chamtinism (Faist 1994). It is an open question whether and 

to w hat extent changes to policies governing access to legal status for TC N s are effected 

for purposes o f political point-scoring, one which detailed case studies o f  policymaker 

m otivations and actions with regard to TC N s may be able to answer. Given their minority- 

of-a-minority status, it may be easy for policymakers to scapegoat TC N s specifically and to 

appease xenophobic constituencies by means o f  retracting or rendering unattainable certain 

legal statuses and the rights that go with them , rights which include access to the social 

protections o f  the welfare state. In the European context, migrants o f  EU  origin are 

guaranteed by law to enjoy many if  no t all o f  the social protections o f  whichever m em ber 

state they may choose to live in, unlike third-country nationals.’ *̂ Thus, rule changes 

regarding the accessibility o f  rights-granting residency stams will only have implications for 

the welfare o f  TCNs and not for the EU nationals w ho make up the vast bulk o f migration 

to EU states.

This raises other questions with which future research m ight engage: is it the case that 

poHcymakers conceive o f such actions in these terms and seek to appease such 

constituencies?; is it die case that the anti-migrant constituency indeed find such rights- 

denying policy approaches politically satisfactory?; do such policy adjustments gain 

sufficient salience with the public to m ipact on attitudes, or are they in fact confined to the 

obscure back channels in which Guiraudon (1998) and to a lesser extent Freem an (1995) 

place them?; and what are the greater implications for the welfare state and support for the 

welfare state when such welfare-chauvinistic preferences are indulged?

O n this last point, research has shown that those w ho espouse welfare chauvinist 

views and express anti-immigrant sentiments are also the ones m ost likely to see welfare 

fraud as unproblem atic and to express reluctance to pay their full share o f taxes to the state 

(Crepaz 2008). Resentm ent at those ‘foreigners’ w ho make claims on the welfare system 

may play a part in this, bu t how Hkely does it seem that the indulgence o f such policy 

preferences will bring about a concom itant decrease in the desire on the part o f welfare

O utside  t h e  Union e v e n  EEA m e m b e r s  have  a g r ee d  to  t h e  basic  ' four f r e e d o m s '  o f  t h e  EU and have  
u n dertak en  t o  en a c t  legislation draw/n from  t h e  EU's old 'first pillar' including social policy provisions,  
while  t h e  EFTA m e m b e r  Sw itzerland has s igned  bilateral tr ea t ie s  w ith  t h e  EU g u a r a n te e in g  o th e r  rights.
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chauvinists to  defraud the state o f  welfare benefits, where that desire exists, or an increase 

in w’illingness to play the part o f  a good and proper tax-paying citizen? Can policies which 

sectionalise society and mark out certain groups as undesen^ing or requiring special 

regulation and treatm ent really foster social solidarity??

It seems m uch m ore likely that differentiating policies entailing the imposition o f high 

conditionality might act as flags or signals to society that exclusionary approaches to 

difference are acceptable and condoned. This has the potential to stoke levels o f anti

immigrant sentim ent even higher, with implications not just for migrant poverty and 

exclusion but for the very basis o f  support o f the welfare state itself. W ithout sufficient 

social solidarity — something the designation o f out-groups clearly inilitates against 

(Titmuss 1976) — there can be litde hope for a viable welfare state (Banting and Kymlicka 

2006a). This signalling potential o f state policies has been discussed in the literature on 

state multiculturalism and the potential for immigration-induced diversity to erode welfare 

state support (Banting and Kymlicka 2006a; Banting and Kymlicka 2006b; Banting 2005). 

MulticulturaUsm policies can help to destigmatise immigrants by highlighting their salience 

but in a way specifically designed to educate people and to signal that all inhabitants o f 

societ}? should be seen as equal inhabitants (Banting and Kyrrdicka 2006a).

Allowing that policies geared towards exclusion and the denial o f  rights will also entail 

an educative signalling com ponent then the imposition o f high-conditionality strategies 

m ust be assessed with regard to their potential disintegrative effects and wider societal 

consequences. Also, as m uch as immigration may modify support for the welfare state, the 

welfare state also modifies attitudes towards immigration. Expansive welfare states 

engender greater tolerance o f migrants (e.g. van O orschot and Uunk 2007), but the politics 

o f austerity that characterises m uch o f Europe today may underm ine this. To the extent 

that the erosion o f  social solidarit}? towards even a single discrete out-group is the tliin end 

o f  the wedge this will be a non-trivial issue, whether that out-group constitutes only 1.5% 

o f the population or not. O ther possible consequences o f  this erosion can be conceived o f 

in terms o f stimulating greater poverty, fom enting discontent among the m igrant minority, 

tearing at the social fabric, w hen discontent turns into outright hostility or the growth o f 

resentm ent against the host country, encouraging engagement in the black economy, and 

eroding support for the welfare state no t just am ongst native inhabitants bu t also am ong 

those whom , by dint o f  tenacity, may one day find themselves official long-term  residents — 

or citizens — and who may then look less kindly on the paying o f  taxes and the declaring o f 

all incomes to a system the protections o f  which they were denied for so long.
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In parallel to this discussion on public attitudes to migration and the welfare state we 

find another broad literature on whether, how and to w hat extent migrants actually utilise 

the welfare state and benefits system with num erous examples o f  both comparative smdies 

(McCormick et al. 2002; Kesler 2006; Kogan 2006; Kogan 2003; Corrigan 2010) and single

country studies (Borjas and H ilton 1996; Borjas and Trejo 1991; Borjas 1999; Castronova 

et al. 2001; Hansen and Lofstrom  2003; Blume and Verner 2007; Barrett and McCarthy 

2009). Findings for many o f  these studies were variable and from  countrj^ to  countr)' 

m igrant usage or dependency on welfare was sometimes greater than for natives and 

sometimes showed no difference.

T he centralit}? afforded to conditionality in this analysis throws m uch o f  the above 

cited studies into a new light. Many o f  the findings discussed abo%^e will have been 

contingent on the legal status o f  the migrants analysed and on the questions o f  w hether or 

no t access to the welfare system for those migrants was a technical or legal possibility, 

though the studies may not have acknowledged this explicitiy (e.g. Hansen and Lofstrom  

2003; Blume and Verner 2007; Castronova et al. 2001).’^̂  The conditionaUtj^ perspective 

and focus on the relevance o f legal status adopted here has clear implications for this 

literature and future cross-national research would do well to integrate conditionality as an 

im portant independent variable with implications not just for povert\% the focus o f this 

study, bu t for other questions concerning migrant interactions with the welfare state in 

general.

O ne specific question o f  relevance to the Uteramre on the welfare m agnet thesis 

(Borjas 1999) concerns the extent to which migrants are cognisant o f  variations in 

conditionaHt}? levels or the security or expansiveness o f different types o f legal status in 

different countries. The m agnet thesis holds tiiat differentials in welfare state generosit}' 

may factor into migration decisions and incentivise relocation to specific jurisdictions over 

others, implying that migrants are aware o f  the existence and namre o f such differentials. 

W hether or no t they are aware o f  the complicating factors o f  entitlements and rights

For ex a m p le ,  t h e  H ansen and Lofstrom stu d y  w a s  co n stra in ed  to  using Sw ed ish  data  c o l le c te d  in such  
a w a y  as to  preclude  t h e  analysis o f  any  m igrants not  holding a res id en ce  perm it  (2 0 0 3 ,  80; fn. 7). This 
d o e s  not  a l low  for t h e  likely d ifferent  rates o f  w e l fa re  participation by t h o s e  holding a d ifferent  or less  
se c u r e  s ta tu s  (The data  utilised in our earlier empirical analysis w a s  co l le c te d  w ith o u t  r e fe re n c e  to  th e  
res id en cy  or legal s ta tu s  o f  a country 's  m igrants and so  w a s  n o t  su bject  to  this constraint.  S e e  EU-SILC 
su pp orting  d o c u m e n ta t io n . )  Also this s tu d y  sim ply d e s ig n a te s  all 'foreign-born' survey  r e s p o n d e n t s  in 

t h e  d a ta s e t  as t h e  m igrants o f  in terest ,  w i th o u t  a t ten d in g  to  t h e  qualitatively  d ifferent  natu re  o f  th e  
th ird-country  national migrant e x p e r ie n c e  in Europe. In this respect ,  t h e  stu dy  sh a res  s o m e t h in g  in 
c o m m o n  with th e  s tu d ies  by B lum e and Verner  (2007)  and Castronova e t  al. (2001) .

261



differentiated by legal status, and associated conditionality levels, is a logical progression o f  

this \tiew and a worthy question in its own right.

The im portance no t only o f legal status but o f the policies by which states regulate 

entry to m ore secure and expansive legal status stands as a direct challenge to those who 

would perceive a diminishing role for the nation-state with regard to the m anagem ent and 

extension o f rights to their migrant communities, where the imperatives o f  supranational 

obligations have been claimed to play the bigger role (i.e. Soysal 1994). O thers have 

maintained that the nation-state still retains a central role in ‘managing m em bership’ 

(Feldblum 2000), and that the rights extended to migrants are an inherent feature o f 

nation-states qua liberal-constitutional states, i.e. nothing to do with the supranational 

(Joppke 1998). The findings here regarding the role o f conditionality ser\^e to add nuance 

and depth to our understanding o f the process by which states manage their m em bers and 

the means by which states exercise their sovereignt}" so as to extend (or retract o r deny) 

rights, while simultaneously highlighting the consequences o f different m em bership 

m anagement strategies.

O f course, state-level actions and the imposition o f policy frameworks for the 

regulation o f  legal status acquisition by national governments is only one side o f this storj^ 

The other involves migrant assessments o f  the utility' o f  holding a specific legal stams and 

micro-level interactions with these policy frameworks in the context o f  differential 

incentives. Analysis o f the data used here revealed that indeed welfare system incentives, as 

m oderated by the level o f conditionality states attach to entering into LTR status, im pact 

on the probability o f whether or no t a migrant wiU be naturalised, controlling for other 

factors. In line with m uch o f  the literature on this topic (e.g. van H ook et al. 2006), this 

fmding confirms the im portance o f economic benefits to the naturalisation decision and 

highlights the relevance o f  conditionality as a hitherto neglected independent variable.

It would be trite, o f  course, merely to obsen^e that the conditions attached to attaining 

citizenship status affect the likelihood o f entering into that status; this m uch is obvious. 

W hat is interesting in this analysis is that the conditionality attached to long-term  residency 

status — as the logical and tem poral antecedent to fuU naturalised citizen status — was itself 

seen to bear on the naturalisation decision. The level o f support on offer in a state’s 

welfare system likely functions as an incentive to attain the m ost secure legal status 

possible, citizenship, so as to avail o f  those supports, though the effect o f  these incentives 

on naturalisation outcom es is m oderated by the ease o f  access to those supports in the first 

place. It should be acknowledged here that an alternative interpretation o f  these findings
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could account for these effects in terms o f  com m itm ent to the host country, where high 

LTR-conditionality m ight be correlated with higher probability o f naturalisation due to the 

HkeHhood o f  those migrants w ho have the time, dedication, resources and capacities to 

fulfil the onerous demands o f high LTR-conditionaHty being naturally m ore Ukely to be 

capable o f  fulfilling the demands o f  the naturalisation process. Such migrants are also more 

likely to be integrated m ore effectively with their communities and w ith the labour market 

and thus may feel m ore o f  an affective attachm ent to the host country, spurring them  into 

naturalisation for non-econom ic reasons.

The nature o f the available data limits how m uch we can say about this, as we do not 

possess data extended through time that m ight give us a clearer indication o f  the dynamics 

at w ork in migrant naturalisation decisions, nor do we possess inform ation on other 

relevant variables such as language capacities, time spent in the host country, num ber o f 

friends and frequency o f  social interactions, subjective evaluations o f  one’s Hfe position 

and intentions regarding the source country, etc. (Portes and Curtis 1987). Detailed 

longitudinal data, cross-national and comparable, recording migrant legal status at each 

point in time as well as socio-economic position and other relevant demographic 

inform ation would allow future research to m ore accurately chart the Hfe trajectories o f 

migrants, their movements in and out o f different t\'pes o f legal status and the extent to 

which differential incentive structures (i.e. conditionaUt}', welfare) allow us to account for 

cross-national variations in T C N  naturalisation outcomes.

It should be clear that w hat is o f  interest here is no t solely the acquisition o f 

citizenship status per se, but rather the broader im port o f  these findings on the role o f 

conditionaHt}? for our understanding o f  the complex o f  factors surrounding ‘legal status’ 

m ore generally and the reasons for migrant engagement with the process o f status 

acquisition. Citizenship status, and the analysis o f  the determinants o f  naturalisation, is 

taken to  be emblematic o f the process o f  transitioning from  one form  o f  less secure legal 

status to  a m ore secure legal status, with direct and obvious parallels between this process 

and the process that would obtain where migrants transition from  what we have labelled 

here as their ‘temporars?’ status to the status o f  fuUy fledged long-term resident. Although 

presum ed to be emblematic o f the broader process there are, inevitably, complications with 

the focus on citizenship given the affective and emotional determinants o f naturalisation 

decisions that were flagged earlier in our discussion o f  the literature. In this regard it may 

not be justifiable to assume that the effects o f  incentives and constraints on naturalisation
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will map perfectly to the process whereby migrants seek to attain LTR status, though 

clearly the analysis here can be considered instructive in this regard.

In fact, it could be argued that for many the acquisition o f citizenship status and all o f 

its pursuant rights may no t offer sufficiently strong incentives to attain that status where 

social rights have already been secured by means o f attaining long-term residency. In  this 

sense, an analytical focus on the determ inants o f  the acquisition o f LTR status may have 

been m ore appropriate, and indeed would have been m ore clearly in keeping with the focal 

role that has been accorded to LTR status and LTR-conditionaUty in the determination o f 

migrant social outcom es throughout this analysis. However, explicit tests o f the 

determinants o f  transitioning to LTR status, and the role o f conditionality, the welfare 

system and socio-econom ic outcom es and incentives in that process, were not possible as 

the available data does not record w hether or not migrant respondents are long-term  

residents. Future research could produce a fitting com plem ent to this analysis by 

addressing this dependent variable problem  and looking in m ore detail at migrant 

orientations and evaluations around transitioning to a different legal status, perhaps by 

means o f  qualitative life-history research on smaller selections o f migrants in different 

countries where the research is designed to elicit much more specific inform ation on legal 

status and the migration experience than is the case in m ost large-scale quantitative 

datasets.

Nevertheless, the results on citizenship acquisition and the role o f (both types of) 

conditionality are themselves substantively interesting. Theoretically, these resxalts suggest 

the need to refine existing views on the determinants o f  naturalisation. The simple 

Instrumental-Legalistic view o f citizenship acquisition (van H ook et al. 2006) sees 

citizenship as a status affording political and economic rights through which migrants gain 

advantages. However, these findings suggest that citizenship in one countr}' is no t quite the 

same as citizenship in another or, m ore accurately, that the advantages that accrue to 

citizens in one jurisdiction may be relatively less incentivising than the advantages accruing 

elsewhere, w ith implications for how  we account for cross-national variation in 

naturaHsarion outcom es (cf. Janoski 2010). These relative advantages wiU be contingent on 

the expansiveness o f long-term  residency bo th  as the logical and tem poral antecedent and 

as the primar}^ social rights-granting status; where migrant access to the protections o f  the 

welfare state is relatively difficult to attain naturalisation may be desirable, especially where 

the welfare protections on offer are relatively generous in scope. The findings here 

supported such a narrative.
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This view manages to reach across the strong split in the literature on this topic 

perceived by Bloemraad (2000), pitting micro-level evaluations against macro-level 

institutional constraints, and to em bed the migrant naturalisation decision within a broader 

m acro-m icro framework which acknowledges the necessity that migrants “choose legal 

citizenship” (Ibid., 15) while highlighting the im portance o f  national policy configurations. 

These configurations work not only to regulate entry into citizenship status but, through 

their interactions, to produce differential incentive structures characterised by complex 

contingency and perhaps resulting in outcom es unanticipated by policymakers. The 

theoretical challenge for future research is to integrate these insights, to account for these 

interactions and to take cogmsance o f the processual nature o f  migrant m ovem ent along 

the differentiated path o f  legal status.

N one o f  this is to advance a view o f  migrants as pinballs in a deterministic machine 

and an acknowledged shortcom ing o f  the account o f  naturalisation explored here is an 

absence o f  relevant controls for the ‘intangibles’ (Diehl and Blohm 2003) that factor into 

such m ajor life decisions., such as continued source-countn^ engagement or subjective 

evaluations and opinions held by migrants towards the host-countr)'’. For the present study 

this is a ‘data problem ’ in two respects; firsdy, the available data do not include all variables 

that would be relevant to explanations o f the dependent variable and, secondly, the cross- 

sectional approach Hmits the num ber o f  available level-2 units where adding a vast num ber 

o f  controls would consume valuable degrees o f  freedom. Again, a longitudinal focus and 

m ore specifically tailored data would ameliorate some o f  these issues.

In the broader view, these findings regarding the interplay o f welfare state, legal status 

and the conditionality attached thereto force a re-evaluation no t only o f  how we view the 

tools o f  social policy but o f  how we can hope to properly designate those tools when third- 

countr\? nationals are the focus o f  their application, and how we can even differentiate 

them  from  migration policy. National ‘migration policies’ defining the regularisation o f 

residency and the path to citizenship are formed with an eye on the size, com position and 

character o f present and future migrant populations, as weU as on germane political and 

econom ic concerns. But such policies appear de facto to structure the quality o f migrant 

Hves, casting doubt on the credibility or utility o f  designating distinct policy domains while 

placing an onus on policymakers to take cognisance o f  this fact. Neglect o f  these subde 

and almost certainly unanticipated interactions between welfare state instimtions and sub- 

domains o f  state poUcy would be consequential no t only for social cohesion, were 

unfavourable policies to result in social exclusion leading ultimately perhaps to
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ghettoisation or other failures o f  integration, bu t also for the efficacy o f control over vital 

functions the state resen^es to itself alone.

The functions in question concern the ability to define not only the legitimate 

comm unity o f  receivers, vis-a-vis the welfare state, but also the legitimate community 

constituting the polis, with all o f  its concom itant rights to determinative agency over that 

polls at the ballot box and elsewhere. W here disadvantage spurs m ore people into attaining 

the status o f  ‘citizen’ then migrant social citizenship, defined negatively, in the interstices o f 

state institutional and regulatory action, takes on positive consequences for the concept 

and status o f  citizenship, with implications for the nation and national self-identity.

3. Future Research
Some o f the possibilities for future research arose naturally in the last section where 

we discussed ways in which these fmdings problematise the existing literamre. By 

considering some o f the limitations o f the current project we can also anticipate some o f 

the other ways in which the research agenda on migrant povert}' m ight be developed. One 

obvious point is the cross-sectional nature o f  this analysis. Put simply, cross-sectional data 

teU us how things stand at a specific m om ent in time and, lacking a dynamic com ponent, 

cannot tell us how things change over time. Changes with regard to migrant m oves in and 

out o f different legal statuses and corresponding shifts in socio-economic position and 

exposure to povert}? occurring in contiguous time periods would doubtiess constitute the 

core o f  an interesting research project, were suitable longitudinal data available.

This thesis, however, while theorising in processual terms about the effects and 

interactions o f legal stams and the policies surrounding access to such status, nevertheless 

focuses on cross-sectional data. This approach is not, o f  course, contraindicated by the 

nature o f the theoretical framework or research question. Even where dynamic processes 

are involved, all cross-sectional data can be seen as a snapshot o f  those process(es) in 

action or, for some respondents in the dataset, o f  their position in relation to that process 

and their accompanying characteristics at that point in time. W hat is o f relevance here is 

simply that the data used record inform ation on TCNs at different points in their 

individual trajectories and subject to different state-level constraints; it is on the basis o f 

these differences that we can draw inferences about the underlying process(es).

Even were longitudinal data available, such data may no t be fit for purpose where 

third-country nationals are the specific focus o f  the analysis. Indeed the SILC dataset does

266



com e in a longitudinal version, though sample sizes are a fraction o f  those collected for 

cross-sectional purposes, and we m ust add to this the fact that TC N s wiU constitute, on 

average, only about 10% o f  national samples, assuming the samples are representative, and 

so will am ount to a fraction o f that fraction. The small sample sizes that would naturally 

ensue may be insufficient to  the task o f  robust inference. A nother possibility is to focus 

no t on individual m igrant trajectories but to explore the mechanisms advanced and tested 

here in the context o f m uch longer TSCS (time-series-cross-sectional) data series, perhaps 

pooling together other cross-sections over a longer duration, as was adverted to in a 

previous chapter. O f  course, this requires contem poraneous, reliable and comparable data 

on the conditionality levels obtaining cross-nationally; the collection, collation and 

dissemination o f  such data take time. The IVIipex project has produced two iterations in 

five years, no t counting its reduced-form  precursor, and so researchers interested in 

undertaking what would doubdess be valuable analyses o f this sort wiU have several years 

to wait before this wiU be a feasible proposition.

O thers m ight m aintain that a m ore appropriate research strateg}' to understand the 

how  and why o f inigrant transitions into different legal statuses, the role o f  subjective 

evaluations and objective constraints in this regard, and the implication o f  this for welfare 

outcom es would be to focus in depth at the micro level on the situations faced by migrants 

in individual countries, perhaps by means o f case studies or m uch smaller-scale qualitative 

interview analysis o f  m igrant decisions regarding legal status. However, although such 

studies would be useful additions to the literature and would com plem ent the account 

advanced here, they could no t by definition account for the interesting cross-national 

variation in TC N  povert}' that is our focus. In a research area like migration, awash with 

single-country studies, an analytic gestalt o f  the t)'pe advanced here, possessing explanatory 

pow er across num erous diverse countries, amounts to a welcome synthesis and a 

parsimonious reduction o f  complexity. G rounded as it is in a recognition o f the 

commonalities that tie countries togedier — commonalities o f  differentiated legal status as 

regulated by variable conditionality levels — this account, in a sense, rubs against the grain 

o f contentions by the likes o f  Papadopoulos (2011) w ho maintain that E uropean ‘migrant 

integration regimes’ are characterised by sui generis diversity from  country to country, with 

implications to the effect that explanatory synthesis m ust thus remain elusive. In another 

sense, o f  course, the results o f Chp. 5 accorded with that contention, finding much 

contingent shared variation and highly diverse linkages between structural and poKcy

F e a s ib le  u s in g  M ip e x  in d ic a to r s  a t  le a s t .
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indicators that problematise the designation o f ‘regimes’. Nonetheless, legal status matters 

and the empirical reaUty is that states impose conditionality on attaining different legal 

statuses; these obsen^ations stand out as universal features o f migrant-state interactions, 

unifying strands amid an often chaotic heterogeneity. Findings with broad macro-level 

appUcabilit}^ such as these can ser\^e both  to re-contextuaHse and reinvigorate the research 

agenda for countn^-level and other m ore narrowly delimited studies.

But how generalisable are the findings presented here? Possibilities for generalisation 

are either tem poral or geographic. Temporally, it would be a straightforward task to 

attem pt to replicate these fmdings for the countries analysed here and assess w hether they 

still stand up utilising new data as it becom es available at a later point in time, though such 

analyses could be complicated by global economic shocks such as the recession which hit 

the world economy in the closing years o f  the last decade. Geographically, it would of 

course be possible to apply a similar m odel to the one advanced here utilising both  Mipex 

and SILC data for the new and relatively new EU countries o f Eastern E urope and to  ask 

w hether these findings hold up in that distinct culmral and economic region.

However, this is Hkely to be complicated by the fact that the countries o f  Eastern 

Europe have not tended to attract third-country nationals to the same extent as the 

countries o f W estern Europe, given their relative undesirabiliU’̂ as migration destinations 

due to economic under-developm ent and their close proximity to other relatively more 

comfortable host countries; this may render sample sizes too smaU for analysis. Extension 

o f  this m odel to the United States does not seem possible, despite prom ising state-by-state 

variations in welfare levels, due to the im position o f rules attached to perm anent residency 

(Green Cards) at the federal, n o t state, level; this entails zero variation in the independent 

variable o f interest negating possibilities for its deployment.

Also, it should be recalled that the model(s) here did not account perfectiy for all o f 

the cases and that there were some clear outliers that may require further study. In  the 

macro-level regressions o f the incom e poverty rate on conditionality and welfare 

determinants the two cases o f  Belgium and D enm ark did no t accord neatiy w ith model 

expectations. Naturally we do no t expect conditionality to be the whole story about the 

determination o f  migrant poverty and our theoretical framework explicitiy acknowledges 

the Hkely direct and indirect effects o f  o ther variables. Inclusion o f some o f  these allowed 

us to partiy explain reasons for outiying cases.

Moving away from  headline poverty rates to look in greater detail at poverty with 

m uch richer data, the analysis o f  the intensity o f  poverty (deprivation) revealed that the

268



central interaction o f  interest was a powerful explanation on its own Spain did no t fit the 

m odel perfectly (Fig. 6.6.2) though the speed with which Spain became a country o f  heavy 

inward m igration may have something to do with this, with low skill levels helping to 

account for some o f the difference, and it will be interesting to obser\^e how policy 

responses evolve in that country. Already in the summer o f 2011 Spain had begun to 

im pose restrictions on certain t}?pes o f  labour migration even from  within the EU  (Reuters 

2011). Detailed case study o f  some o f  the outliers from  this macro-com parative account o f 

m igrant poverty could supplem ent the findings presented here and would constitute novel 

contributions in their own right where refracted through the hitherto neglected lens o f 

conditionality.

A nother issue, touching on both generalisability and limitations o f these findings, 

concerns choice o f independent variables or operationalisation o f  same. The decision was 

m ade to  operationalise the welfare effort indicator as unem ploym ent benefit generosity 

after Scruggs and Allan (2006), essentially a form  o f  Esping-A ndersen’s (1990) 

decom m odification index. Given our concern with the position o f TCNs in the work- 

welfare nexus, this type o f welfare benefit seemed appropriate in light o f the employment- 

centric and employm ent-contingent nature o f TCN  habitation in the host countr}% where 

many TC N s may no t have resided long enough to avail o f  old age pension benefits or 

sickness or disabilit}' benefits. The dynamics applying to migrants who are in receipt o f  old- 

age pensions or w ho rem ain in the country yet are long-term  disabled are likely to be m uch 

different from  the dynamics o f employment, security, status and rights acquisition that are 

o f  interest here.

However, given the im portance o f family-reunion as a mechanism for inward TC N  

migration to Europe (SOPEM I 2008), it may be o f  interest to consider the role played by 

family-related welfare benefits. It is no t the case, as Bambra (2006) has obser\^ed, that all 

t\'pes o f welfare policy measure within countries track each other perfectiy in terms o f 

decommodifs'ing potential or generosity, with intra-state and intra-regime variation 

obtaining in welfare policy packages, and we cannot presum e that unem ploym ent benefit 

generosity wiU be a proxy for the generosity o f  faixdly benefits.

Shifting the focus in this way would entail some specific considerations in what would 

be an analogous though distinct research design com pared to  the one adopted here. 

Focusing on family benefits, or attem pting to integrate them  into any stody alongside other 

benefits, would naturally reduce the sample to only tliose migrants who have family 

m em bers living with them, oinitting single migrants from  the frame. Such family ixiigrant
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households would be expected to be characterised by different dynamics to other types of 

migrant — given the host country com m itm ent and long-term or stable outlook implied and 

suggested by the relocation o f  one’s family m em bers — in a way that seems likely to 

dem and modification o f the conceptual and inferential m odel o f migrant welfare- 

determination advanced here.

Also, family reunification migrants are themselves subject to a specific form  of 

conditionality above and beyond the conditionalit}^ their sponsor (spouse, usually) in the 

host country m ust fulfil in order to secure long-term  residency and the rights that attend 

on that status. Integration o f this fact is another complicating factor for any study seeking 

to take a family-specific focus towards the study o f  TC N  welfare and povert\'. It is the case 

that Mipex records data on the conditions attached to family reunification. This suggests 

possibilities for developing and testing the effects o f a third index o f  conditionaHt}', 

building on this project and taking the theoretical and empirical framework advanced here 

as a solid foundation for anv such enterprise.

A nother possibility would be to extend conditionalit}' to explanations o f other 

dependent variables, something touched on at several points earHer where the focus shifted 

to supplementar}' issues around the central focus o f povert}^ The relevance o f 

conditionality^ to naturalisation decisions and labour m arket engagement already noted 

underscores the potential for use o f  conditionahty as an explanatory' factor in irdgration 

research m ore broadly, beyond a concentration on welfare issues.

4. Policy Implications
It was noted earlier that distinct combinations o f  state-level policy parameters worked 

in interaction with conditionality' to structure migrant poverty' outcomes in quaHtatively 

different ways. Given the universal intra-state applicability' o f  welfare and labour m arket 

policies, and the path dependence likely to characterise such national frameworks and 

practices, this finding will be o f interest to policymakers concerned with the reduction o f 

TCN-m igrant poverty' w ho may find, in conditionality', a readily accessible and relatively 

expeditious poHcy lever. Adjustm ent o f  this to a position beneficial to m igrants seems 

likely, in light o f  these results, to play some part in the ameliorative structuring o f  TC N  

poverty over the medium term.^'”

M edium term  as w e  m ust allow  for migrants working their w ay through th e  tim e-delim ited processes  
and pathw ays leading to  progressively m ore secure legal status(es).
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A nother potential policy lever, also readily accessible, concerns the security o f  LTR- 

status. This too was seen to be implicated in the detem iination o f m igrant poverty, in line 

with our theoretical framework, and evidence consistent with the hypothesised indirect 

labour market linkage — o f  labour forcing under conditions o f low security o f  status 

coupled with high conditionalit}^ o f  the next status up the ‘ladder’ — was presented earlier. 

The security o f long-term  residency was seen to impact on the t}q?e o f  occupation held in 

interaction with the level o f conditionality attached to securing citizenship; poor security o f 

LTR-status predicted increasingly poorly paid or insecure jobs for migrants where the 

m ore secure status o f  citizenship was placed out o f reach by high conditionaKt}^

T o the extent that policymakers may wish to avoid imposing such potentially 

precarious life situations on migrant minorities then addressing the legal safeguards and 

qualifications surrounding the holding o f  long-tem i residency status may be an effective 

means o f shifting policy in this regard. O f  course, such policy shifts on the part o f 

imrmgration regulatory authorities, while they have the potential to arrest in part the 

m echanism s o f im poverishm ent, may conflict with the aims or intentions o f  other 

policymakers charged with labour m arket responsibilities. Insofar as TC N  migration is not 

now subject to high-skill streaming, it is often facilitated precisely because inigrants 

perform  vital, yet menial, labour such as in the agricultiiral sector. Again, we encounter a 

‘m ouse vs. elephant’ scenario, o f minority concerns running up against national 

imperatives.

Indeed, the issue o f  policy coordination as regards national migrant populations 

presents itself as a natural consideration in Hght o f these findings. To w hat extent are 

policymakers aware o f  these subtie interactions that can — as these results indicate — work 

to produce TC N  povert}'? Insofar as the conditionaHt}? attached to legal status is implicated 

in determining the welfare o f a country’s migrants then the rules and regulations around 

the extension o f legal status, the tools o f  migration policy, can legitimately be seen as de 

facto tools o f social policy. Such an analytical reappraisal may provide sufficient impetus for 

policymakers to seek a greater coherency o f  purpose regarding the m acro-structural 

param eters delineating the welfare outcom es o f  inigrant populations, where the alleviation 

o f  poverty is an active policy concern. O f  course, protection o f the state from  the 

possibility o f  non-nationals becoming a drain on public resources, quite apart from  being a 

popular and justifiable political platform , is a guiding aim o f  m uch immigration poHcy '̂*"

Immigration policy construed as the frameworks governing entry for TCNs into sovereign nation 
states, as opposed to 'migration policy' which can be understood as encompassing a broader remit.
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today. This has often been achieved by means of filtering mechanisms applied at the point 

o f entn% with migrants selected for admission probabilistically, on the basis of skill levels, 

points-systems, etc. It might be argued that, given the existence o f such mechanisms, 

attending to the poverty-inducing dynamics of legal status and conditionality will be a 

second-order concern.

However, the existence of such mechanisms does not in itself absolve policymakers of 

responsibility for inhabitants o f the state nor does it negate the import o f poverty as a 

social phenomenon. Point-of-entry filtering systems are irrelevant to the realit}' of already- 

present migrants living and working in the state, some o f whom may have entered under a 

different system, or under a different status which has subsequently been subject to 

change. Such systems cannot protect against the vagaries of Hfe, the economy, or personal 

preference, and the migrant who once conceived of him- or herself as merely a temporary 

interloper nonetheless engages in an ongoing process o f assessment and re-evaluation in 

the face o f the oppormnities and constraints presented to them in and by the host country. 

Seemingly safe bets lose their jobs, just as surely as reluctant economic migrants adapt to 

their new Hves, put down roots and make commitments, economic and affective, to their 

new homes. In the oft-quoted words of Swiss plaj’wright Max Frisch: “We asked for 

workers, but people came” (Frisch 1990, cited in Motomura 2006, 103). Where high 

conditionality may play an active part in damaging the welfare of migrant inhabitants then 

there is a clear onus on aU those concerned with the quality of life in societ}^ for migrants 

and natives alike, to take cognisance of this fact in their formulation o f policy responses 

and regulator)^ frameworks.

Designating the povert}^ o f third-country nationals as a form o f temporar}^ problem to 

be solved by re-migration or deportation wiU not address the issue either, as the reaUt}' of 

migration in Europe today is such that family reunification migrants comprise a substantial 

proportion o f inflows; up to 40®/o o f total inflows in 2006 was comprised o f family-based 

migrations’'*̂ (SOPEMI 2008, 2008:36). The experience o f povert)', then, has ripple effects 

— not just for the single economic migrant, but for the family unit of which s /he  may be a 

part. Even in the event of re-migration, children bom  in the host cotintry may under 

certain circumstances (e.g. jus soli citizenship rules) retain rights to remain or return.

The scarring effects o f poverty on childhood are well documented: early-Hfe socio

economic conditions affect health and mortality in adulthood (Hayward and Gorman 

2004), which may contribute independently to poverty^ where poor health circumscribes

including intra-EU free  m o v e m e n t  migration and  l iumanitarian a dm it ta n c e s
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em ploym ent opportunities; incom e and poverty status are strongly associated w ith the 

cognitive developm ent and behaviour o f children (Duncan, Brooks-G unn, and Klebanov 

1994); and add to this the discrimination that is specific to the migrant experience and 

second-generation immigrants may translate their experiences o f  blocked mobility into an 

“oppositional stance to mainstream  society” (Portes 1997, 815), with further implications 

for social cohesion and solidarit}^

Ultimately, the implication o f  conditionality in the determination o f migrant povert}' 

w ould appear to  be both  a justified theoretical addition and an analytically useful tool 

allowing us to address the key task o f  the research question outlined in the first chapter: 

accounting for variation in m igrant povert}' outcom es across Europe. From  a technical 

standpoint the measurement, description and deploym ent o f our central conditionality 

variable in this analysis has indeed allowed us to account for a high degree o f variation 

obtam ing at the macro-level, underscoring the utility o f the variable and the concept while 

laying the groundwork for further research building on these findings.

A t the level o f  substantive meaning this new and nuanced viewpoint forces a 

concepm al relocation o f the locus o f migrant welfare out o f the W ork— ^Welfare nexus, 

within which native inhabitants find themselves, into a m ore complex nexus delimited by 

the complementary interconnections o f  W ork— ConditionaHt}"— Status— ^Welfare. This 

relocation not only ser\^es as the basis for a m ore refined understandiag o f  TC N  povert}% 

with implications for policy, bu t also highlights the contingency o f third-country national 

welfare in Europe, underscoring the fact that such welfare is essentially different in nature, 

often uncertain and arrived at, if at aU, only conditionally —  with all strings attached.
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Janoski, T. 2010. The Ironies o f Citî ^enship: Naturalisation and Integration in Industrialis^ed 
Countries. Cambridge Univ Pr.

Jenkins, S. P. 1991. “Poverty M easurem ent and the W ithin-household Distribution:
Agenda for Action.” journal of Social Policy 20 (04): 457—483.

Jensen, N . M, and R. Lindstadt. 2005. “Chasing the Firm or Rewarding the Partisans?
Dom estic Responses to International Tax Com petition in the O E C D , 1982-1998.” 
\n  American Political Science Association A nnual Meeting. W ashington DC.

John, O.P., and V. Benet-M artinez. 2000. “Measurement: Reliability, Construct Validation, 
and Scale Construction.” In Handbook of Research Methods in Social and Personality 
Psychology, ed. H. T  Reis and C. M Judd, 339—369. UK: Cambridge Univ Press.

Joppke, C. 1998. Challenge to the Nation-state: Immigration in Western Europe and the United States. 
O xford Universit}^ Press.

-----------. 1999. Immigration and the Nation-state: The United States, Germany, and Great Britain.
O xford Universit}' Press, USA.

280



-----------. 2007. “Transform ation o f  Immigrant Integration: Civic Integration and
Antidiscrimination in the Netherlands, France, and Germany.” World 'Politics 59: 
243-273.

Joppke, C., and E. Morawska, eds. 2003. Toward Assimilation and Citi: ênship: Immigrants in 
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Appendix

A.1. Expert Survey supporting documentation
A.1.1. Call for respondents

This Is an offic ia l ca ll for expert respondents for the research p ro jec t to be 
c o m p le te d  by Ph.D. c a n d id a te  Mr O w en Corrigan provisionally en titled  
‘Citizenship an d  M igrant Social Rights: Processes of Incorpora tion in to Social 
Rights for Migrants in Europe and  Im plications for Citizenship' as funded  by 
the University of Dublin, Trinity College, by m eans of an Ussher Fellowship. This 
pro ject is under the supervision of Mr Anthony McCashin a t the School of 
Social Work and  Social Policy. Mr McCashin m ay be  c o n ta c te d  d irectly  with 
any enquiries a t his Trinity College em ail address (am ccsh in@ tcd.ie).

On the basis o f your professional/research experience you have been 
iden tified as a  suitable respondent for the survey part of this p ro ject. This self- 
com p le tion  survey is to  be adm in istered online through the 
surveym onkey.com  website. The re levant link to the online sun/ey has been 
inc luded  In the in troducto ry em ail tha t acco m pa n ie s  this ca ll for respondents. 
All individual survey responses rece ived  will rem ain strictly con fiden tia l.

Your pa rtic ipa tion  in this p ro ject w ou ld  be  greatly  a p p re c ia te d  a t the 
personal, professional and  institutional levels by all those involved.

Yours sincerely.

I M \  i;i< sn  \  <)i 1)1 HI IN i Kt.M iA t  i)t n i in

SC IKK)!. Ol- SOC IAL WORK \N D  ,SOt:i,\L l>' il K  ̂
ARTS BUll .DI.VG 
TRINIT\- COUiX;!-,
DU nUN ’
IRhl.AND

♦ ::h2

Dear S ir/M adam Feb I '' 2010

Owen Corrigan b .a . (O ub i) m .a . lO x o n )  m .s c . (O x o n i

School of Social Work end Social Policy, Ttln ity College, Dublin 2. Ireland, 
+35387 4144 636 
conigoj s'tcd.ie
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A.1.2. Expert Survey, Online data collection

This section includes the expert sur\^ey that was used to elicit information about the 

securit}^ and welfare access o f third-countr)^ nationals in different legal categories in 

Europe. The sur\’̂ ey employed skip logic so that, depending on the answers provided, 

respondents will not have had to answer all questions listed here (i.e. redundant answers 

were avoided). While the sun^eymonkey.com website allows users to save a precise copy of 

the questions as they were presented digitally to users (this is w hat is presented below), it 

unfortunately does not record the skip logic directions. Each num bered heading in grey, of 

which there are 31 beginning with ‘1. Migrant Social Security in Europe — Introduction’, 

represents a different ‘screen’ and respondents were presented with each screen 

individually for response before being moved, or skipped, to the next screen in the 

sequence. The responses consisted mostiy o f radio button selection with occasional 

provision o f extra information in text boxes. The surv^ey responses were downloadable 

only by the researcher in spreadsheet (.xls) format.

As the sun^ey was a form  o f pilot study with an explorator}^ element, used in the 

refining o f concepts and narrowing o f focus early in the research project, not all of the 

responses were presented earlier in the text as they wiU not have been relevant to the 

ultimate concerns o f this thesis.
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'ligrantSocial Security in Europe

1. Migrant Social Security In Europe - Introduction

Thank you for agreeing to complete this survey. As stated in the introductory email, the purpose of this 
survey is to gather information on the conditions which Third Country Nationals (TCNs) must fulfil to access 
social security benefits in Western European countries. The survey also gathers information concerning the  
differences between how TCNs receive benefits and how natives receive benefits.

You have been selected to answer questions on one specific European country in which you have research 
expertise or professional experience. This country was identified in the introductory email. Please use this page 
to identify yourself, using your email address, and to identify the country for which you will be providing 
responses from the drop-down menu.

It is highly important to remem ber that in ALL cases the questions relate to Third Country Nationals ONLY, and 
never to EU citizens. Also, the focus is on WORKING migrants with an attachment, or the possibility of an 
attachment, to the labour market, and so the questions mostly concern unemployment- related benefits. No 
questions will be asked on entitlement to pensions or child/family-related benefits. (Asylum seekers, children 
or other non-economic migrants play no role in this study and should be disregarded when answering 
questions.)

Questions will be asked on three distinct categories of Third Country National migrant: 1. Long-term  
residents; 2. Temporary migrants; 3. Family Reunification migrants.

1. LONG-TERM RESIDENTS: these are migrants who have been given official 'long term resident' status.
Usually this will mean that the migrants have lived in the country for a period of time defined in law (often 5 
years, but this varies by country) and have m et other conditions, often financial or integration related.

2. TEMPORARY MIGRANTS: this term is used in a specific sense in this study to denote all those primary 
worker migrants who simply do NOT have long term resident status. These migrants may often have less 
security, fewer protections and more limited access to social security, though this will vary by country.

3. FAMILY REUNIFICATION TCNs: This category denotes those TCNs of working age who have followed their 
partner/spouse to the host country. Usually this will mean that they are dependent on their partner/spouse  
and live in the host country subject to the conditions of their partner's work/residence permit.

Questions proceed in blocks according to these categories, so all of the questions related to Long Term  
Residents will be asked first, before moving on to Temporary migrants and finally Family Reunification migrants. 
Also, the questions here employ 'skip logic' and so, depending on the answers provided to earlier questions, 
certain redundant later questions will be automatically skipped over. Where the available response options do 
not accurately capture the situation in your country, tex t boxes are available for you to indicate this or to 
provide more detail.

Thank you once more for your participation.

1. Please enter your email address here.

Page 1
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2. In  the introductory email you have been asked to answer questions concerning a 
specified country's welfare system. Please identify this country using the drop 
down menu.

Country

Please select country

2. Long-term Resident Migrants (LTRs): Contributions

The questions that follow on the pages in this section relate to the rules and conditions associated with social 
security (em ploym ent-related) benefits for third country nationals with Long Term Resident (LTR) status. 
Please answer with reference to this category of m igrant ONLY.

LONG-TERM RESIDENTS; these are migrants who have been given official 'long term  resident' status. Usually 
this will mean that the migrants have lived in the country for a period of time defined in law (often 5 years, 
but this varies by country) and have met other conditions, often financial or integration related.

1. Are Long Term Resident migrants (LTRs) required to pay contributions to the 
country's social security system?

e  yes

e  NO

3. Long-term Resident Migrants: Expulsion

1. I f  Long Term Resident migrants (LTRs) become unemployed, they may be 
entitled to claim social security benefits or in some cases they may become liable 
to expulsion, or expulsion after a grace period etc., depending on the rules 
operating in your country. Please indicate what would happen to an LTR migrant 
if they became unemployed in your country

0 -  IMMEDIATE EXPULSION

0 -  EXPULSION AFTER PERIOD OF TIME ('Grace Period’)

0 -  NO EXPULSION

4. Long-term Resident Migrants: Confirm expulsion
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1. Please CONFIRM that migrants with Long-Term Resident status will be 
expelled from your country if they lose their job/em ploym ent:

0 -  YES:  loss of  e m p l o y m e n t  m e a n s  loss of s t a t u s  and t h e  m i g r a n t  wil l  be e x pe l le d  i m m e d i a t e l y

0 -  NO: l o n g - te rm  res i den ts  do not  need  a j o b  to reside here  ( i f  a t i m e  l im i t  app l ie s  p lease  spec i fy  th is  in th e  T e x t  

Box)

Spec i fy  t i m e  l imi t  detai l s  if appl icable

5. Long-term Resident Migrants: Grace Period

1. Please enter the maximum number of MONTHS that LTR-migrants can 
remain in the country while unemployed:

6. Long-term Resident Migrants; Unemployment benefit

1. For those Long Term Resident migrants (LTRs) who become unemployed, 
are they entitled to claim unemployment benefits for which they have PAID 
contributions?

e  yes

e  NO

7. Long-term Resident Migrants: Unemployment lienefit -  Details112>

1. Is  the rate of unemployment benefit paid to LTR migrants (i.e. the amount 
of money given to migrants) different from that paid to natives?

e  yes

e  NO

I f  y e s  p lease  g ive de ta i l s  of  t h e  a m o u n t s  in v o l ve d ,  if possible

2. What is the maximum extent of benefit duration in WEEKS?
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3. Is  the number of weeks specified in the last question different from that which 
applies to natives of your country?

e  yes

e  NO

4. Are there age limits, either lower or upper, on migrants who can claim these 
benefits?

e  yes

e  NO

I f  YES please give details

i
5. How many WEEKS of contributions must be paid before Long Term 
Resident migrants (LTRs) are eligible to claim unemployment benefits?

6. Is  the number of weeks specified in the previous question different from that 
which applies to natives of your country?

e  yes

e  NO

o t h e r  (please specify)_________________________________________________________

J
8. Long-term Resident Migrants: Social Assistance
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1. LTR migrants may not be entitled to unemployment benefits, or they may 
exhaust those benefits for which they have paid social insurance. Will these 
migrants be entitled to claim any other non-contributory benefits, i.e. minimal 
levels of'social assistance' or 'dole' [excluding child/family-related benefits]?

e  NO: cann o t clainn social assistance AND will be expe l le d  f ro m  co u ntry  

0 -  NO; ca nn o t  c la im  social ass is tance BUT can re m a in  in c o u n try  

0 -  YES: can c la im  social ass is tance  

0 -  NONE OF THE ABOVE  

I f  NONE OF THE ABOVE, p lease specify

3

_____________________________________________________________ d

9. Long-term Resident Migrants:!Social Assistance - Details

1. How long in WEEKS can unemployed LTR migrant claim social assistance? [Note: 
enter a number, 'indefinitely' or 'N /A ']

2. Is  the length of tim e in the previous question different from the length of tim e  
which applies to natives?

e  yes

e  NO

e  n / a

3. Is  the rate of social assistance benefit paid to LTR migrants (i.e . the am ount 
1 of money given to migrants) different from that paid to natives?

e  yes 

e  NO

e  n/ a

I f  YES p lease  g iv e  d e ta i ls  of th e  a m o u n ts  in v o lv e d ,  if possible

3

_____________________________________________________________ d
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10. Long-term Resident Migrants; Benefits Exhausted

1. What will happen if an LTR-migrant has exhausted all forms of welfare 
benefit/assistance and remains unemployed?

0 -  EXPULSION

0 -  CAN REMAIN FOR FURTHER DEFINED PERIOD (Please specify in Text Box)

0 -  CAN REMAIN INDEFINITELY 

0 -  SITUATION COULD NOT ARISE 

0  OTHER (Please specify in Text Box) Text  

Box:

d

11. Long-term Resident i^igrants: Sickness Benefit

1. I f  an employed LTR migrant becomes sick and is unable to work, will they be 
entitled to claim SICKNESS BENEFIT for the time spent out of work?

e  yes

0  NO

12. Long-term Resident Migrants: Sickness Benefit - Details

1. For how long in WEEKS will the LTR migrant be entitled to claim sickness 
benefit?

2. Is  this period of time different from the period of time that natives are 
entitled to claim for?

0  YES 

0  NO
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3. Is  the rate of sickness benefit paid to LTR migrants (i.e. the amount of 
money given to migrants) different from that paid to natives?

e  yes 

e  NO

I f  YES p lease  g ive  de ta i l s  of  t h e  a m o u n t s  in v o l ve d ,  if possible

13. TEMPORARY MIGRANTS -  NEW SECTION

The questions that follow on the pages in this section relate to the rules and conditions associated with social 
security (em ploym ent-related) benefits for third country nationals who DO NOT HAVE Long Term Resident 
(LTR) status. These migrant have been labelled TEMPORARY MIGRANTS in this study. Please answer with 
reference to this category of migrant ONLY.

TEMPORARY MIGRANTS: this term is used in a specific sense in this study to denote all those primary worker 
migrants who simply do NOT have long term resident status. These migrants may often have less security, 
fewer protections and more limited access to social security, though this will vary by country.

1. Are TEMPORARY migrants (i.e. migrants who no NOT have long-term residence 
status) required to pay contributions to the social security system while working?

e  yes

e  NO

o t h e r  (p le as e  spec i fy)

14. Temporary Migrants: Expulsion
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1. I f  TEMPORARY migrants become unemployed, they may be entitled to claim i
social security benefits or in some cases they may become liable to expulsion^
or expulsion after a grace period etc., depending on the rules operating in your
country. Please indicate what would happen to a temporary migrant if they
became unemployed in your country

e -  IMMEDIATE EXPULSION

0 -  EXPULSION AFTER PERIOD OF TIME ('Grace Period')

0 -  NO EXPULSION

J

1

1. Please enter the maximum number of MONTHS that temporary migrants can

[

remain in the country while unemployed:

1

....

1. For those TEMPORARY migrants who become unemployed, are they
entitled to claim unemployment benefits for which they have PAID
contributions?

e yes

e NO

1. Is  the rate of unemployment benefit paid to TEMPORARY migrants (i.e. the
amount of money given to migrants) different from that paid to natives? I

e  yes

e NO

If  y e s  please give details of the amounts involved, if possible

d

-J
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2. What is the maximum extent of benefit duration in WEEKS? [Note: this may 
be identical to the grace period, if applicable, identified in a previous question]

3. Are there age limits, either lower or upper, on migrants who can claim these 
benefits?

e  yes

e  NO

I f  YES p lease  g ive de ta i l s

3

______________________________________________________________d
4. How many WEEKS of contributions must be paid before TEMPORARY 
migrants are eligible to claim unemployment benefits?

5. Is  the number of weeks in the previous question different from that which 
applies to natives of this country?

e  yes

e  NO

o t h e r  (p le as e  spec i fy )

18. Temporary Migrants: Social Assistance
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1. Temporary migrants may not be entitled to unemployment benefits, or they may 
exhaust those benefits for which they have paid social insurance. Will these 
migrants be entitled to claim any other non-contributory benefits, i.e. minimal 
levels of'social assistance' or 'dole' [excluding child/family- related benefits]?

^  NO: cannot claim social assistance AND will be expelled from country  

0 -  NO: cannot claim social assistance BUT can remain in country  

0 -  YES: can claim social assistance 

0 - OTHER

I f  OTHER, please give detai ls

d

______________________________________________________________ d

19. Temporary Migrants: Social Assistance - Details

1. How long in WEEKS can unemployed temporary migrants claim social 
assistance? [Note: enter a number, 'indefinitely', or 'N /A ']

2. Is  the length of time in the previous question different from the length of time 
which applies to natives?

e  yes

e  NO

e  N/A

3. Is  the rate of social assistance benefit paid to temporary migrants (i.e. 
the amount of money given to migrants) different from that paid to natives?

e  yes

e  NO

e -  N/A

I f  YES please give detai ls of the amounts  involved,  if possible

I 3
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1. What will happen if a temporary migrant has exhausted all forms of 
welfare benefit/assistance and remains unemployed?

0 -  EXPULSION

g -  CAN REMAIN FOR FURTHER DEFINED PERIOD (Please specify in Text Box)

0 -  CAN REMAIN INDEFINITELY

0 -  SITUATION COULD NOT ARISE

0 -  OTHER (Please specify in Text Box) Text

Box;

1. I f  an employed temporary migrant becomes sick and is unable to work, will 
they be entitled to claim SICKNESS BENEFIT for the time spent out of work?

0  YES 

0  NO

22. Temporary Migrants: Sickness Benefit

21. Temporary Migrants: Sickness Benefit

igrantSocial Security in Europe 

0. Temporary Migrants: Benefits Exhausted

1. For how long in WEEKS will the temporary migrant be entitled to claim 
sickness benefit?

2. Is  this period of time different from the period of time that natives are 
entitled to claim for?

0  YES 

0  NO
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3. Is  the rate of sickness benefit paid to temporary migrants (i.e. the amount of 
money given to migrants) different from that paid to natives?

e  yes 

e  NO

I f  YES p leas e  g ive  de ta i l s  of  th e  a m o u n t s  in v o l ve d ,  if possible

3

______________________________________________________________ d

23. FAMILY REUNIFICATION MIGRANTS: NEW SECTION

The questions that follow on the pages in this section relate to third country nationals who have moved to 
their host country for purposes of FAMILY REUNIFICATION. Only migrants of working age (i.e. not children) 
should be considered in providing responses. Please answer with reference to this category of migrant ONLY,

FAMILY REUNIFICATION TCNs: This category denotes those TCNs of working age who have followed their 
partner/spouse to the host country. Usually this will mean that they are dependent on their partner/spouse 
and live in the host country subject to the conditions of their partner's work/residence permit.

1. Are Family Reunification TCNs allowed to work while dependent on their 
sponsor/spouse?

0 -  YES,  c o m p l e te ly  f ree  access to l abour  m a r k e t  ( ig n o re  g o v e r n m e n t  jo b s )

0 -  YES,  but  o th e r  condi t ions app ly  (p le as e  spec i fy in T e x t  Box)

0 -  NO ,  access to l a b o u r  m a r k e t  is den ied  

T e x t  Box:

3

______________________________________________________________3
24. Family Reunification TCNs: Contributions

1. Are Family Reunification TCNs required to pay contributions to the social 
security system while working?

e  yes

e  NO

25. Family Reunification Migrants: Unemployment Benefit
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1. I f  a Family Reunification TCN becomes unemployed are they allowed to claim 
unemployment benefits for which they have PAID social insurance 
contributions?

0 -  YES, in all s ituat ions

0 -  YES, but w ith  co ndit ions  (p le a s e  spec ify  in T e x t  Box)

0 -  N O ,  not  e n t i t le d  to  c la im  b e n e f i ts  e v e n  i f  c o n t r ib u t io n s  h a v e  b een  paid  

T e x t  Box:

_____________________________________________________________ d
6. Family Reunification Migrants: Unemployment Benefit - Details

1. Is  the rate of unemployment benefit paid to Family Reunification TCN 
migrants (i.e. the amount of money given to migrants) different from that paid 
to natives?

0 YES 

0 NO

I f  YES p le as e  g iv e  d e ta i ls  of th e  a m o u n ts  in v o lv e d ,  if possib le

3

_____________________________________________________________ 3
2. What is the maximum extent of benefit duration in WEEKS?

 -  ~n

3. Is  the number of weeks specified in the last question different from that which 
applies to natives of your country?

0 YES 

0  NO
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4. Are there age limits^ either lower or upper, on migrants who can claim these 
benefits?

e  yes

e  NO

I f  YES p leas e  g ive  detai l s

3

______________________________________________________________d
5. How many WEEKS of contributions must be paid before Family 
Reunification TCN migrants are eligible to claim unemployment benefits?

6. Is  the number of weeks specified in the previous question different from that 
which applies to natives of your country?

e  yes

e  NO

o t h e r  ( p le a s e  spec i fy )

1. I f  an employed Family Reunification migrant becomes sick and is unable to 
work, will they be entitled to claim SICKNESS BENEFIT for the time spent out of 
work?

1. For how long in WEEKS will the Family Reunification migrant be entitled to claim 
sickness benefit?

27, Family Reunification M igrinm Sickness Benefit

28. Family Reunification Migrants: Sickness Benefit - Details
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2. Is  this period of time different from the period of time that natives are
entitled to claim for?

0  YES

0  NO

3. Is  the rate of sickness benefit paid to Family Reunification migrants (i.e. the
amount of money given to migrants) different from that paid to natives?

0  YES

0  NO

I f  YES p lease  g ive  de tai l s  of  t h e  a m o u n t s  in v o l ve d ,  if possible

d

1. Family Reunification TCN migrants may not be entitled to unemployment benefits, 
or they may exhaust those benefits for which they have paid social insurance. Will 
these migrants be entitled to claim any other non- contributory benefits, i.e. 
minimal levels of'social assistance' or 
'dole' [excluding child/family-related benefits]?

0 -  NO: ca nno t  c la im social  assistance

0 -  YES:  can c la im social  assis tance  AFTER a de f ined  per iod of  t i m e  ( p le as e  spec i fy  t i m e  per iod in T e x t  Box)

0 -  YES: can c la im social  assistance  as long as th e i r  sponsor  re ta ins  res idence  p e rm i t  

0 -  OTH ER  ( p le as e  deta i l  s i tu a t i on  in T e x t  Box)  T e x t  

Box:

30. Family Reunification Migrants: Social Assistance - Details
   ____

1. How long in WEEKS can unemployed Family Reunification migrants claim social 
assistance? [Note: enter a number, 'indefinitely', or 'N /A ']

303
Page 15



Migrant Social Security in Europe

2. Is  the length of time in the previous question different from the length of time 
which applies to natives?

e  yes

e  NO

e -  n / a

3. Is  the rate of social assistance benefit paid to dependent Family 
Reunification migrants (i.e. the amount of money given to migrants) 
different from that paid to natives?

e  yes

e  NO

e -  n / a

I f  YES p le as e  g iv e  d e ta i l s  o f  t h e  a m o u n t s  i n v o l v e d ,  if possib le

31. End Page: Thank You

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.

Your participation is very much appreciated.
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A.2. Methodological Appendix

A.2.1. Bivariate correlations of variables used in IVICA

Somers’ d  values for LTR-conditionality indicators
Ichabres Ictimeempl Ic in tegavc Icecresourc Ic insu re Icapplength Icappcost

Ichabres _

Ictimeempl .05 —

Ic in tegavc -.25 .2 —

Icecresourc -.34 -.07 .4* —

Ic insu re -.4 1 * 0 .43* .42*

Icapplength -.21 .2 .25 0 .04 —

Icappcost -.26 .25 .6* .53* .61* .3 —

*p<.05

Somers’ d values for Citizenship-conditionality indicators
cc
res

cc
integavc

cc
ecresourc

cc
insure

cc
c rim in a l

cc
goodchar

cc
maxlength

cc
appcost

ccres

ccintegavc .34
—

ccecresourc .34 .29 —

ccinsure .06 -.10 .39* _

cccrim ina l .37 .53* .32 .29*

ccgoodchar .09 .30 -.09 .15 .58* —

ccmaxlength .14 .20 0 -.5 9 * .27 .04 —

ccappcost .18 .19 -.03 -.39 -.21 -.12 -.06 —
*p<.05

Somers' D is an asymmetric measure of association between tw o variables, which plays a central role 
as a param eter behind rank or nonparametric statistical methods (Newson 2006). It is extrem ely close 
to Kendall's tau conceptually, and has the range -1 to  +1.
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Cramer’s V values for LTR-conditionality indicators 

Ichabres Ictimeempl Icintegavc Icecresourc Icinsure Icapplength Icappcost

Ichabres

Ictimeempl .10 _
Icintegavc .30 .55

Icecresourc .43 .23 .50 _
Icinsure .32 .23 .43 .32
Icapplength .31 .20 .27 .29 .20 _
Icappcost .43 .26 .71 .79 .43 • 37

Cramer’s V values for Citizenship-conditionality indicators

cc
res

cc
integavc

cc
ecresourc

cc
insure

cc
criminal

cc
goodchar

cc
maxlength

cc
appcost

ccres __

ccintegavc .31 —

ccecresourc .27 .33 —

ccinsure .18 .27 .44 _
cccriminal .54 .61 .43 .20 _
ccgoodchar .31 .52 .24 .34 .39 __

ccmaxlength .25 .34 .40 .59 .41 .27 _

ccappcost .32 .37 .28 .53 .23 .36 .37 —
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A.2.2 Citizenship conditionality IVICA results, first iteration

Di mensi on
pri nci pal 
i nerti a percent

cumul
percent

di m 1 .0905805 31.83 31.83
dim 2 .0508136 17.86 49.69
dim 3 .044146 15.51 65.20
dim 4 .0120081 4.22 69.42
di m 5 .0071776 2.52 71.94
dim 6 .0007946 0.28 72.22
dim? .0001592 0.06 72.28
Total .284575 100.00

Statistics for column categories in standard normalization
overal1 di mensi on_.1

Categori es mass quali ty %i nert coord sqcorr contri b
cores

1 0.008 0.501 0.052 3.240 0.501 0.082
2 0.039 0.002 0.025 -0.068 0.002 0.000
3 0.078 0.122 0.017 -0.290 0.122 0.007

ccecresourc
1 0.063 0.506 0.026 0.810 0.506 0.041
2 0.016 0.050 0.028 0.532 0.050 0.004
3 0.047 0.449 0.053 -1.258 0.449 0.074

cci nsure
1 0.102 0.516 0.018 0.542 0.516 0.030
2 0.016 0.369 0.076 -2.377 0.369 0.088
3 0.008 0.319 0.041 -2.296 0.319 0.041

cccriminal
1 0.016 0.318 0.062 1.989 0.318 0.062
2 0.016 0.377 0.070 2.295 0.377 0.082
3 0.094 0.597 0.025 -0.714 0.597 0.048

ccgoodchar
1 0.047 0.310 0.049 1.005 0.310 0.047
2 0.047 0.183 0.031 -0.614 0.183 0.018
3 0.031 0.105 0.033 -0.586 0.105 0.011

ccmaxlength
1 0.016 0.309 0.038 1.535 0.309 0.037
2 0.031 0.284 0.066 -1.373 0.284 0.059
3 0.078 0.050 0.029 0.242 0.050 0.005

ccappcost
1 0.008 0.466 0.067 -3.549 0.466 0.098
2 0.039 0.021 0.025 -0.206 0.021 0.002
3 0.078 0.217 0.024 0.458 0.217 0.016

cci ntegavc
1 0.039 0.405 0.067 1.473 0.405 0.085
2 0.055 0.481 0.042 -1.073 0.481 0.063
3 0.031 0.000 0.037 0.037 0.000 0.000
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A.2.3. LTR conditionality IVICA results, first iteration

s ta t is t ic s  fo r column categories in standard normalization

overall dimension. 1 dimension..2
Categories mass q ua l i ty %i nert coord sqcorr contrib coord sqcorr contrib

Ichabres
1 0.098 0.861 0.022 0.608 0.817 0.036 0.188 0.044 0.003
2
3

0.027
0.018

0.865
0.280

0.066
0.019

-1.878
-0.530

0.703
0.128

0.094
0.005

-1.205
0.771

0.162
0.152

0.039
0.011

1 c t i  mempl
1 0.089 0.517 0.016 -0.318 0.277 0.009 -0.395 0.240 0.014
2 0.054 0.517 0.026 0.530 0.277 0.015 0.659 0.240 0.023

Icecresourc
1
2

0.036
0.009

0.868
0.764

0.058
0.121

-1.174
-2.802

0.413
0.284

0.049
0.070

1.650
-4.875

0.456
0.480

0.097
0.212

3 0.098 0.874 0.026 0.682 0.849 0.046 -0.157 0.025 0.002

Ic in su re
1
2
3

0.098
0.036
0.009

0.905
0.926
0.503

0.028
0.043
0.034

-0.707
1.483
1.846

0.865
0.903
0.436

0.049
0.079
0.030

0.204
-0.318
-0.967

0.040
0.023
0.067

0.004
0.004
0.008

Icappcost
1
2
3

0.009
0.080
0.054

0.764
0.775
0.817

0.121
0.056
0.090

-2.802
-0.758
1.604

0.284
0.402
0.748

0.070
0.046
0.138

-4.875
0.976

-0.652

0.480
0.373
0.069

0.212
0.077
0.023

Dimension
principal cumul

Icapplength
1
2
3

in e r t ia percent percent

0.089
0.036
0.018

0.517
0.587
0.848

0.013
0.020
0.040

-0.344
-0.063
1.844

0.405
0.003
0.736

0.011
0.000
0.061

-0.243
1.088

-0.962

0.113
0.583
0.112

0.005
0.042
0.017

dim 1 
dim 2 
dim 3

.1444754

.0807409

.0069182

48.87
27.31
2.34

48.87
76.18
78.52

Ic in tegavc
1 0.071 0.776 0.060 -0.818 0.389 0.048 1.094 0.388 0.085

dim 4 
dim 5

.0029678

.0009065
1.00
0.31

79.53
79.83

2
3

0.036
0.036

0.638
0.785

0.053
0.089

-0.341
1.978

0.039
0.768

0.004
0.140

-1.797
-0.390

0.599
0.017

0.115
0.005 Total .29563 100.00
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A.2.4. Variable correlations and summaries

Correlation o f variables at Level-2 (N —16^

ItrconS citconS bga EPL unemp05 mig~0405 migsb~02
ItrconS 1.0000
citconS 0.4829 1.0000

bga -0.1188 -0.2558 1.0000
EPL 0.2231 -0.2301 0.2093 1.0000

unempOS 0.1525 -0.0374 -0.2482 0.6420* 1.0000
migunemp0405 0.0746 0.0352 0.0362 0.3322 0.6674* 1.0000

migsbad02 0.2455 -0.2005 -0.2070 0.4586 0.2964 -0.1805 1.0000
migsbad06 0.3815 -0.0001 -0.4687 0.3230 0.3567 -0.1391 0.8804
percentTCN 0.2181 0.2269 0.3206 -0,0812 0.1041 -0.0202 -0.1480
rightvote 0.3114 0.2999 0.0342 0.1875 -0.0858 -0.0831 -0.2322
oecdski11 -0.6511* -0.3796 0.1829 -0.4757 -0.5672* -0.4534 -0.2574
security 0.1290 -0.1511 0.3599 0.3173 0.3405 0.5959* -0.0257
gdpgth04 -0.2568 -0.4052 -0.0481 -0.0766 -0.1305 0.0487 -0.0931
gdp3yrs -0.2755 -0.3027 -0.2293 -0.1618 -0.1435 -0.1175 -0.0714

IninflowOS 0.2087 0.1775 -0.6198* -0.0466 0.3330 -0.2083 0.3549
foreignpop 0.0359 0.0964 0.2484 -0.4085 -0.3427 -0.2789 -0.4287

natur -0.1167 -0.1801 0.2129 -0.2838 -0.2716 0.2744 -0.5710
migsb~06 percen~N ri ghtv~e oecdsk~l security gdpgth04 gdp3yrs

migsbad06 1.0000
percentTCN -0.0968 1.0000
ri ghtvote -0.0600 -0.0249 1.0000
oecdski11 -0.3425 0.0174 -0.3471 1.0000
security -0.0087 0.2755 0.1153 -0.2110 1.0000
gdpgth04 -0.1164 -0.4866 -0.2648 0.4937 0.1598 1.0000
gdp3yrs -0.0418 -0.4526 -0.2701 0.5441* -0.0474 0.9326* 1.0000

IninflowOS 0.5904* 0.2168 0.0651 -0.1120 0.0418 -0.0021 0.2024
foreignpop -0.2757 0.5026* 0.2126 0.2503 0.0596 -0.0136 0.0437

natur -0.4504 0.0249 0.1891 0.2508 0.5312* 0.3084 0.1590
1ni nf~05 foreig~p natur

lninflow05 1.0000
foreignpop 0.1188 1.0000

natur -0.2345 0.0896 1.0000

Note: *p<.05; All variable names are self-explanatory, except for: 'natur' = naturalisation rate; 'bga' = 
benefit generosity; for others see operationalisation section of Chp.3.
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Variable Summaries. Level-2

variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Mi n Max

ItrconB 16 3.9 2.4 1 8
citconS 16 5 2.3 1 8

bga 16 8.1 2.5 3.9 12
EPL 16 2.1 .78 .7 3.5

unempOS 16 7.1 2.3 4.3 11
migunemp0405 16 12 3.8 6 21

migsbad02 16 35 12 16 62
migsbadOG 16 35 12 17 62

percentTCN 16 4.7 3 .79 11
rightvote 16 22 17 0 49
oecdskin 16 22 8 11 41
security 16 62 14 29 79
gdpgth04 16 3 1.1 1.2 4.6
gdp3yrs 16 2.3 1.3 .46 5

Ininflow05 16 11 1.2 9.4 13
foreignpop 16 10 5 3.6 24

natur 16 3.4 2.1 .2 8.2

Correlation o f variables. Level-1

si 1cpov7 conspov lncome~v nat Age_l0 Age_hi Sex
silcpov? 1.0000
conspov 0.5646* 1.0000

incomepov 0.3619* 0.6795* 1.0000
nat -0.2244* -0.1230* -0.1175* 1.0000

Age_l0 0.0501* 0.0370* 0.0587* -0.1120* 1.0000
Age_hi -0.0080 -0.0007 -0.0160* 0.2001* -0.3419* 1.0000

Sex 0.0007 0.0114 0.0127* 0.0048 -0.0112 -0.0128* 1.0000
Primary 0.1858* 0.1077* 0.0973* -0.0716* -0.0744* 0.1413* 0.0182

Lwrsecondary 0.0909* 0.0509* 0.0507* -0.0258* 0.1542* -0.0532* -0.0059
uprsecondary -0.0658* -0.0676* -0.0692* 0.0548* 0.0232* -0.0911* -0.0152

Married -0.1123* -0.0436* -0.0282* -0.0178* -0.3813* 0.1084* -0.0247
Unemployed 0.1573* 0.1509* 0.1398* -0.0327* 0.0284* -0.0443* -0.0106

HHsize -0.0226* 0.0549* 0.1190* -0.0716* 0.0761* -0.2375* -0.0221
si ngleParent 0.1061* 0.0892* 0.0802* 0.0319* 0.0170* -0.0753* 0.1013

Primary -wrsec~y Uprsec~y Married jnempl~d HHsize Single~t
Primary 1.0000

Lwrsecondary -0.2096* 1.0000
uprsecondary -0.2809* -0.4032* 1.0000

Married 0.0497* -0.0828* -0.0205* 1.0000
Unemployed 0.0197* 0.0122 -0.0065 -0.0258* 1.0000

HHsize 0.0397* 0.0626* -0.0391* 0.1900* 0.0405* 1.0000
SingleParent -0.0313* 0.0286* 0.0113 -0.2112* 0.0487* -0.0730* 1.0000

Note:  *p<.05; All variable nam es are self-explanatory, except for: 'conspov' = binary indicator for 
consistent poverty; 'na t '  = naturalised citizenship status.
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Variable summaries. Level-1

V a r i a b l e Obs Mean Std .  Dev. Min Max

s i l c p o v ? 23672 1 .7 1 .6 0 7
conspov 23670 .14 .35 0 1

incomePov 24066 .26 .44 0 1
n a t 23968 .51 .5 0 1

Age_lo 24068 .22 .42 0 1
Age_hi 24068 .29 .45 0 1

Sex 24068 .54 .5 0 1
Primary 24068 .13 .33 0 1

LwrSecondary 24068 .23 .42 0 1
UprSecondary 24068 .35 .48 0 1

Marr ied 24068 .63 .48 0 1
unemployed 24068 .085 .28 0 1

HHsize 24068 3 .5 1 .7 1 14
S i n g l e P a r e n t 24068 .04 .2 0 1

Variable correlations across both levels

silcpov? conspov Income~v ItrconS citconS bga EPL

silcpov? 1.0000
conspov 0.5646* 1.0000

IncomePov 0.3619* 0.6795* 1.0000
ItrconS 0.0361* -0.0037 -0.0437* 1.0000
citconS 0.0404* -0.0159* -0.0413* 0.4982* 1.0000

bga -0.1018* -0.0210* -0.0177* -0.1461* -0.4854* 1.0000
EPL 0.1593* 0.0860* 0.0569* 0.2761* 0.0639* 0.2626* 1.0000

unempOS 0.2024* 0.1156* 0.0957* 0.0700* -0.0435* -0.1273* 0.7818*
migunemp0405 0.0648* 0.0751* 0.0706* 0.1042* -0.1674* 0.3348* 0.5535*

migsbad02 0.1653* 0.0860* 0.0437* 0.2303* 0.1947* -0.3624* 0.0838*
migsbadOG 0.1612* 0.0793* 0.0465* 0.3415* 0.3325* -0.5783* -0.0150*

percentTCN -0.1705* -0.0702* -0.0499* -0.0904* -0.3100* 0.3155* -0.0019
righ tvo te 0.0520* 0.0082 -0.0104 0.4212* 0.4758* -0.0900* 0.4817*
oecdskill -0.1665* -0.0629* -0.0169* -0.6592* -0.4965* 0.2693* -0.4697*

secu r i ty -0.0372* 0.0331* 0.0543* -0.0978* -0.4866* 0.5997* 0.3801*
gdpgth04 0.0033 0.0301* 0.0560* -0.2017* -0.5236* 0.3772* 0.1149*

gdpSyrs 0.0247* 0.0249* 0.0479* -0.2577* -0.3588* 0.1817* 0.0821*
1ni nflowOS 0.0579* 0.0120 0.0251* -0.2262* 0.1554* -0.6545* -0.0881*
foreignpop -0.0572* -0.0109 0.0015 -0.1549* -0.4203* 0.4533* -0.0715*

natur -0.2291* -0.0918* -0.0379* -0.1080* -0.4182* 0.3997* -0.3121*
nat -0.2244* -0.1230* -0.1175* 0.0516* -0.1395* 0.1946* -0.0639*

Age_l0 0.0501* 0.0370* 0.0587* -0.0478* -0.0477* 0.0438* 0.0223*
Age_hi -0.0080 -0.0007 -0.0160* 0.0745* 0.0233* -0.0205* 0.0101

sex 0.0007 0.0114 0.0127* -0.0206* -0.0061 0.0035 -0.0063
Primary 0.1858* 0.1077* 0.0973* 0.0465* 0.0122 -0.0177* 0.2079*

LwrSecondary 0.0909* 0.0509* 0.0507* 0.0943* 0.1240* -0.0743* -0.0244*
UprSecondary -0.0658* -0.0676* -0.0692* 0.0548* 0.0203* -0.0509* -0.0361*

Married -0.1123* -0.0436* -0.0282* 0.0699* 0.0508* -0.0272* -0.0023
Unemployed 0.1573* 0.1509* 0.1398* -0.0027 -0.0096 0.0221* 0.0706*

HHsize -0.0226* 0.0549* 0.1190* -0.0503* -0.0384* 0.0548* 0.0914*
SingleParent 0.1061* 0.0892* 0.0802* -0.0242* -0.0256* 0.0264* -0.0251*
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Variable correlations across both  levels (Cont.^

unempOS mig~0405 migsb~02 migsb~06 percen~N rightv~e oecdsk~l
unempOS 

migunemp0405 
migsbad02 
migsbad06 
percentTCN 
rightvote 
oecdskill 
security 
gdpgth04 
gdp3yrs 

IninflowOS 
foreignpop 

natur 
nat 

Age_lo 
Age_hi 

Sex 
Primary 

Lwrsecondary 
uprSecondary 

Married 
unemployed 

HHsize 
si ngleParent

1.0000
0.6467*
0.1314*
0.0742*
-0.0253*
0.2915*

1.0000
-0.3053*
-0.3320*
0.0724*
0.1775*

1.0000
0.8804*
-0.1031*
-0.2621*

1.0000
-0.1488*
-0.0730*

1.0000
-0.1464* 1.0000

-0.4613* -0.3043* -0.1619* -0.2083* 0.4782* -0.6325*
0.2978* 0.6134* -0.1701* -0.1998* 0.5422* -0.1082*
0,0682* 0.2372* -0.1468* -0.1658* 0.0139* -0.4859*
0.0554* 0.0432* -0.0716* -0.0443* 0.0069 -0.4588*
0.1918* -0.4068* 0.3737* 0,5190* 0.1937* 0.1256*
-0.2868* 0.0169* -0.3992* -0,2192* 0.1712* 0.0807*
-0.3339* 0.2245* -0.6561* -0.4868* 0.5365* -0.1144*
-0.1043* 0.0573* -0.1243* -0.1405* 0.2701* -0.0354*
-0.0062 -0.0179* -0.0163* -0.0353* -0.0774* -0.0272*
0.0334* 0.0512* 0.0313* 0.0538* 0.1586* 0.0105
-0.0043 -0.0060 0.0056 -0.0051 -0.0048 -0.0150*
0.2247* 0.1160* 0.0226* 0.0095 0.0316* 0.1205*
-0.0649* -0.0871* 0.0249* 0.0686* -0.0981* 0.1002*
-0.0211* -0.0458* 0.0029 0.0182* -0.0436* 0.0199*
0.0029 0.0289* 0.0366* 0.0564* -0.0017 0.0212*
0.0777* 0.0987* -0.0185* -0.0177* -0.0304* 0.0365*
0.0731* 0.0672* -0.0447* -0.0366* -0.0240* 0.0427*
-0.0206* 0.0166* -0.0374* -0.0403* 0.0298* -0.0229*
security gdpgth04 gdp3yrs 1ninf~05 foreig~p natur

1.0000
0.2158*
0.4661*
0.4987*
0.0772*
0.3155*
0.4515*
0.1068*
0.0083
0.0131*
0.0069
-0.1093*
-0.1054*
-0.0704*
-0.0350*
-0.0380*
-0.0023
0.0441*

nat
security 
gdpgth04 
gdp3yrs 

IninflowOS 
foreignpop 

natur 
nat 

Age_lo 
Age_hi 

Sex 
Primary 

Lwrsecondary 
UprSecondary 

Married 
unemployed 

HHsize 
Si ngleParent

1.0000 
0.4994* 
0.3493* 
-0.1360* 
0.3824* 
0.5588* 
0.1853* 
-0.0163* 
0.0817* 
-0.0024 
0.0521* 
-0,1054* 
.0509* 
.0012 

0.0354* 
0.0644* 
0.0134*

-0.0 .

1.0000 
0.9203* 
-0.2949* 
0.3459* 
0.3238* 
0.0242* 
0.0558* 
-0.0308* 
-0.0037 
-0.0123 
-0.1045* 
-0.0418* 
-0.0183* 
0.0189* 
0.0612* 
0.0184*

1.0000
0.0184*
0.3815*
0.1687*
-0.0468*
0.0446*
-0.0296*
-0.0005
- 0.0021
-0.0942*
-0.0377*
-0.0257*
0.0041
0.0607*
0.0121

1.0000
-0.0676*
-0.2313*
-0.1056*
-0.0554*
0.0493*
0.0050
0.0666*
0.0114
0 . 0220*
-0.0165*
-0.0417*
-0.0106
-0.0252*

1.0000
0.4833*
0.0918*
0.0077
-0.0078
-0.0034
-0.0493*
-0.0215*
-0.0128*
-0,0117
0.0092
0.0617*
0 . 0200*

1.0000 
0.2751* 
-0.0257* 
0.0696* 

-0.0112 
-0.0857* 
-0.0451* 
.0069 
.0032 
.0158* 

0.0009 
0.0394*

-0 .
-0 .
-0 .

1.0000
-0 .1120*
0.2001*
0.0048
-0.0716*
-0.0258*
0.0548*
-0.0178*
-0.0327*
-0.0716*
0.0319*

Age_l0 Age_hi sex Primary LwrSec~y Uprsec~y Married
Age_l0 1.0000
Age_hi -0.3419* 1.0000

Sex -0.0112 -0.0128* 1.0000
Primary -0.0744* 0.1413* 0.0182* 1.0000

Lwrsecondary 0.1542* -0.0532* -0.0059 -0.2096* 1.0000
UprSecondary 0.0232* -0.0911* -0.0152* -0.2809* -0.4032* 1.0000

Married -0.3813* 0.1084* -0.0247* 0.0497* -0,0828* -0.0205* 1.0000
Unemployed 0.0284* -0.0443* -0.0106 0.0197* 0.0122 -0.0065 -0.0258

HHsize 0.0761* -0.2375* -0.0221* 0.0397* 0.0626* -0.0391* 0.1900
si ngleParent 0.0170* -0.0753* 0.1013* -0.0313* 0.0286* 0.0113 -0.2112

unempl~d HHsize Single~t

unemployed
HHsize

SingleParent

1.0000
0.0405* 1.0000 
0.0487* -0.0730* 1.0000

Note: *p<.05
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Raw values o f  lcvel-2 indicators

col 1 ItrconS citconS bga EPL unemp05 migunemp0405 migsbad02 migsbad06 percentTCN colonial
AUS 8 7 6.3 1.9 5.2 11 34 46 1.5 0
BEL 1 1 11 2.2 8.4 16 43 39 3.9 1
DEN 2 8 9.9 1.4 5 11 23 20 3.8 0
FIN 3 6 6.5 2 8.4 21 24 21 .79 0
FRA 6 6 6 3 10 15 37 42 6.9 1
GER 6 8 7.7 2.2 11 16 33 41 11 1
GRE 7 5 5.2 2.8 9.6 11 62 62 2.1 0
IRE 1 3 6.5 1.1 4.3 6 28 26 2.4 0
ITA 4 6 3.9 1.9 7.8 9.4 39 39 1.8 1
NED 7 5 11 2.1 5.2 11 40 31 7.3 1
NOR 4 5 12 2.6 4.6 9.4 36 33 4.2 0
POR 3 2 11 3.5 7.7 9.4 50 40 4.9 1
SPA 1 5 7.8 3.1 9.2 12 34 35 3.5 1
SUI 5 8 9.7 1.1 4.3 8.4 21 21 9.5 0
SWE 3 1 10 2.2 7.8 14 16 17 5.5 0
UK 1 4 5.1 .7 4.6 7.3 41 46 6.2 1

coll rightvote oecdskill security gdpgth04 gdp3yrs 1ni nflow05 foreignpop natur decentral mcp
AUS 49 11 57 2.5 1.9 11 14 4.4 1 0
BEL 15 23 79 3.2 1.9 10 13 3.5 1 1
DEN 24 24 50 2.3 1.7 9.8 6.6 3.8 1 0
FIN 0 19 71 4.1 3 9.4 3.6 5.1 0 0
FRA 46 18 71 2.5 1.8 12 8 4.2 1 0
GER 7.5 15 64 1.2 .58 12 13 1.6 1 0
GRE 2.2 16 64 4.6 4.3 13 5.3 .31 0 0
IRE 4 41 29 4.6 5 11 14 1.8 1 0
ITA 41 12 43 1.5 .72 12 5 1.3 1 0
NED 21 19 71 2.2 1.5 11 10 4.1 0 1
NOR 36 31 71 3.9 2.5 10 8.7 5 0 0
POR 7.3 19 50 1.6 .46 9.4 6.1 .2 0 0
SPA 38 21 71 3.3 3.3 13 12 2.2 1 0
SUI 31 24 64 2.5 1.7 11 24 2.6 1 0
SWE 26 24 79 4.2 3.2 11 13 8.2 0 1
UK 2.2 35 64 3 2.6 13 10 5.7 1 1
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lug. A.2.1 - Relationship o f sclectcd Level-2 variables to Incom e Poverty Rate
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A.2.5. Notes on Multilevel Modelling with Random Effects

The microdata will be analysed by means o f  multilevel modelling with random  effects. 

Mviltilevel modelling, or MLM, is a technique which allows the analyst to take account o f  

the inherent hierarchical structure o f  the data, or the fact that individual obser\^ations are 

nested within larger units. In this instance, individual TCN-m igrants are nested within 

country units (technicaRy countr)T-year units in our approach), where different country- 

level policy measures obtain pertaining to conditionality and the welfare system. Neglecting 

or ignoring the liierarchical structure o f  the data and simply using standard techniques o f  

regression analysis like OLS is no t advised. OLS has been shown to underestim ate the size 

o f  the standard errors when faced with hierarchically structured data, leading to a higher 

rate o f Type I error, i.e. claiming there is an effect when in fact there is none.

Random  effects models assign portions o f  the variance to cluster-specific effects, and 

for this reason are also known as variance com ponents models. In this instance we 

estimate only random  intercept models (not random  coefficient models) which allow each 

cluster a specific intercept on the dependent variable and within each cluster there wiU also 

be residual (level-1) variation around the cluster-specific regression Hne. Later exposition 

will make the im port o f this clearer. In a way, the choice o f random  effects modelling is 

pre-determ ined as the substantive point o f this modelling exercise is to estimate the effects 

and interactions o f  a defined set o f  level-2 variables on the poverty outcom e indicators. 

The modelling o f level-2 independent variables would not be possible in fixed effects 

models, as the inclusion o f a complete set o f country'/country-year dummy variables woiold 

engender perfect coUinearity were one then to attem pt to introduce level-2 covariates. For 

m ore on the differences o f  fixed and random  effects models see Rabe-Hesketh and 

Skrondal (2008, 124).

Moving away from  ordinary least squares estimation, IvILMs can be estimated in a 

variety o f  ways though the choice o f  estimation m ethod is no t trivial and various impinging 

factors win determine the efficiency o f the standard error estimates and thus will bear 

directiy on the reliability o f  inferences drawn from  hypothesis tests. Given the liighly 

unbalanced nature o f the dataset used here (unequal cluster size), m axim um  likelihood 

(ML) and restricted maximum likelihood (REML) are the “preferred m ethods o f  

estimation” over other alternatives (Marchenko 2006). W ithout getting mired in the 

statistical arcana — which involves REM L adjusting for the num ber o f degrees o f freedom  

utilised, in a m anner which standard ML does not — suffice it to say that REM L is
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preferable w hen the niomber o f level-2 units is small, bu t that the differences between IViL 

and REM L will be trivial as the level-2 N  increases. Also, contrary to com m on belief, 

REM L is n o t unbiased for the estimation o f  the variance com ponents where data are 

unbalanced (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2008, 72), though it can be seen as the prudent 

and conservative choice. Generalized least squares (GLS) is another popiilar m ethod o f 

estimation which involves weighting OLS estimates using weights that depend on the 

variance-com ponent estimates (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2008).

O n  w hat constitutes a ‘small’ level-2 N  there is some disagreement. Rabe-Hesketh and 

Skrondal state that a sufficient num ber o f  clusters (i.e. level-2 units) for random  effects 

MLM is “t}fpically m ore than 10 or 20” (2008, 62). The variance com ponents will be poorly 

estimated with a smaller num ber o f clusters, though if one is interested solely in the effects 

o f  the variables, i.e. the regression coefficients for the fixed (non-random) part o f  the 

m odel — as we are in this case — then this is no t o f pressing concern and “a smaller num ber 

o f  clusters may suffice” (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2008, 62). Maas and H ox take a small 

level-2 sample size to mean a sample o f 50 or less (Maas and H ox 2004a), tiiough they 

have also shown in a simulation smdy elsewhere that witii 30 level-2 units, using REM L 

estimation, the fixed regression coefficients and standard errors were perfectiy reliable 

(Maas and H ox 2005). This is encouraging, as we will have 28 level-2 units in our analysis; 

14 countries over 2 years (more on this later).

Also, the choice o f  one estimation m ethod over another often involves a trade off, 

insofar as some estimation m ethods are no t technically capable o f  generating often 

desirable and useful information; for example, in Stata 11.1, GLS estimation allows the 

researcher to  call for robust standard errors for the covariates, which maximum  likelihood 

techniques do no t allow, but cannot provide standard errors on the level-2 variance 

com ponent estimates, unlike m aximum  likelihood; meanwhile, R E M L /M L E  can provide 

level-2 residuals in post-estimation, while GLS cannot (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2008).

Given the large and international scale o f the data collection, with national statistical 

organisations taking control o f data collection separately by countr}', the reader may righdy 

enqiiire as to  the cross-comparability o f data. O f  course, given that Eurostat undertake a 

comprehensive data harm onisation process after data collection, this is no t an issue o f 

concern. W hat may remain legitimate issues o f concern, however, are those o f  sampling, 

adequacy o f  sample size, variations in effective sample size across national jurisdiction and 

representativeness o f those sampled. Simple random  sampling is a fiandamentally 

im portant assiimption in ordinar)' regression analysis and equally so in multilevel analysis.
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O n representativeness, it seems fairly safe to claim that the very large sample size 

(24,000 approx.) will ensure that those sampled wiU be representative o f  ‘TC N  migrants in 

W estern Europe in 2006/2007’. However, leaving aside this meta-representativeness, it 

may be the case that TCNs sampled for certain countries may not be representative o f 

TC N s generally for that country. There are various reasons for this: the TC N  community 

in that country may be largely irregular and thus unwilling to answer official-seeming 

questions to representatives o f  the state; certain migrant communities in a given country 

may possess poorer language skills than average leading to a higher rate o f  non-response; 

migrant communities may be geographically clustered in a way that country nationals are 

not, something the sampling design may not account for. W hatever the reason, there are 

large differences in absolute num bers o f migrants sampled from  country to countrj^ in the 

SILC data which means that some country-year clusters will provide less inform ation than 

others in the analysis. For example, in the Netherlands, where TCNs make up the largest 

percentage o f the total foreign population (7.32%) o f  aU the countries used in this 

multilevel analysis, we have a national sample consisting o f 1,316 TCNs; or 182.8 third- 

country nationals per percentage point o f TCNs in the total foreign population. Com pare 

this with Portugal where we have a sample size o f  305 migrants, or only 62.2 third-country 

nationals per percentage point o f TC N s in the total foreign population (4.9%).

Unequal probabiUt}' o f  selection for some respondents due to design issues is the 

standard justification for the use o f  sampling weights in ordinan? regression based analyses 

to ensure coefficients are no t biased. However, while the EU-SILC data does include a set 

o f  weights to correct for just this, it m ust be rem em bered that these weights have been 

constructed with reference to the full population, ie . on the basis o f  all respondents ia  the 

data, both nationals and non-nationals. Accordingly their application to a ixiigrant-specific 

analysis would not be justified and, far from  making the sampled migrants m ore 

representative o f  the migrant population, we could well make the sample less 

representative (Barrett and McCarthy 2007, 807). Furtherm ore, utilising weights in the 

context o f a multilevel regression analysis is a fraught enterprise, both  technically and 

statistically.

D ue to unequal probability o f  selection across higher-level units and lower-level units 

in multistage sampling procedures, norm al weighting techniques will be insufficient to the 

task o f  correcting for possible bias in the estimates (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2006). 

This is the statistical issue. Some authors, e.g. Pfefferm an et al. 1998, have outlined 

weighting techniques specific to multilevel modelling that correct for this. Those same
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authors, however, also obser\^e that a com m on practice in fvlLM is simply to ignore 

sampling schemes and that this is often justifiable given that “multilevel models can 

incorporate as covariates certain characteristics o f  the sampling design such as strata and 

cluster indicators, and that conditionally on these characteristics the sampUng design is 

ignorable in the sense o f  Rubin (1976)” (Pfefferman et al. 1998, 23—24).

The technical issue is rather m ore m undane, bu t by no means trivial. Put simply, not 

aU com puter program s can apply sampling weights to  MLM in the required m anner, and 

within those program s that can combine MLM with weighting, no t aU estimation m ethods 

(GLS, M LE, REM L etc.) allow the application o f  sampling weights.’'*̂ Furtherm ore, the 

com putational burden engendered by utilising sampling weights in certain circumstances is, 

for various reasons’'*'̂ , so intensive and tim e-consuming that it places a serious practical 

constraint on the researcher, am ounting in this instance to a non-viable research strategy.

Fortunately, it does not seem Kkely that weighting is necessary at all and the approach 

taken here wiU be to ignore sampling schemes, in line with the above quotation from  

Pfefferm an et al. (1998). Firstiy, it is arguable that inherent in the very nature o f  a random - 

effects approach we are already accounting for sampling variations from  countn^ to 

country and year by year (with random  intercepts defined by country-year clusters); i.e. the 

peculiarities o f sampling in, e.g., Portugal-2006 will be reflected in the random  intercept 

estimated for that country-year c lu s te r .G i la r d i ’s conclusion that including country and 

year as random  effects in miiltilevel models does indeed help to capture sigmficant

REML es t im a tio n  in S ta ta  11.1 ( th rough  th e  'x tm ixed ' co m m a n d )  d o es  no t  facilitate th e  use  of 
sam pling w eigh ts .  Only th e  fixed effec ts  m odels  allow th e  applica tion  of th e s e  w eights ,  with th e  cav ea t  
th a t  th e y  m u s t  be  c o n s ta n t  within cluster; it has a lready  b een  re m ark e d  th a t  fixed effec ts  m odels  a re  
use less  fo r  p r e s e n t  pu rposes .  GLS e s t im a tion  (th rough  t h e  'x treg '  co m m a n d )  allows o n e  to  contro l for 
c lustering o f  t h e  co u n try -y ea r  units u n d e r  th e  'cou n try '  variable, b u t  th is  entails  th e  d o w nsid e  th a t  GLS 
e s t im a tion  is n o t  th e  e s t im a tion  m e th o d  of choice for u n b a lan c ed  d a ta  such as w e  have  here.  (The 
S ta t a - s a w y  r e a d e r  will be  a w a re  t h a t  use  o f  ' iw eight '  is fac ili ta ted  with 'x treg ',  h o w ev e r  th e s e  weights , 
called ' im p o r ta n c e  w eigh ts '  in th e  S ta ta  l i te ra ture ,  a re  m ere ly  p ro g ra m m e r  w eigh ts  and  n o t  analys t 
w eights ; th e y  a re  use less  fo r  p re s e n t  purposes.)

The S ta ta  a d d -o n  'g llam m ' [Generalized Linear Laten t And Mixed Models] allows sam pling  w eigh ts  
w ith  MLM, b u t  b ec au se  gllamm relies on num erical in teg ra t ion  -  unlike xtmixed which exploits " th e  
closed fo rm  of t h e  likelihood fo r  ran do m -effec ts  m od e ls  with norm ally d is tr ibu ted  c o n tin uo us  
re sp o n se s"  (Rabe-H esketh  an d  Skrondal 2008, 67) -  it is ex trem e ly  slow, especially with co n tin u o u s  
d e p e n d e n t  variables , which w e  use  in m os t  of th e  m odels  in th is  ch ap te r ,  and  in h igher-d im ensional 
m odels ,  i.e. m od e ls  with  large n u m b e r s  of in d e p e n d e n t  variables . A necdota l  ev iden ce  ind ica tes  th a t  
gllamm es t im a tio n  o f  such com plex  m odels  o f ten  ta k e s  m any , m an y  hours ,  if n o t  days, to  co nverge  on a 
so lu tion , d e p e n d in g  on  available co m p u t ing  pow er .

In te rp re ta t io n  of th is  po in t  need  n o t  weigh to o  heavily on  us, as th e  focus o f  this c h a p te r  will be  on 
assessing  th e  effec ts  o f  h y p o thes ised  in d e p e n d e n t  variab les  (i.e. th e  regression  coefficients), n o t  on  th e  
m ean in g  o f  e s t im a te d  r a n d o m  in tercep ts .

318



unobserved heterogeneity is consistent with this view (‘country-year’ random  effects will be 

no different) (Gilardi 2010, 657).

Secondly, concerns that a too-smaU sample size in countries like Portugal might bias 

the results in some way can be set aside given that we know that REM L estimation deals 

appropriately with such unbalanced data. Even with relatively small clusters, where 

iTiinimum cluster-size is about 150 TCNs, the large sampling error associated with small 

sample size need not be a concern, as larger level-2 units will feed m ore inform ation into 

the estimation o f the parameters (ICogan 2 0 0 6 ) . In other words, it all comes out in the 

maximum-Hkelihood wash. Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal (2008, 62) observ^e that “in 

random -effects models it is only required that there are a good num ber o f clusters o f size 2 

or m ore” and a cluster will still inform  the estimates even when small. A study conducted 

by Carle on weighting/non-weighting in MLM finds that bias o f  coefficients decreases 

substantially, whether weighted or not, as cluster sizes becom e sufficientiy large; Carle also 

found that differences (of estimates and standard errors) between weighted and 

unweighted analyses were minimal, no t leading to different inferential conclusions (Carle 

2009). O ther research has found negligible or no bias o f  the regression coefficients and 

their standard errors even when the cluster size is as small as 5 (Maas and Hox 2005). In 

short, we can be confident that oui cluster size is indeed sufficiently large for our purposes 

and, given that we are modelling countrj’-year clusters as the random  effects, we can be 

confident that sampling variations by countr\' and by year should not unduly influence the 

results.

O n the choice o f clustering at the countr\f-year level, there are one or two other things 

to  note. The choice was made to m odel the random  effects in this way, and not just by 

countn ', so as to  increase om  level-2 ‘sample size’ from  14 to 28, i.e. taking all 14 countries 

over 2 years (2006/2007). Pooling cross-sections is a standard practice in all t}^pes o f 

regression modelling where the sample size may be too small for com fort, and this num ber 

o f  units is desirable as outlined above. The analyses conducted wiU still be cross-sectional 

in nature; there is no need to control for ‘year o f survey’ in the model, as one would do 

w ith OLS regression, as this is already implicit in the modelling o f  countr)?-year clusters as 

random  effects (Jensen and Lindstadt 2005). It should be noted that the respondents were 

different in each year o f the sun^ey used, and are thus independent obser\^ations; the data 

does not constitute a panel. Utilising country-year clusters and individual responses is by 

now  an established practice in multilevel social scientific research, o f  which there are many

The average number of TCNs sampled in each country-year cluster is 842 in most models.
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examples (e.g. Arceneaux and N ickerson 2009; Jensen and Lindstadt 2005; Kogan 2006; 

LaFree and Tseloni 2006; Loewenberg, Mishler, and Sanborn 2010; Solt 2008 etc.).

In the foregoing, we have m ade it clear that the focus o f the analysis wiU be on the 

effects o f the hypothesised level-2 variables on social citizenship outcom es, and not on the 

pecxiliarities o f  MLM models, however interesting they might be to  the methodologist. O ur 

concern is with the estimated effects o f  conditionalit)' and welfare benefits on poverty and 

other indicators, controUing for a set o f independent variables at both  levels; i.e. we are 

interested in the magnitude and direction o f specific regression coefficients and in their 

statistical significance. Given this, sample size also plays a central role in the determination 

o f  one other im portant concern for any quantitative researcher : Power.

Statistical pow er is defined as the probability o f  rejecting the null hypothesis when it is 

in fact false. It is distinct from  the significance level, or ‘alpha’ (a), which teUs us the 

probability o f  comm itting a Type I error (i.e. drawing a false positive, or concluding that 

there is an effect where there is in fact none). The conventional alpha cut-off value o f  .05 is 

the probabiUt)^ o f detecting an effect where none actually exists. Power, by contrast, is the 

probabilit}^ o f  rejecting the null when the null is in fact false, o r o f  detecting an effect that 

does exist. Pow er is defined as (1 - P), where p = probability o f Type II error (i.e. o f  drawing 

a false negative). (Cohen 1988).

Power depends, under norm al circumstances, on various factors including the alpha 

level selected for the statistical test in question, the m agnimde o f  the effect under 

consideration (‘effect size’), and the sample size used to detect this effect. Sometimes a 

finding o f non-significance — a failure to reject the null — does not imply that the 

hypothesised variable has no effect on the dependent variable, rather this finding could be 

due to the fact that the sample size was simply too smaU to detect the size o f  effect one 

had in mind, or tiiat the alpha level was too stringent, or that the data were just too 

variable. A nother way o f phrasing any o f these contingencies is by saying that the test 

lacked statistical power. A conventional value for pow er is 0.80, and one way o f thinking 

about this, is to say that in repeated tests (or repeated ‘experim ents’) on our given sample 

we would detect significant results (i.e. p-values below the specified alpha level) 80% o f  the 

time. Increasing the sample size (thus decreasing standard errors and variance), or setting a 

m ore lenient alpha level, will under norm al circumstances increase the statistical power o f a 

test. (Cohen 1988; Scherbaum and Ferreter 2009).

Things are substantially m ore complex with IvILM however, where we essentially have 

two ‘sample sizes’ in a two-level model, and where intra-cluster correlation, cluster size and
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num ber o f clusters will aU impact on power. Existing practices for single-level models do 

n o t translate readily to  the MLM context and although work continues to be done on what 

Scherbaum  and Ferreter (2009, 347) refer to as this “problem atic” issue, the existing 

literature tends to be highly technical and n o t always accessible (Snijders and Bosker 1999; 

Snijders 2005; Hox 2002). Some rules o f thum b have appeared, however, and it has been 

suggested that the ‘3 0 /3 0 ’ rule, 30 units at bo th  levels 1 and 2, giving a total sample size o f 

900, should produce satisfactory levels o f  statistical power for effect sizes that are M edium 

or Large according to  Cohen’s categorisation (Scherbaum and Ferreter 2009; J. Cohen 

1988).

Scherbaum and Ferreter (2009, 355) provide formulas for the calculation o f statistical 

pow er in a two-tailed test where alpha, the effect size and the standard error o f the effect 

are known; is the z-score associated with the desired level o f  statistical power (i.e. z = 

.85 for power = .80; 1.29 for power = .90 etc.^"* ,̂ while Z^j. is the z-score associated 

with the chosen level o f  a Type 1 error (i.e. 1.96 if  a =.05):

. , E f f e c t  S i ze
Power[Z,,^^y] <  -  Z(i-./2)

Using data specific to their research interests these authors present pow er cun^es showing 

how  the statistical power o f  their tests varies depending on effect size, cluster size and the 

num ber o f  clusters, with the latter factor playing by far the biggest role as far as sampling 

parameters go. However, the ability o f bigger samples at either level to increase pow er was 

heavily contingent on effect size and, where the effect size was Small, power remained 

rather low (Scherbaum and Ferreter 2009). It wiU also be possible to plot pow er cun^es for 

this research project utilising the software made available by Raudenbush et al. (2009), 

however first it wlU be necessary to estimate an approximate effect size for our multilevel 

variable(s) o f interest.

Again, this is no t as straightforward for MLM as for single-level models, with Peugh 

observing that “currendy no consensus exists as to the effect sizes that are m ost 

appropriate” for MLM (Peugh 2010, 97). Peugh outlines a m ethod based on previous 

research called the ‘proportional reduction in variance statistic’, a local (i.e. confined to one 

level o f  the analysis) effect size statistic (2010, 98). For our purposes this would be the

M o st  standard statist ics  t e x tb o o k s  will include a printed ta b le  o f  z -sco res  from  which t h e s e  
relat ionsh ips can b e  readily inferred or calculated .
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proportion o f  level-2 variance explained by the addition o f the relevant level-2 indicator(s) 

o f interest, controlling (in both  instances) for the relevant level-1 indicators also. A key 

m odel presented in Chp. 6 reports a 20% reduction in level-2 variance with the addition o f 

the central level-2 interaction (and level-2 main effects) o f  interest.'^*^’

Hox (2002, 163) refers to 9-10% o f variance explained in a regression m odel as a 

Medium effect size and, on the basis o f  his logic, we can infer that 20% can be considered 

a Large effect.’ '̂ Accordingly, we can be confident that our testing o f regression 

coefficients with these level-1 and 2 sample sizes will have sufficient power.

P
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Fig. A.2.2 - Post-hoc Power Analysis for Multilevel Modelling-
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■c= 0.3Q,p= 0,10

Total number of clusters

M odel  1, Table  6 .3 .4 .
Hox util ises t h e  correlation  c o eff ic ien t  e f fe c t  s ize  (r), s tandard  in s ingle-level  analysis ,  w h e r e  0 .3  is 

d ef ined  as M ed iu m . Squaring th is  g iv es  us R^=.09, or an o f  9%, from  which he  rounds up. Working  
backw ards from  our f inding o f  20% (take t h e  square  root) w e  arrive at an e f fe c t  s ize  o f  .45 ,  w h e r e  
Cohen (1988)  d e f in e s  r = .10  (Small), r = .3 0  (M ed ium ),  r = .5 0  (Large).
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Utilising the software from  Raudenbush et al. (2009) we present below post hoc 

pow er c\ir\^es for our analysis (Fig. A.2.2), with the three Hnes representing the relationship 

o f num ber o f  level-2 units to power for different effect sizes (8)'^", holding cluster size at 

their average value, as per Scherbaum and Ferreter (2009, 356), o f  n=  842, g = .10 and a = 

.05.’^̂  As can be seen, at either Large (Hne A) or Medium (B) effect size and 28 level-2 

units, power is sufficiendy high at over 0.90 for 28 clusters.

The usual assumptions made in regard to regression modelling also apply to MLM and 

so we assume Unearity in the relationship o f  the variables to the dependent variable, 

normality o f  residuals (at bo th  levels), and homoskedasticity o f  residuals. There are also 

two MLM-specific assumptions the m odel makes: zero correlation between residuals 

across levels; and independence o f observ^ations at the highest level (Maas and H ox 2004b). 

O n  normality o f residuals at level-1, departures from  nomnaUty (i.e. skewness, kurtosis) 

should not be problem atic given the large overall sample size available and given the 

desirable properties o f the maximum likeUhood estimator (consistency, efficiency, 

asymptotic normality) in large samples (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2008, 71). The only 

MLM-specific issue is that level-2 random  effects are assumed to take on a multivariate 

norm al distribution. However, violation o f this assum ption only matters for the standard 

errors on the random  effects; once again, this is n o t the focus o f our analysis and we are 

interested only in the regression coefficients and their standard errors, i.e. the fixed effects. 

Maas and H ox are quite clear on this point, stating:

Non-normal distributed residual errors on the second (group) level o f a 

multilevel regression model appear to have little or no effect on the 

estimates o f  the fixed effects. The estimates o f the regression coefficients arc 

unbiased, and both the ML [maximum-likeUhood] and tlie robust standard 

errors are accurate. There is no advantage here in using robust standard 

errors. This corresponds to the general belief that jVIL estimation methods 

are generally robust (Maas and Hox 2004b, 437).

This point about the m ethod being ‘generally robust’ should also assuage concerns 

regarding the MLM-specific assum ption above, independence o f  obser\^ations at the 

highest level. Despite the widespread use o f this methodolog)% in conjunction with sample-

Effect s izes  in t h e  so f tw a re  u s e  C o h e n 's 'd '  (6), n o t  'r' as used  here,  th o u g h  t h e  v a lu es  obv iou sly  still 
ref lec t  Small (0.3), M ed iu m  (0.5) and  Large (0.7);  o n e  can co n v ert  from  r to  d using form u las  fo u n d  in 
Cohen (1988) .
153

The intra-class correlation (p) is a s s u m e d  to  be  0 .1 0 ,  on  t h e  basis o f  prior research  c ited  in 
S cherbaum  and Ferreter (2 0 0 9 ,  3 5 1 )  holding th a t  a c o n serv a tiv e  e s t im a te  o f  ICC should  usually lie 
betw/een 0 .1 0  and  0 .15; an uncondit iona l  random  e f fe c t s  GLS m o d e l  (Table 6 .4 .1 )  run on our data  
confirm s this,  reporting a va lue  for  'rho',  i.e. t h e  intraclass correlation, p = .106.
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pooling and defining country-year clusters as the level-2 units, it is obviously simply not the 

case that the unit ‘France-2006’ is independent o f  ‘France-2007’. While separate years can 

be conceptualised as distinct obsen^ations, at the very least we should here be cluster- 

correcting the 28 units for intra-country correlation. In an analogous MLM situation’ '̂* 

Gilardi (2010, 655) notes that this clustering on country entails non-independence but that 

virtually all studies deal with this problem  simply “by com puting robust standard errors for 

clustering” ; Gilardi also quotes B ennett and Stam w ho acknowledge this complication but 

conclude that “there is no obvious fix for the problem ” . We place our faith in the 

robustness o f m aximum  likelihood estimation m ethods and take heart that o ther MLM 

researchers have n o t seemed undiily concerned about this i s s u e . H o w e v e r ,  in the 

interests o f  absolute transparency, a selection o f  the m ost substantively interesting 

statistical models advanced here are re-estimated using the less desirable GLS m ethod, 

while cluster-correcting standard errors by country; see the Appendix (A.3).’“

The level-2 continuous indicators are centred at their grand means. M ean-centring in 

MLM entails certain statistical advantages in terms o f  ameliorating collinearity problems, 

when thev exist, and stabilising estimates in the presence o f cross-level interactions 

(Paccagnella 2006). Centring variables at level-1 takes on a special significance in MLM 

depending on whether or no t the level-1 predictors are centred at the cluster m ean or at 

the grand m ean for the entire sample, with each o f these m ethods producing different 

param eter estimates and answering different substantive questions. However, no centring 

o f  level-1 predictors is undertaken here. The centring o f  level-2 predictors poses no 

specific complications and essentially mimics “prescribed practice” in the OLS regression 

literature (Enders and Tofighi 2007, 121). Hox (2002, 51-52) also obser\^es that centring in 

MLM allows interpretation o f  the variance com ponents for the ‘average’ subject, where 

this is o f analytical interest, while also entailing com putational advantages and engendering 

fewer convergence problems.

^̂ '’Analogous though not identical as Gilardi's situation deals with country-year dyads.
For example, so m e  o f  th o se  cited earlier: Arceneaux and Nickerson 2009; Jensen and Lindstadt 2005;  

Kogan 2006; LaFree and Tseloni 2006; Loewenberg, IVIIshler, and Sanborn 2010; Solt 2008.
Cluster-corrected std. errors show s that 3-way interactions and 2-way interactions of continuous  

variables of interest remain significant, and th e  IWR indicators remain as significant as in non-robust  
models, though the significance of on e  or tw o  control variables is attenuated.

Though, because none of the  level-1 dum m ies are centred, th e  intercepts and variance com ponents  
must be interpreted as if all o f  the  dum m ies are set  to  zero, with all level-2 variables at their mean.  
'Convergence problems' refers to  few er technical problems in converging on an estimation solution for 
th e  model.
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The functional form  o f  the equation, simplified, in all models utilising the continuous 

m easure o f material deprivation as the dependent variable is as follows:

yij = a  + /?i + + (j + €ij

where, y i j  denotes the responses for individual i in level-2 unit’ ®̂ j; CC denotes a constant;

131 is a vector o f  covariates at level-1, the individual level; is a vector o f  covariates at

level-2, the state level; ^  (zeta) is the level-2 unit-specific deviation from  the o\'erall 

regression line, i.e. the random  intercept, specific to each unit j and constant across all 

individuals i within that unit; and E is the error term  specific to each individual i in each

contextual unit j. Together ^  and G comprise the total residual in the multilevel model,

with both  assumed to have zero population mean; the form er assumed to be independent 

over level-2 units; and the latter assumed to be independent over both  individual (level-1) 

and contextual (level-2 ) units (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2008).

i.e. country-year
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A.3. Alternative estimation methods: Chp.6

Below we see (robust std. error) GLS variants on key models outlined in the main 

body o f Chp, 6, with standard errors cluster-corrected by country, utilising 14 level-2 units 

in the first table and 28 level-2 units in the second. The tables are self-explanatory with the 

key poin t being that the central interaction remains significant even subjecting the data to 

this m ore unforgiving analysis. The first colum n in each table is simply the central level-2 

interaction o f  interest controlling for the set o f  level-1 indicators; the next column is a 

m odel o f  the same variables though applied only to labour m arket active non-citizens; and 

the final colum n is a m odel o f the same variables applied only to labour market active 

citizens.
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GLS estimation w/ 14 lvl-2 units; Std. errors cluster-corrected by country
1 Active_Nonci t Active_Ci t

l2: Benefit Generosity -0.061** -0.150*** -0.039
(0.028) (0.045) (0.025)

l2: LTR Conditionality 0.002 -0.053 0.019
(0.028) (0.048) (0.026)

L2__LTR*BG -0.053*** -0.101*** -0.037**
(0.016) (0.030) (0.013)

Naturalised (0, 1) -0.594*** 0.000 1.023***
(0.094) (.) (0.109)

Age (low) -0.051 -0.052 -0.046
(0.039) (0.064) (0.064)

Age (high) [Ref: mid] 0.105** -0.119 -0.087
(0.049) (0.076) (0.059)

Sex (F = 1) -0.029 -0.177** -0.099**
(0.022) (0.057) (0.039)

Primary 0.953*** 1.130*** 0.871***
(0.114) (0.079) (0.224)

LwrSecondary 0.518*** 0.691*** 0.515***
(0.094) (0.065) (0.095)

uprSecondary [Ref: Tertiary] 0.ISO*** 0. 324*** 0.282***
(0.055) (0.057) (0.065)

Married (0, 1) -0.328*** -0.295*** -0.284***
(0.055) (0.064) (0.076)

unemployed (0, 1) 0.734*** 0.782*** 1.070***
(0.058) (0.093) (0.088)

Household size -0.033 -0.056 -0.009
(0.022) (0.035) (0.020)

SingleParent (0, 1) 0.738*** 0.644*** 0.754***
(0.048) (0.094) (0.080)

Constant 1.904*** 1.710*** 0.000
(0.107) (0.127) (.)

N 23573 7534 7362
NB; models contain dummy Year variable C2006/07), not reported. 
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001
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GLS est imation w/ 28 l v l - 2  units;  Std. errors c luste r -corrected by country

1 Active_NonCit Active_Cit

l2: Benefi t  Generosity -0 .06 7* * -0 .12 7 * * -0 .045*
(0 .027) (0 .040) (0.027)

l2: ltr C ond i t io n a l i ty 0.021 -0.005 0.032
(0 .030) (0 .046) (0 .027)

L2__LTR*BG - 0 .0 5 3 * * * -0 .0 7 7 * * * -0 .0 4 5 * *
(0 .016) (0 .020) (0 .014)

Natura l ised (0,  1) - 0 .5 2 2 * * * 0.000 1 .0 15** *
(0 .090) ( . ) (0 .101)

Age (low) -0.051 -0.062 -0 .041
(0 .034) (0 .058) (0.059)

Age (high) [Ref; mid] 0 .113** -0.094 -0 .085*
(0 .048) (0 .066) (0 .049)

Sex (F = 1) -0 .039* -0 .1 9 0 * * * -0 .09 8 * *
(0.022) (0 .056) (0 .038)

Primary 0 .928** * 1 .001** * 0 .8 9 3* * *
(0.120) (0 .059) (0 .213)

LwrSecondary 0 .538** * 0 .6 43** * 0 .5 2 2 * * *
(0.095) (0 .090) (0 .089)

uprSecondary [Ref: T e r t ia r y ] 0 .182** * 0 .27 0** * 0 .3 0 0 * * *
(0.052) (0 .053) (0 .056)

Married (0, 1) -0 .3 1 8 * * * -0 .2 6 9 * * * -0 .2 8 4 * * *
(0.052) (0 .054) (0.069)

unemployed (0,  1) 0 .731** * 0 .8 2 6 * * * 1 .0 22** *
(0 .045) (0 .093) (0.078)

Household size -0 .034* -0 .0 6 7 * * -0 .004
(0 .020) (0 .031) (0.019)

SingleParent (0,  1) 0 .784** * 0 .7 2 1 * * * 0 .7 4 7* * *
(0 .049) (0 .075) (0.084)

Constant 1 .839*** 1 .739** * 0.000
(0 .098) (0 .103) ( . )

N 23573 7534 7362

* p<0.10,  * *  p<0.05,  * * *  p<0.001
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A.4. Alternative Operationalisations

A.4.1. Welfare Effort

Table A.4.1 — Macro-level regressions. N =16

Dep v a r :  % TCNs i n  P o v e r ty  (S IL C  m easure)

1 2 3

LTR c o n d i t i o n a l i t y 5.365 1 .2 2 1 6.221A
C6.810) C6.182) C3.546)

N et S o c ia l  Expend. COECD) 1.643A  
C l . 167)

[ l N T ] N e t S o c ia l * L T R - 0 . 2 6 7  
CO.299)

P u b l ic  S o c ia l  Expend. Co e c d ) 0 .9 4 9  
C l . 154)

[ I N T ] P u b l i  cs o c i a l * l t r - 0 . 0 7 9  
CO.265)

income S u p p o rt  Spend (OECD) 4.704A
C3.259)

[ IN T ] ln c o m e S u p p o r t *L T R - 1 .3 7 2 *  
CO.682)

C o n s ta n t - 8 . 9 1 9 5 .319 1 .954
C25.753) C26.334) C18.231)

A d j . R-sq - 0 . 0 4 1 - 0 . 1 2 1 0 .1 0 1
N 16 16 16
F - t e s t 0 .515 0 .7 1 6 0 .250
AIC 116.12 1 117.312 113.77 7

N o te :  v a r i a b l e s  n o t  c e n t r e d  
A p<0.20,  * p<0.10, ** p<0.05,  *** p<0.01

The table above shows alternative operationalisations o f welfare effort and their 

interactions with LTR-conditionaHty at the macro-level, regressing the migrant poverty rate 

on these determinants. D ata are drawn from  the O E C D ’s figures on social spending for 

the closest year available, 2007 (O EC D  2011).’^̂  The first m odel (1) utilises ‘total net social’ 

expenditure by countn^ which includes healtli, pensions and other social expenditures; the 

interaction is no t significant. The next m odel (2) looks only at ‘pubUc social expenditure’ 

and again the interaction is no t significant. In the final m odel (3) however, utilising ‘incom e 

support to the working age population’ the interaction is, as expected, significant.

159
Data HE5.1 Public social sp en d in g  by broad policy area and tota l  n e t  social sp en d ing ,  in 2 0 0 7 ,  in 

p e r c e n ta g e  o f  GDP.
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Table A.4.2 — Multilevel models with alternative operationalisadons o f welfare effort 

Dep Var; 7-point Deprivation Index
1 2 3

l 2: LTR Conditionality 0.006 0.014 0.023
(0.037) (0.038) (0.029)

Net Social Expend. (OECD) 
l 2__NetSocial*LTR

Public Social Expend. (OECD)
l 2__Publi cSoci al*LTR
income Support Spend (OECD)
l 2__IncomeSupport*LTR
Constant

0.010
(0.032)
-0.011

(0.012)

1.887***

0.005
(0.028)
-0.004

(0.010)

1.865***

-0.138**
(0.048)
-0.082***
(0.020)

1.785***
(0.096) (0.095) (0.076)

RANDOM:sd(Intercept) 0.434*** 0.446*** 0.310***
(0.064) (0.066) (0.047)

sd(Resi dual) 1.428*** 1.428*** 1.428***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

N 23573 23573 23573
F-test 0.000 0.000 0.000
AIC 83902 83904 83883
c h i-sq 2985 2983 3021
Log-1i keli hood -41934 -41935 -41925
Note: All TeveT-1 variables included but some output suppressed 
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.001

This is in line with the rationale advanced earlier that certain forms o f  social 

expenditxire may be less relevant to the specificities o f the migrant situation, given 

incom plete work histories, the relative youth o f  migrant cohorts, and the centralit)' o f 

labour m arket attachment. The table directiy above utilises the same operationalisations o f 

welfare effort in the context o f  multilevel modelling and the results are substantively the 

same as those just discussed. The interaction with LTR-conditionality is only significant in 

the case o f social spending as incom e support levels. These two tables together indicate 

that the central finding o f  this thesis stands up even when utilising alternative measures o f 

welfare effort.
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A.4.2. Alternative LTR conditionality indicators

Table A.4.3 — Models testing previously excluded LTR conditionality variables

Dep v a r :  7 -p o in t  D e p r iva t io n  index ||  A l t e r n a t i v e  LTR-Condit ional i t y  vars

1 2 3

l 2 : B e n e f i t  G eneros ity -0 .142* 0.051 -0.111
(0 .075) (0.100) (0.092)

L2_Resi dencyReqmt -0.196
(0.127)

l 2___ResReq*BG 0.065
(0.054)

L2_Ti meEmployedReqmt -0.133
(0.174)

l 2___Ti meEmployed*BG -0.086
(0.074)

L2_Appli c a t i  onLength 0.113
(0.129)

l 2___AppLength*BG 0.043
(0 .059)

N a tu ra l is e d  (0 , 1) -0 .5 2 0 * * * -0 .5 2 0 * * * -0 .5 2 1 * * *
(0 .020) (0.020) (0.020)

Age ( low) -0 .0 5 2 ** -0 .052 ** -0 .0 5 2 **
(0.026) (0.026) (0 .026)

Age (h ig h )  [Ref: mid] 0 .1 13 *** 0 .1 13 ** * 0 .113 ** *
(0 .023) (0.023) (0 .023)

sex (F = 1) -0 .0 3 9 ** -0 .039 ** -0 .0 3 9 **
(0.019) (0.019) (0 .019)

Primary 0 .9 26** * 0 .928 ** * 0 .9 28 ***
(0.033) (0.033) (0 .033)

LwrSecondary 0 .5 3 9 ** * 0 .5 40** * 0 .5 4 1 ** *
(0.028) (0.028) (0 .028)

uprsecondary [Ref: T e r t ia r y ] 0 .1 82** * 0 .183 *** 0 .1 8 3 ** *
(0.024) (0.024) (0 .024)

M arr ied (0 , 1) -0 .3 1 7 * * * -0 .3 1 7 * * * -0 .3 1 7 * * *
(0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Unemployed (0 , 1) 0 .7 32 *** 0 .732** * 0 .732 ***
(0.034) (0.034) (0 .034)

S ing leParen t (0, 1) 0 .7 86 ** * 0 .786 *** 0 .786 ***
(0 .049) (0.049) (0 .049)

Household s ize -0 .0 3 4 ** * -0 .0 3 4 * * * -0 .0 3 4 * * *
(0.006) (0.006) (0 .006)

Constant 2 .160 *** 2 .038*** 1 .727 ***
(0 .192) (0.261) (0 .208)

RANDOM:sd(intercept) 0 .3 89** * 0 .4 13 *** 0 .418 ** *
(0.058) (0.061) (0 .062)

sd (R es idua l) 1 .428 ** * 1 .428*** 1 .428 ***
(0.007) (0.007) (0 .007)

N 23573 23573 23573
F - te s t 0.000 0.000 0.000
AIC 83891.138 83892.779 83894.577
Chi-sq 2994 2989 2987
Log-1i k e l i  hood -41929 -41929 -41930

■" p<0.10, * *  p<0.05, p<0.001

This table considers conditionality indicators that were excluded from  the final LTR- 

conditionaHty index. Utilising these indicators themselves in place o f  the conditionality 

index we see that they do not interact significandy in the prediction o f migrant poverty 

(Table A.4.3).
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Table A.4.4 — Models testing previously excluded LTR conditionality variables

Dep Var: 7-point Deprivation Index |1 Alternative LTR-Conditionality vars
1 2 3

l2 : LTR Conditionality 0.005 0.023 0.021
(0.032) (0.024) (0.027)

l2 : Benefit Generosity -0.071** -0.053** -0.066**
(0.025) (0.024) (0.026)

L2_LTR*BG -0.048*** -0.069*** -0.052***
(0.013) (0.014) (0.013)

L2_ResidencyReqmt -0.115
(0.128)

L2_Ti meEmployedReqmt 0.313**
(0.156)

L2_Appli cati onLength 0.012
(0.104)

Naturalised (0, 1) -0.520*** -0.520*** -0.520***
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

Age (low) -0.052** -0.052** -0.052**
(0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Age (high) [Ref: mid] 0.113*** 0.113*** 0.113***
(0.023) (0.023) (0.023)

Sex (F = 1) -0.039** -0.039** -0.039**
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019)

Pri mary 0.926*** 0.928*** 0.927*”'*
(0.033) (0.033) (0.033)

Lwrsecondary 0.539*** 0.540*** 0.5 39***
(0.028) (0.028) (0.028)

uprsecondary [Ref: Tertiary] 0.182*** 0.183*** 0.182***
(0.024) (0.024) (0.024)

Constant 1.994*** 1.386*** 1.822***
(0.187) (0.236) (0.167)

RANDOM:sd(lntercept) 0.318*** 0.297*** 0.324***
(0.049) (0.046) (0.050)

sd(Residual) 1.428*** 1.428*** 1.428***
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007)

N 23573 23573 23573
F-test 0.000 0.000 0.000
AIC 83890.409 83886.979 83891.645
Chi-sq 3018 3028 3016
Log-1 i kel i hood -4192 7 -41925 -41928
Note: all variables included but some output suppressed 
■" p<0.10, p<0.05, *** p<0.001

Utilising them alongside the central interaction o f interest from previous models we 

see that none o f these variables invalidate that central interactive finding (Table A.4.4). The 

only significant variable in these models is the one measuring the required time in legal 

employment before one can apply for LTR status. Moving from lower to higher degrees of 

stringency (through Low, Medium, High categories ), this variable significantly predicts 

higher deprivation in the order o f 0.3 units on our 7-point index. This result may be worth 

bearing in mind for any future analyses concerning conditionality and povert}'.
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A.5. Logistic IVILIVI: Otiier Poverty IVIeasures

A.5.1. Relative Income Poverty

As a check on o\ir previous findings related to material deprivation we also utilise the 

EU -SILC’s own binary poverty indicator, which describes respondents as in povert)? if they 

earn less than 60% o f median eqmvalised disposable incom e (the ‘m edian’ cut-off Hne is a 

national Hne, defined separately for each country).’'’® The resiilts are presented overleaf 

(Table A.5.1) for the entire sample o f TC N  migrants and they offer no surprises, being in 

line with earKer results. The central interaction is significant.’ ’̂ Poor education, 

unem ploym ent, being a single parent, and holding citizenship status are seen to be the 

m ost im portant (significant, substantive) level-1 determinants o f incom e poverty, in line 

with previous findings. As conditionality increases towards high levels when benefits are 

low we see, in line with our other results, an increasing probabilit}' o f being ‘in povert}'’ 

according to the SILC measure (Table A .5.2).

The EU-SILC 'poverty indicator' in the  dataset(s) is variable hxOSO. The EU-SILC 2006/2007 datase t  
docum entation  defines equivalised disposable income [hx090] as: ((Total disposable household 
income*\A/ithin-household non-response inflation factor)/Equivalised household size), or 
[((hy020*hy025)/hx050)]. Equivalised household size is defined by the  formula: [HXOSO = 1+ 0.5 * 
{ H M i 4 +  -1) + 0.3 * H M i 3 _ ]  w here  HIVI1 4 + = num ber of household m em bers  aged 14 and over (at th e  end of 
income reference period); HM1 3 . = num ber of household m em bers  aged 13 or less (at the  end of income 
reference period). The EU-SILC docum entation  s ta tes tha t  the  w/ithin-household non-response inflation 
factor [hy025] is the  factor by which it is necessary to  multiply income to com pensa te  the  non-response 
in individual questionnaires, and th a t  it is "necessary to  correct the  effect of non-responding individuals 
within a household" otherwise "income of individuals not interviewed is not added up into the  total 
household income." (Eurostat 2006,108).

Interpretational note: w here the  odds-ratio is more than 1 then this should be in terpreted as th a t  
variable increasing the  odds of th e  binary outcome occurring, i.e. increasing the  odds of naturalising. For 
example, an odds-ratio coefficient of 1.5 for variable X would imply th a t  the  odds of the  outcome 
occurring are increased by 1.5 times, or 50%, for a one-unit increase in X, controlling for the  other 
model variables. A coefficient of 3 would mean tha t  the  odds of the  outcom e occurring are th ree  times 
grea ter  with a one-unit increase in X. Coefficients below 1 imply a reduction in the  odds of naturalising, 
e.g. a coefficient of 0.85 would imply a 15% reduction in the  odds of the  binary outcom e occurring.
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Table A.5.1 — TCNs in Income Poverty. SILC measure

M u l t i le v e l  Log is t ic :  odds of  being in Income Poverty

1 2

l 2 : LTR C o n d i t i o n a l i t y 0.961 0.970
(0 .034) (0 .029)

l 2: B e n e f i t  G eneros i ty 0 .936** 0 .935**
(0 .031) (0 .027)

L2__LTR*BG 0.965**
(0 .013)

N a tu r a l i s e d  (0,  1) 0 .6 3 3 * * *
(0 .021)

Age ( low) 1 .242 * * *
(0 .052)

Age ( h ig h )  [Ref:  mid] 1 .293 * * *
(0 .051)

Sex (F = 1) 1.037
(0 .032)

Pr i  mary 1 .866 * * *
(0 .096)

LwrSecondary 1 .414 * * *
(0 .064)

uprsecondary  [Ref:  T e r t i a r y ] 0.989
(0 .042)

M arr ied  (0 ,  1) 0 .908**
(0 .033)

unemployed (0,  1) 2 .435 * * *
(0 .120)

Household s ize 1 .165 * * *
(0 .011)

S ing leP a ren t  (0,  1) 2 .618 * * *
(0 .192)

Constant 0 .3 2 5 * * * 0 .1 5 4 * * *
(0 .028) (0 .014)

RANDOM:sd( lntercept) 0 .4 2 8 * * * 0 .3 5 3 * * *
(0 .062) (0 .055)

N 24066 23966
F - t e s t 0.097 0.000
AIC 27217.730 25733.881
c h i - s q 4.66 1268
Log-1 i  k e l i  hood -13605 -12851

Note: reported c o e f f ic ie n ts  are odds-rat ios  
p<0.10, * *  p<0.05, p<0.001
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Table A.5.2 — Predicted Probabilities o f  Incom e povert\^ SILC measure

A: HIGH welfare benefits
1
1 Margin

Delta-method 
Std. Err. z P>|z| [95% Conf. Interval]

LTR-Cond 1 
-2 1 

Mean | 
2 1

.253296

.207358

.167684

. 020399 
. 0159825 
. 0220403

12.42 
12. 97 
7 . 61

0.000 
0.000 
0. 000

.2133154 
.176033 

.1244858

.2932781

.2386831

.2108822

B : LOW welfare benefits
1
1 Margin

Delta-method 
Std. Err. z P> 1 z 1 [95% Conf. Interval]

LTR-Cond 1 
-2 1 

Mean | 
2 1

.2479957

.2761151

.3060622

.0279942 

. 0227486 

.0318324

8.86 
12.14 
9. 61

0.000 
0.000 
0. 000

.1931281

.2315288

.2436718

.3028633 

. 3207015 

.3684526

Note: 'High' benefits in these calculations denotes 3 points above the mean on the benefit generosity 
scale, while 'Low' denotes 3 points below the mean; predictions averaged over the other covariates; 
from model (2) in Income Poverty table.

Table A .5.3 — Probability^ o f  Consistent Poverty, van^inp Benefit Lvls and Conditionalir^^

A: HIGH welfare benefits
1
1 Margin

Delta-method 
Std. Err. z P> 1 z 1 [95% Conf. Interval]

LTR-Cond 1 
-2 1 

Mean | 
2 1

.1333997 

.0966883 

.0690284

.0140928 
. 009819 

. 0118751

9.47 
9. 85 
5.81

0.000
0.000
0.000

.1057784 

. 0774434 

. 0457535

.1610211

.1159332

.0923032

B : LOW welfare benefits
1
1 Margin

Delta-method 
Std. Err. z P>l Z 1 [95% Conf. Interval]

LTR-Cond I 
-2 1 

Mean I 
2 1

.1070964 

. 1470757 

.1980762

. 0162322 

.0159071 

.0262488

6. 60 
9.25 
7 . 55

0.000 
0.000 
0. 000

.0752819 

.1158983 

. 1466295

.1389109 
.178253 

.2495229

Note: 'High' benefits in these calculations denotes 3 points above the mean on the benefit generosity 
scale, while 'Low' denotes 3 points below the mean; predictions averaged over the other covariates.
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A.5.2. Consistent Poverty

Table A.5.4 — Determinants of Consistent Povem- 

M u l t i l e v e l  Log is t ic :  odds o f  being in  Consistent Poverty

1 2

l2 :  ltr C o n d i t i o n a l i t y 0.993 1.000
(0 .046) (0 .033)

l 2 : B e n e f i t  G en e ro s i ty 0 .921* 0 .919 * *
(0 .040 ) (0 .029)

L2__LTR*BG 0 .9 3 8 * * *
(0 .015)

N a tu r a l i s e d  (0 ,  1) 0 .5 4 3 * * *
(0 .024)

Age ( low ) 1 .093*
(0 .058)

Age ( h ig h )  [Re f :  mid] 1 .3 5 6 * * *
(0 .068)

sex (F = 1) 1.029
(0 .041)

Pr i  mary 2 .2 0 9 * * *
(0 .142)

Lwrsecondary 1 .6 5 4 * * *
(0 .099)

UprSecondary [Ref :  T e r t i a r y ] 1.014
(0 .058)

M arr ied  (0 ,  1) 0 .7 9 5 * * *
(0 .037)

Unemployed (0,  1) 2 .8 4 6 * * *
(0 .158)

Household s i z e 1 .0 8 2 * * *
(0 .013)

S in g le P a re n t  (0,  1) 3 .0 4 2 * * *
(0 .256)

Constant 0 .1 4 3 * * * 0 .0 8 7 * * *
(0 .016 ) (0 .010)

RANDOM: s d ( I n t e r c e p t ) 0 . 5 6 2 * * * 0 .3 8 8 * * *
(0 .080 ) (0 .063)

N 23670 23571
F - t e s t 0.174 0.000
AIC 18570.077 17287.561
Ch i -sq 3.5 1112
Log-1 i  k e l i  hood -9281 -8628

Note: re p o r te d  c o e f f i c ie n t s  are odds-ra t ios  
* p<0.10, * *  p<0.05,  * * *  p<0.001

The next table (A.5..4) tests the effects of our key variables on the measure of 

consistent poverty, combining both deprivation and relative income poverty. The results 

show that conditionality in isolation does not contribute to our understanding of consistent 

poverty. The two-way interaction o f welfare system and conditionality^ is highly significant. 

The probabilities o f being in consistent poverty across different welfare systems and at



vaxymg levels o f  conditionality run in the same direction as established in the last section 

for incom e poverty. W here levels o f available social supports are low, increasing 

conditionaht)? predicts an increasing probability o f being in consistent poverty (Table A .5.3, 

above). A t the indi\ddual level, unem ploym ent and being a single parent are the m ost 

powerful predictors, w ith single parents three times m ore Ukely to find themselves in 

consistent poverty controlling for other factors.
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