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OCCUPATION -EDUCATION MISMATCH OF | MMIGRANT
W ORKERS IN EUROPE: CONTEXT AND POLICIES

NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

Immigrants’ labor market outcomes are by far theg kedicators of their success and
integration in the receiving societies. Howeveeg tull use of immigrants’ potential is rarely
the case, as the mismatch between immigrantssskjllalifications and jobs remains a salient
feature of immigrants’ labor outcomes in destimatountries. This mismatch often translates
into persisting wage penalties, aggravating inageslbetween immigrants and native born.

This paper provides Europe-wide evidence on theumatton-qualification mismatch of
immigrants as compared to the native born. Usingaean Social Survey for the years 2002-
2009, and covering 22 destination and 76 origimtaes, it provides three main results. First,
we show that immigrants' mismatch relative to reatdorn is important and pervasive across
all countries: immigrants are more likely to betbanhder- and overeducated in the jobs that
they perform compared to the native born. Theseomués are consistent with the fact that
immigrants may have difficulties transferring thekills and experience across countries, as
well as with the fact that, among individuals wihttle schooling, only most able and talented
individuals move.

Second, the labor market outcomes of immigrantsahwerge to those of the native born, as
the years of professional experience increase. Mbshis convergence is due to a better
match of those immigrants who perform jobs for \irticey are overeducated upon arrival.

Third, we also show that home country charactesstsuch as the degree of income
inequality and the quality of human capital, mostffect undereducation of immigrants. In
contrast, overeducation is determined to a muclatgreextent by destination-country
economic conditions and labor market institutioNstably, immigrants are less likely than
native born to experience upward occupational ntghi rigid labor market environments.
Immigrants are also responsive to immigrant-speciiolicies adopted in destination
countries, such as those allowing better accegdbs) providing specific targeted measures of
labor market integration, and fighting discrimirgiti These results are rather remarkable in
the light of the debates regarding common migrapiolicies of European countries. We show
that some “best practice” countries can achieveorsiderably fuller use of immigrants’
potential. If this is the general objective of atlteuntries, too, our results suggest that there
Is room for improving immigrant outcomes throughiqges.
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ABSTRACT

This paper analyses occupational matching of imamigr from over seventy countries of
origin to 22 European countries. Using Europeangs&urvey for the years 2002-2009 and
the multinomial logit framework, we show that, tela to the native born, immigrants are
more likely to be both under- and overeducatedHerjobs that they perform. This mismatch
Is due to individual-specific factors, such as labwarket experience and its transferability.
Immigrants’ outcomes converge to those of the eabiorn with the years of labor market
experience. The mismatch is also due to immigrasgiection and sorting across countries.
Notably, we show that origin countries’ degreerafdme inequality and the quality of human
capital, by affecting selection, mostly matter famdereducation of immigrants.
Overeducation is determined to a greater exterddsfination-country economic conditions
and labor market institutions. Immigrant-specifiglipies in destination countries, such as
those improving eligibility and fighting discrimitian, also positively affect overall
matching, while policies promoting integration dease undereducation.

JEL Classification 121, J24, J61, F22

Key Words Immigration, occupational mismatch, overeducatiddRU realized
matches, migration policies
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L' INADEQUATION ENTRE COMPETENCES ET EMPLOIS DES IMMIGRES EN EUROPE :
CONTEXTE ET POLITIQUES

RESUME NON TECHNIQUE

Les parcours professionnels des immigrés sont pgasrndicateurs clés de leur réussite et de
leur intégration aux sociétés d'accueil. Leur pioeerest rarement utilisé pleinement, et
l'inadéquation entre leurs compétences et les esgloils occupent reste une caractéristiqgue
marquante. Ce décalage se traduit souvent par rEisface de sous-rémunérations qui
aggravent les inégalités entre immigrés et autoe®o

Notre analyse porte sur l'inadéquation entre nixeae qualification et emplois qui
caractérise la situation des immigrés en Europativement a celle des autochtones. En
utilisant 'Enquéte Sociale Européenne qui couvlepays européens d’accueil et 76 pays
d’origine des immigrés pour les années 2002-2008s mégageons trois résultats principaux.
Tout d'abord, nous montrons que l'inadéquationeegtralifications et emplois s’observe dans
tous les pays : les immigrants sont, davantagdeguautochtones, susceptibles d'étre sous- ou
surqualifiés pour les emplois gu'ils occupent. €gultat est cohérent avec le fait que, parmi
les individus peu scolarisés, seuls émigrent lass ghlentueux qui auront la capacité
d’occuper des emplois requérant une qualificatigpésieure a leur niveau d’études ; de leur
c6té, les plus formés peuvent avoir des difficuBiéfaire reconnaitre leurs compétences et
I'expérience acquise dans leurs pays d’origine aite gju’ils ne peuvent accéder qu'a des
emplois pour lesquels ils sont sur-éduqués. Cemgnea c’est notre deuxieme résultat, la
situation des immigrés sur le marché du travailveoge vers celle des autochtones au fil des
années et de l'expérience professionnelle ; cettwergence provient essentiellement des
immigrés surqualifiés a leur arrivée.

Troisiemement, nous montrons que ce sont essemtielit les caractéristiques du pays
d'origine, telles que le degré d'inégalité des maseet la qualité du capital humain, qui

expliquent la sous-qualification des immigrés papport a leurs emplois dans les pays
d’accueil. En revanche, la surqualification esttaur déterminée par les conditions

economiques et les institutions du marché du tradas pays d'accueil ; dans des

environnements rigides, les immigrés sont notammmeihs susceptibles que les autochtones
de connaitre une mobilité professionnelle ascerddms immigrés sont également sensibles
aux politiques d'immigration adoptées dans les pbgscueil, qu'il s'agisse des conditions

d’acces a I'emploi, de mesures ciblées d'intégratio marché du travail ou de lutte contre la
discrimination.

Ces résultats apportent des éclairages utiles é@batsl sur les politiques migratoires qui se
déroulent actuellement dans tous les pays europlieissiggerent, en effet, que les pays avec
de « bonnes pratiques » parviennent a une utdisaettement plus compléte du potentiel des
immigrés.
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RESUME COURT

Ce document porte sur I'adéquation entre compéseatemplois des immigrés de 22 pays
européens originaires de plus de 70 pays. En arilises données de I'Enquéte Sociale
Européenne pour les années 2002-2009 et un moeldébgitl multinomial, nous montrons que
les immigrés sont davantage que les autochtonesildes d'étre sous- ou surqualifiés pour
les emplois qu'ils exercent. Cette inadéquatiorxpligue en partie par des facteurs
individuels, comme la capacité de transférer dansalys d’accueil I'expérience acquise dans
le pays d’origine ; les différences entre immigsagit autochtones se réduisent d'ailleurs avec
les années d'expérience professionnelle. Cepentiaatjéquation est également due aux
conditions prévalant dans les pays d'origine etclil. Le degré d'inégalité des revenus et la
qualité du capital humain dans les pays d'origiffecéent la sélection des émigrants et
expliquent leur sous-éducation par rapport aux emmpiu’ils occupent dans les pays
d’accueil. En revanche, la surqualification ested@&inée largement par les conditions
économiques et les institutions du marché du trades pays d'accueil. Les politiques
spécifiques des pays d'accueil — conditions d’aécésmploi, mesures ciblées d'intégration
au marché du travail ou lutte contre la discrimorat- affectent également I'adéquation.

Classification JEL 121, J24, J61, F22
Mots-clefs: Immigration, inadéquation des compétences, slifgpation
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OCCUPATION -EDUCATION MISMATCH OF |MMIGRANT WORKERS
IN EUROPE: CONTEXT AND POLICIES

Mariya Aleksynska & Ahmed Tritah

1. INTRODUCTION

Immigrants’ labor market outcomes are by far thg kedicators of their success and
integration in the receiving societies. It is wig@lcknowledged that most of the immigrants
are positively selected from their origin countri@eine, Docquier, and Rapoport; 2001,
2007, 2008]. However, the full use of immigrantgitgntial is not always the case, as the
mismatch between immigrants’ skills, qualificatioasd jobs remains a salient feature of
immigrants’ labor outcomes in destination countriésonly about 13% of the native born
have qualifications significantly higher than thasequired for their job, 22% of immigrants
face overeducation in Europe, and 16% are undeag¢eldicOver-qualification reaches up to
35% of immigrants in some countries like Great &nt and up to 47% in Portudaﬂ'his
mismatch can also translate into persisting wagealges [Chiswick and Miller, 2008],
potentially aggravating inequalities between imrarmgs and the native born.

This paper contributes to the analysis of immigréadbtor market outcomes in two ways.
First, using the European Social Survey data, wevige Europe-wide evidence on the
occupation-qualification mismatch of immigrants @snpared to the native born. Previous
studies have mainly focused on the US or on indzidEuropean countries. Second, we
analyze the factors responsible for this mismakekploring differences across origin and
destination countries, we organize the discussioaral selection, sorting, and human capital
transferability issues, with a special focus onrtiile of institutions and policies in destination
countries.

The paper contains three main results. First, imanig' mismatch relative to native born is
important and pervasive across all countries: innamts are more likely to be both under- and
overeducated in the jobs that they perform comptodtie native born. These outcomes are
consistent with the notions of both poor human teapiansferability among better educated
immigrants, and positive selection among lower-atkeat immigrants.

We would like to thank, without implicating, BarryhiSwick, Mutlu Yuksel, Christophe Destais, Gunther Qlape
Blancard, Agnés Chevallier, Agnés Bénassy-Quéré, senparticipants at CEPIl, CERGY, and IZA Annual
Migration Meeting for their helpful comments andygastions. All remaining errors are ours.

CEPII. Email: mariya.aleksynska@cepii.fr. AddrekB3, rue de Grenelle, 75007, Paris, France.
CEPII, GAINS. Email: ahmed.tritah@univ-lemans.fr. Aglsk: Université du Maine, Avenue O. Messiaen, 72685 L
Mans Cedex 9, France.

1
Source: authors’ calculations based on the Eurofeaial Survey; see details below.
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Second, controlling for country-pair specific etfgove show that the labor market outcomes
of immigrants do converge to those of the nativenpas the years of labor market experience
increase. Most of this convergence is due to aebetiatch of those immigrants who are
overeducated upon arrival.

Third, and this is perhaps the most novel resulhéliterature, we report a differential impact
of selection and sorting on under- and overedugadioimmigrants. We are able to do so
thanks to the rich data that cover several destimaand origin countries, and thus allow
controlling for bilateral effects. By doing so, wenfirm the independence of selection and
sorting suggested by Grogger and Hanson (2011hensetting of occupational matching.
Specifically, we show that home country charactiess such as the degree of income
inequality and the quality of human capital, byeafing selection, mostly matter for
undereducation of immigrants. In contrast, overation is determined to a much greater
extent by destination-country economic conditiond Ebor market institutions. Policies and
institutions that are common to both immigrants aatlve born are relevant for destination
country differences in overeducation. Notably, igrants are less likely to experience
upward occupational mobility in tighter labor marlenvironments. Immigrants are also
positively responsive to immigrant-specific polgiadopted in destination countries, such as
those allowing better access to jobs, and fightlisgrimination. Specific measures of labor
market integration targeted at immigrants allowuedg their undereducation, although they
also can lead to overeducation.

Our paper contributes to bridging the gap betweem gtrands of migration literature. The
first is on immigrant's assimilation in the laboarmkets. This literature examines immigrants’
outcomes in terms of wages and return to educaf@mswick, 1978; Borjas, 1994],
employment [Wheatley, 1998], and occupational matgfiGreen, 1999; Amuedo-Dorantes
and De la Rica, 2007; Barrett and Duffy, 2008]. @héhe common features of these studies
is their focus on the assimilation process, or engence of immigrants’ outcomes to those of
the native born. The mere possibility and the spefealssimilation, however, are inevitably
linked to immigrant's selection and to the traredbdity of their skills [Chiswick and Miller,
2009], and we build in both issues into our analysi

The second strand of literature is on cross-coudiffgrences as determinants of migration.
These differences are at the heart of migratioecseln models [Borjas, 1987]. However,

they have been rarely related to immigrants’ spe@fitcomes at destination. One of the
exceptions is Mattoo, Neagu, and Ozden (2008), etmain significant differences in the

occupational attainment of immigrants in the USrfrdifferent origin countries by quality of

human capital and selection effects. However, thamshors rely on a single destination
country, thus not being able to distinguish setec(supply side) and sorting (demand side)
effects.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 coatthe literature overview on mismatch and
its relevance for immigrants, organizing the disoms along the role of individual,
destination, and origin-specific effects. In Sect®) we describe the data and give descriptive
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evidence on the occupation mismatch in Europe.i@ect provides the results of the
econometric analysis and their discussion. Theskastion concludes.

2. WHY MISMATCH ? A THEORETICAL OVERVIEW

2.1. Individual-Specific Reasons

Imperfect match of education and jobs is a stanfizature of labor markets in general, and
has been documented for North America and Europeeffran, 1976; Rumberger, 1981;
Groot, 1996; Dolton and Vignoles, 2000; Chevaligf03]. Theoretical and empirical
explanations of this phenomenon include, among reththe imperfect “screening” of
workers’ education by employers [Spence, 1973]; itteorrect temporary matches due to
imperfect information in the labor market [Grootdavian den Brink, 2000]; career building
or conscious overeducation that can bolster pramofSicherman and Galor, 1990]; the
trade-off between, and hence a substitution ofediht types of human capital, such as
education and experience [Sicherman, 1991]. Therlatiggests that overeducation does not
necessarily represent a waste, but may be an dptatieeit temporary, outcome. It also
implies that overeducated workers will typicallyvbaless experience, while undereducated
workers will have more.

Chiswick and Miller (2009) offer a theoretical eaphtion to how these and other reasons
may aggravate or mitigate the mismatch for immitgaas opposed to the native born. For
example, employers may be less able, or eagemrteatly “screen” the quality of foreign
schooling, and hence may prefer hiring immigranith wducation levels higher than needed
for the job. In addition to this, skill transferéityi plays a paramount role [ibid; Friedberg,
2000]. Differences in schooling and non-recognitafrdiplomas, different technologies and
barriers to entry into specific occupations, aslasgldiscrimination against immigrants make
skill transferability across labor markets lesstparfect. This usually leads to overeducation
of immigrants, which, however, has a tendency terekse with the duration at the
destination. In contrast, as immigrants are oft@vofably selected, they are more able to
substitute schooling with other productivity-enhiagcskills, and hence to be undereducated.
This tendency may be independent of duration dirdgsn in some cases; or increase with
time in others, as more country-specific experieagained.

These theories directly provide several hypothésetesting: extra year of experience lowers
the probability of being overeducated but increabesprobability of being undereducated.
For immigrants, duration of stay may have an asymmienplication for the mismatch, while
better knowledge of the market and especially Esise of language skills may improve the
matching.
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2.2. Home Country Determinants: Selection and the Supplpide

Immigrants’ occupational outcomes, as well as tbbserved individual characteristics, are
also a result of immigrants’ selection and furtlserting across destination countries. As
already noted, most of the evidence points to aegrpositive selection of immigrants.
However, negative selection also remains a poggibiBoth are determined by income
differential and relative inequality between origand destination countries, which largely
influence the reward to skill and the incentivesriigrate, as well as by the costs of moving
[Borjas, 1987, 1999; Chiswick, 1999].

Thus, a direct implication of the selection modsishat numerous bilateral factors, such as
distance between countries, sharing a common badex common language, having a
common colonial past, by reducing the costs of mgvshould negatively affect the selection
[Docquieret al, 2008; Mayda, 2010; Belot and Hatton, 2008]. Whtgher moving costs,
only individuals with better employment prospectsl @&arning potential at destination will
move. Both common language and past colonial oglakip may also ease the transferability
of human capital and reduce overeducation.

In addition, selection, and the portability of humeapital, is also affected by the level and
quality of schooling that immigrants receive at mor8ome authors have tested the impact of
input measures, such as expenditures per pupibpit-fp-teacher ratio as indicators of the
education settings that translate into individuésior market outcomes [Card and Krueger,
1992; Bratsberg and Terrell, 2002]. Others havel wagcome measures, such as test scores
in international standardized tests [Chiswick anidldy] 2010a] to show that poor quality of
schooling incites only “most able and most highigtivated to migrate”, while higher quality

of schooling allows immigrants’ drawing from a widsbility distribution (ibid, p.34). Given

a certain controversy regarding the use of the dotp input measures (reviewed in
Hanushek, 1986), we give a preference to outconasunes in this paper.

2.3. Destination Country Determinants: Sorting and the Z2mand Side

Immigrants’ further choice of destination countrigsarely a random outcome. Once bilateral
country characteristics are accounted for, thisiaghos also influenced by destination
country’s economic conditions and its attractivengsterms of providing a better return to
skill. These destination-country conditions are shene for the native born and immigrants,
although they may affect the outcomes of the twoutetion groups differently. Immigrants’
choice can be also influenced by immigration peb¢ciboth general and specific to skill
transferability and selection. Once at the destnatthese conditions will also have a long-
lasting, and repeating, effect on labor market @uies, accommodating or impeding correct
matching of skills.

We consider the following general characteristitgl@stination economies, or the demand

side, relevant for occupational matching of natimed immigrants: income level and income
inequality measures, general level of unemploymeumality of education, measures of labor

10
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market flexibility, and the extent of the informsctor. This list is not exhaustive, but allows
covering the largest part of most relevant featstggyested by earlier literature.

High levels of unemployment have direct implicasofor the assignment of workers to
available jobs [Sattinger, 1993]. Competition fob$ is more intense generally, and educated
workers may compete with the less educated for gty available, irrespectively of
occupation. Hence, we expect a higher overall grotg of overeducation in an economy with
higher levels of unemployment. At the same timejeraducated workers are more likely to
change jobs within the same occupation becaudeeofprevious investments in occupation-
specific, rather than general, human capital [ARzanirez, 1993]. They may thus be
preferred to perfectly matched or overeducatedrimxperienced workers, thus increasing the
incidences of undereducation; too. The effect oérall excess supply of workers in the
economy should be the same for immigrants and #teenborn, although potentially more
pronounced for the former if they are more affedigdinemployment than natives.

Higher quality of schooling gives a higher payoftthe labor markets, especially for correctly
matched individuals [Chiswick and Miller, 2010ajowever, higher quality of education may
also allow an easier substitution of the yearsxpieeience for schooling, thus having a direct
implication for the probability of being underedtexh compared to the requirements of the
job.

If markets are flexible, for example, if firing dssare low, workers are more easily laid off
[Boeri and Jimeno, 2003], turnover is increased,leviunemployment duration lowers
[Bentotila and Bertola, 1990]. Increased turnovasupled with the firing flexibility for
employers, will increase incidences of over- andarneducation in the short-run. It may also
lead to higher incidences of perfect match and redieation in the long run, as only most
suited workers, in terms of education or experieng#l remain in the job. As higher
employment protection also increases the costs ofi@ job screening, employers will tend to
select those whose education and experiencesssctesdly to assess. For immigrants, this
may translate into higher incidences of overedooatas screening of foreign diplomas and
experiences may be particularly cos#yso, employers will be more risk averse to subgtit
immigrants’ foreign experience with required schog] hence undereducation of immigrants
will be rare.

Unionism has been shown to reduce the probabilityseparations, because workers,
dissatisfied with conditions, are able to voiceith@ncerns [Freeman, 1980]. As such,
unionism has similar implications for educationHskiatching as stricter firing restriction. At

the same time, unionism has positive implicatiarstiie availability and duration of on-the-
job training [Booth, Francesconi, Zoega, 2005], lHteer having a significant positive impact
on undereducation, but not overeducation [Grod®,/19

Larger share of informal economy may allow natieerbto move freely between jobs and
substitute more easily experience for educatiomc&ancreasing the probability of being
undereducated. In contrast, for immigrants, it mpanpvide little protection against
discrimination and limited recognition of their djfiaations, and hence overeducation.

11
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Larger informal sectors can also enhance the negatlection of immigrants, by lowering
the costs of moving to and operating in an inforssting.

Finally, we may also think of immigrant-specific liptes that may additionally affect the

mismatch. For example, specific policies of labarket integration, such as eligibility to

take up specific jobs or availability of labor markintegration measures provided by the
state, would be expected to have direct implicatiéor matching. Linked both to the

transferability of human capital, and positive sgtn, policies and practices of anti-

discrimination are also expected to reduce the emeration, and potentially lead to

undereducation of immigrants.

Given considerable difference between European toesnin their migration-specific
policies, our interest is to see to what extensehdifferences translate into the matching
outcomes of immigrants.

3. DATA AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

3.1. The data

The analysis of this paper builds on the Europeasiab Survey (ESS), conducted biannually
in most European Union countrie§Ve use the main guestionnaire and the first foawves of
the survey, available for the years 2002-2009. @4t contain information on individual
socio-economic characteristics, occupation, edocats well as on individual's country of
birth, allowing to distinguish between natives amgnigrants, and the amount of time spent
in the country for the foreign born.

The sample is restricted to men and women emplayéde time of the survey, and aged 20-
65 as to insure focusing on individuals likely tave completed their formal schoolfn@or
immigrants, we also exclude those with unknown g@latbirth or duration of residence, and
whose both parents are born in the destination tepukVe further restrict the sample to
immigrants represented by more than ten individdedsn the same source to the same
destination country. The final sample consists @4 7& native born and 4425 immigrants in
22 host countries and from 76 source countriesleTAd of the Appendix describes the
sample by focusing on destination countries, whidgdle A2 also provides the number of
immigrants by country of origin in the sample. VWhihe majority of immigrants come from
other European countries, there is also a sigmficamber of non-EU-15 nationals, notably
from Turkey, Russia, Eastern Europe and the MENjore

2 ESS is a representative survey. For details onthodelogy and sampling procedure, see
www.europeansocialsurvey.org . See also Jostell. (various issues).
3 Restricting further the sample to prime-age iitlials (25-64) leads to similar results.

12
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3.2. Dependent variable

To measure education-qualification mismatch, we tiee realized matches’ procedure
[Chiswick and Miller, 2010b; Hartog, 2000]. It amus to computing the mean of
educational attainment within each occupation, guodlifying individuals with education
level one standard deviation above this mean asgbevereducated, and individuals one
standard deviation below this mean as underedug¢szdugo and Verdugo, 1989; Kiket
al., 1997]. This constructed measure is used as endept variable in further analysis. It is
thus composed of three categories: 1 — underedijcate perfectly (correctly) matched, 3 —
overeducated

Table 1 presents the distribution of the nativenbamd immigrants across the three possible
occupation-education matches. Overall, there iscqmately the same number of under- and
overeducated native-born individuals, it is aro386. This is a relatively common finding,
given the definition of the mismatch that reflettte normal distribution property of realized
matches [Hartog, 2000]. In contrast, immigrantsehasignificantly higher incidence of both
types of the mismatch. Undereducation of immigrdrds a clear tendency of rising with
duration at destination, while the opposite pattisrrobserved for overeducation. Correct
matches are also more frequent for immigrants spgakn official language of their
residence country at home, and for those origigafitom countries sharing a common
language with their destination country. Differend®tween immigrants from countries with
our without colonial past, as well as between inramngs from developed and non-developed
countries are less pronounced.

Table A4 of the Appendix additionally describes theidence of mismatches by occupation.
In particular, overeducation of immigrants is ommegent in high- and semi-high skill
requiring jobs, mostly reflecting the less thanfeer skill transferability of immigrants. In
contrast, undereducation is prevailing in the mediary- and low-skill occupations,
reflecting mostly the favorable selectivity of ingrénts. In some intermediary occupations,
however, both under- and over-qualification of ignants are important. Potentially, both
skill-transferability factors and favorable seleityi are at work for these types of jobs.

4 Alternatively, one may operate with the mode of cadional attainment within each occupation, howettis
reduces significantly the variation of the varialdaed may also lead to an erroneous qualificatfoimdividuals with
schooling that is around the mode as over- or ugdatified. See Table A3 for an illustration: théfseported mean
schooling is different across all occupations, whike mode is the same for all but one occupatioheOmneasures of
over- and under-qualification proposed in the ditare include «normative» approach, which amountsising
national/international standards to match jobs eitlucational requirements [Chevalier, 2003; Dumont Konso,
2007]; using occupational prestige scores [Chiswligle, Miller, 2005]; workers job satisfaction orfsessessment of
skills needed for the job performed [McGoldrick @albst, 1996]; probability of being in an occupationoccupying
a top position [Barrett and Duffy, 2008]. ChiswiclkdaMiller (2010b) and Hartog (2000) show that thelgsia of the
questions of interest is relatively insensitivetibe choice of the measure, be it realized matche$oo example,
workers self-assessment.
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3.3. Independent Variables

Human capital model, search and mobility theorifseranatural candidates for individual

determinants of mismatch. These include experientee labor market as the most important
component of human capital and the main determin&miccupational status and mobility

along the career. Variables affecting labor marpatticipation and possibly occupational
choice also include marital status, household fieeng a member of an ethnic minority, past
unemployment, total hours worked, and being a umiorker (see Appendix Table A5 for

variables’ definitions).

Since the immigrant status is a (constrained) agtichoice outcome, immigrants are
expected to differ from the native born along thelsaracteristics. This is confirmed by the
descriptive statistics of Table A6, which contaganple means of individual characteristics
for both native born and immigrants. The two grodféer substantially in marital status,
belonging to an ethnic minority, having incidenoépast unemployment, and belonging to a
trade union. They are, however, not different imie of the number of hours worked.

While at first sight there is also no differenceexperience, computed as age minus years of
schooling, minus six, the disparities become appafénmigrants are distinguished by years
since migration. Migrants with more than 20 yearsces migration have 12.73 years of
schooling on average, compared to 13.04 years amaing recent immigrants, and compared
to 13.24 years among the native born. These vetaramgrants are also on average older
than more recent immigrants and than the native.bAge and education differences are
mirrored in the differences of experience acrogséhthree groups: on average, immigrants
with over 20 years at destination have 28.45 yedrexperience, while for more recent
immigrants this indicator is 17.70. The incidendgast unemployment is also significantly
higher among immigrants as opposed to native bregmardless of the relative advantage of
veteran immigrants over native born in terms of eigmce. This suggests that some
persistent differences between immigrants and eabiorn, other than observable human
capital, are at work, and potentially they areteelao persistent differences between host and
origin countries.

Further, the European-level data allows us compatie differences in occupational match of
immigrants and the native born across Europeannadgisins. Figure 1 plots the share of
undereducated against the share of overeducatedyramts, both measured relatively to the
share of native born in the same group. Countyieg labove the horizontal and vertical unit
lines are those where immigrants are more likelygander- and overeducated, respectively.

The plot confirms important heterogeneity of outesmacross host countries. In a large
majority of countries, immigrants have significgntligher rate of overeducation than the
native born. The incidence of undereducation isesjulead, too. It is however less often
observed among immigrants than among native borisaanth-European and some new
immigration countries (Portugal, Spain, Irelandngary, Slovakia), but also in Great Britain

and Nordic countries. This discrepancy may be edlato both specific labor market

conditions in these countries, as well as speniigration patterns.
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Figure 1 : Immigrants and Native-born Relative Mismatch across Host Countries
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Source: authors’ calculations based on the ESS.

Another reason for immigrants’ occupational misrhatcay be their self-selection from the
population of origin countries along dimensiong tt@uld positively or negatively affect their
occupation outcome at destination. We illustrates foint in Figure 2 with respect to
education selectivity. The graph shows that migrare disproportionately drawn from the
highly educated segment of their origin country ydapon. This evidence of positive
selection is important since education is also lyikeo be correlated with other "non
observable" productive characteristics that coukplan labor market outcomes of
immigrants in their host countries: to the extdmitteducation and talent are correlated,
positive selection on education may drive a positelection on unobserved heterogeneity.
These differences across countries in terms o€selemotivate our interest for investigating
further the exact origin of source country hetermgey that can explain immigrants' selection
and eventually immigrants' labor market outcomegeatination.

Thus, we compile the data on bilateral and coulgvel unilateral characteristics from
various sources (Appendix Table A5). For bilatehtrols, we distinguish, on the one hand,
characteristics that affect the cost of moving framd to a particular country which is
constant across cohorts, such as geographic destarast colonial relationship, common
language, and sharing a common border. On the btret, we control for differences across
cohorts in selection and sorting using general econ variables, such as the ratio of GDP
per capita at destination to the GDP per capitéhatorigin, and a similar ratio of Gini
coefficients. Both these variables are measurethettime of migration. We use average
values over three decades: the decade of arrivileir2000s, in the1990s, and in the 1980s
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and earlier. Thus, for each immigrant, home coumtfects are linked to her decade of
migration.

Unilateral country characteristics include desioratand home country measure of human
capital quality, proxied by the average cognitikéls assessed by international standardized
tests [Hanushek and Woessmann, 2009]. Destinataontdes’ characteristics also include
two measures of labor market rigidity (EPL indexi dhe extent of trade union density), the
rate of unemployment, and the extent of shadow @ogn Destination country’s GDP and
unemployment are measured at the year of the sualegther variables correspond to the
year 2005.

Figure 2 : Tertiary Education in Source Countries aad among Immigrants
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Source: authors’ calculations on the basis of ti8SEand the education data from Barro and Lee (eefeg year
is 2000).

The data on migration-specific institutions in destion countries come from the MIPEX

database, which measures policies to integrateamigin European countries. We work with
three indices. First is the index of immigrantsgidility to take up specific jobs or being

precluded from them. This variable ranges from @@0, 100 meaning that immigrants are
not excluded from any jobs available for the nateen, while 0 meaning that the situation is
highly unfavorable for immigrants.

A second indicator is the MIPEX degree of labor keaintegration, which is also measured
on the scale from 0 to 100, and which reflects whatstate is doing to help migrants adjust
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to the demands of the labor market. Conceptudllg,measure is different from the eligibility
index, as it reflects specific measures taken upheygovernment in face of immigrants
already present on its territory, their needs, &l as specific needs of the economy. In
contrast, the eligibility measure is more likely&ffect immigrants’ sorting and, to a certain
extent, transferability of their diplomas.

To appreciate the differences in these two measooesider, for example France. It has one
of the worst scores in Europe in terms of eligipjlias migrants are denied legal access to
approximately 30% of all jobs in the country. Tlesmore jobs than in any other European
country, placing France way below the EU average (fIPEX methodology and country
analysis for details). In contrast, France scoresva the European average in terms of
targeted measures of labor market integration,tasas targeted policies of migrants’
professional orientation towards jobs where shedaaye observed. Unfortunately, however,
such orientation does not always account for thaifigation; neither provides an official
recognition of qualifications, thus perpetuatingwgational mismatches.

Finally, we also use the MIPEX composite index oti-gdiscrimination policies, which
measures the practice of various countries witpeesto discrimination on the grounds of
religion or belief, ethnicity, race, and nationglift also ranges from 0 to 100, with 100
signifying best practice. The index takes into artdhe punishment of discrimination on the
grounds of religion, belief, ethnicity, race andiomality; the coverage of these principles; the
degree of the enforcement; and the role of thelggumdies and the state. Linked both to the
transferability of human capital and fairer scragnibetter anti-discrimination practices are
expected to reduce overeducation, and potentedlgl to undereducation of immigrants.

4. EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS

We estimate a multinomial logit model for the prbitity of being over- or undereducated
versus being perfectly matched, for the pooled $amipthe native born and immigrants, and
separately for natives and immigrants. The modelife education occupation match is given

by:

ePiXiod

Yiodj IXiod =3 B Xiq (1)

X,
213:1 eﬁ] iod

WhereYiqq j is the probability that workeércoming from country to countryd is in one of
the three jth) education-occupation match categories: undeadd, correctly matched, or
overeducated. The vectdfoy includes individual-specific characteristics ol abové.
Additionally, to control for differences in the thbution of workers across industries and

5 Worker’s actual level of education, althoughsiin important determinant of occupational outcamemitted from
the model. As it already appears in the construatibthe dependant variables, its inclusion wouldll&a spurious
correlation.
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occupations due to sorting, different skill reqoient, or regulations of occupations, in all
regressions, we include one-digit occupation fixadfibcts and industry fixed effects. All
specifications include a full set of survey yeard arountry of residence fixed effects.
Depending on the regression, they also include grani-specific characteristics, such as
citizenship, language spoken at home, and theHenfgtesidence, as well as country-specific
and country-pair effects. In the regressions fer rtiative born, and in basic regressions for

immigrants without home-country and dyadic contr@gpressionYjoqj | Xjoq reduces to
Yidj | Xig-

4.1. Baseline results

The benchmark results of estimating model (1) aesgnted in Table 2. Column (1) is
estimated on the sample of European native botanuo(2) pools the sample of native born
and immigrants, and column (3) is estimated ongémple of immigrants. The estimated
coefficients are transformed to relative-risk ratiavith perfect match being the benchmark.

For the native born, our estimates of the key labarket ingredient of the model —experience
- confirms previous studies for Europe and the B®m column (1) of Table 2, an increase
of labor market experience raises the relative oskeing in the group of undereducated as
compared to the group of perfectly matched. Thiggests that workers do substitute their
lack of formal schooling with years of labor marletperience to obtain a job requiring

higher educational credentials, as predicted bydmoapital theories. At the same time, an
extra year of experience lowers the probabilitybefng overeducated. This is the pattern
suggested by optimal mobility and on-the-job sedtaories, whereby individuals accept

jobs requiring lower educational credentials asnaestment into the labor market and better
career prospects. A similar pattern could alsoXmaied by increasing educational standard
owing to technological change over time [Kilatral, 2000].

Socio-economic characteristics, such as being a,nmhrried or divorced, increase the
relative risk of being overeducated rather thanfgofly matched, and at the same time
diminish the probability of undereducation. The ogipe effect is observed for household
size. Describing oneself as a member of an ethmonity increases the odds of both types of
the mismatch, potentially due to the discriminationdeliberate specialization in tasks where
discrimination would be overcome. The same is tondhaving been unemployed in the past:
opportunity costs of being overeducated for theskviduals are lower, and they are more
prone to accepting any kind of job. We also findtttrade union members have a higher
probability of being overeducated, which is prolyadhlie to their lower turnover. Individuals
working more hours are also more prone to the ntigmaalthough this effect is
quantitatively small.

From column (2), reported estimates on immigrantihy suggest that for immigrants
relative to native born, the relative risk of beieigher under- or overeducated rather than
perfectly matched would be expected to increasgddy and 61%, respectively. This increase
could be the result of imperfect transferabilityssdll. Alternatively, or in addition, it could
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also be the result of negative selection among nezhecated immigrants and positive
selection among the lower educated ones.

To gauge the importance of skill transferabilitypbthesis, we compare the estimates in the
sample of immigrants (column 3) with the estimatethe sample of native born (column 1).
Years of labor market experience change the likelihof being overeducated among both
immigrants and the native born by approximatelygame magnitude. However, the relative
probability of undereducation among immigrants igually unaffected by years of labor
market experience (only the square term is sigmiticand only at 10%). On the one hand,
this implies that immigrants have difficulties stituging their lack of formal schooling with
their experience. A human capital interpretationtltis finding suggests that experience
accumulated abroad is a poor substitute to foret@aling. Another possibility could be that
immigrants specialize in jobs in which accumulagegberience is less useful for accessing
jobs at the upper level of the skill ladder. On ttieer hand, this also suggests that the higher
incidence of undereducation for immigrants is raihée to some persisting differences with
the native born, consistently with the idea of ithigal positive self-selection of low-educated
immigrants.

For immigrants, years since migration seem to Hatle impact on occupation matching
(omitted category is less than 6 years since mamatThis suggests that among immigrants,
mismatch is a relatively persistent phenomenon. él@n, we would be cautious to interpret
this finding as a lack of assimilation or of upwardcupational mobility, since the use of
cross section data inevitably confounds assimitatiad changes in cohort quality [Borjas,
1985, 1994]. In our case, it could be that eadieivals are of a lower quality than newer
ones, perhaps due to a more selective immigrataictyp In contrast, other immigrant-
specific characteristics, such as speaking aniaffianguage of a country at home or being a
citizen, lower the likelihood of undereducationcasnpared to a perfect match.

4.2. Bilateral Determinants of Immigrants’ Mismatch

To account for the immigrants’ choice of destinaticountries along characteristics
influencing the portability of their human capitaid their selection from skill distribution, we
control for specific country-pair factors, startingth bilateral characteristics common to all
cohorts. They include the natural logarithm of alste between origin and destination
countries, dichotomous variables for common languagpmmon border, and common
colonial past.

Table 3 column (1) summarizes the estimates of gheification. Previous results remain
robust to the inclusion of bilateral controls. Coomrcolonial past decreases the likelihood of
undereducation, consistently with both cost andl sensferability interpretation: countries

sharing a colonial past may also share certaintuishs, educational systems, and have
stronger networks, making it less costly to migréde low educated immigrants. As a
consequence, they are less positively selected. eMeny colonial past does not affect
overeducation for more educated workers. This agnifg the lack of human capital

19



CEPII, WP No 2011-16 Occupation-Education Mismatch of Immigrant WorkerEimope

transferability advantage for highly educated inmawds from these countries, or the
balancing out of the negative selection and of tia@sferability effects. In its turn, the

common border effect in our setting mostly reflettie intra-European migration. Since
European countries have relatively similar levdisievelopment, these migrants should be
endowed with a relatively more transferable humapital, and thus less overeducated. In
addition, there may be better information flows @atbavailable jobs between neighboring
countries, making it easier for immigrants to fmdre suitable jobs before moving.

Perhaps by far the most important economic deteme of immigrants’ selection and
sorting are income differential and relative indduwabetween origin and destination
countries, which largely determine the reward titl sikad the incentives to migrate [Borjas,
1999; Grogger and Hanson, 2011]. Thus, in Tabl®l8nen (2) we further control for the
ratio of GDP per capita between destination andéacountry, as well as the ratio of Gini
coefficients. Both variables are cohort-specifid aare measured at the time of migration,
distinguishing three cohorts: the 2000-es, the &9ahe 1980-es and earlier. This allows us
to increase the variability in the data, and atsadntrol for a potentially different quality of
cohorts.

We find a positive impact of higher income diffetiah on the probability of being
undereducated, and no effect on overeducation.eSmigrants between countries with
comparable levels of development should also haveparable levels of human capital, we
interpret these results as differential selecti@itggn among lower educated and more
educated workers. Our result suggests that immigramth low education from relatively
poorer countries are more positively selected. €bidd be the outcome of higher migration
costs for immigrants from poorer countries, sudt ttespite having more incentives to move
only the most able will succeed.

In its turn, the coefficient on relative income goelity shows that low educated immigrants
from relatively more unequal countries are moreliikto be undereducated, suggesting a
positive selection for this group of lower educait@ehigrants. In contrast, there is a positive,
albeit non-statistically significant effect on oeducation. These results contrast those of
Borjas (1987), but are in line with other studi€renius and Zavodny, 2005; Belot and
Hatton, 2008]. Taken together, results on sortiomtpto differential barriers to mobility for
less educated and more educated immigrants froguahand poorer countries.

We use the obtained estimates on the mismatchmfgrants, and also of the native born, to
plot predicted probability of each education-ocdiggamatch category across years of labor
market experience (Figure 3). There is a strikingvergence of immigrants with the native
born with years of labor market experience. Mosthef convergence takes the form of better
match for the initially larger share of overedudatgool of immigrants. Provided that
overeducation is associated with wage penalty coadp#o a correctly matched worker
[Chiswick and Miller, 2009], the figure points tacaupational upgrading as a potentially
important form of immigrant wage assimilation.
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The multinomial logit model and the relatively sirgdmple size do not allow us to include
the full set of origin country fixed effects. In affort to control for fixed origin-specific
differences across immigrants, we introduce redialiemmies in column (3) of Table 3.
Compared to immigrants from other Western Europmach North American countries (the
omitted group), it is African and MENA immigrantsat have the higher likelihood of being
overeducated. There are no significant differenbesween European and American
immigrants and immigrants from other regions ofweeld’,

Figure 3 : Mismatch Predicted Probabilities over tte Life-Cycle
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Note: Predicted probabilities are computed at samplensdar immigrants and natives using coefficient
estimates of Table 3 column 1 for the native barth @able 4 column 2 for immigrants.

Source: authors’ calculations based on the ESS.

In the literature, immigration is mostly viewedasindividual decision. Yet, very often it is a
joint family decision, and migration takes placeadluntarily for migrant children [Borjas and
Bronars, 1991]. On the one hand, the lack of cquspecific human capital, and thus skill
transferability, should be more of a concern farsnwho acquired most of their skills in their
origin country. On the other hand, selectivity ddobe mostly observed among those
involved in the decision-making, but not among tredvers. For these reasons, we further
restrict our estimation sample to those who migtatethe age of 18 or older, and thus who
have higher chances to have acquired their schpalinthe origin, and to have migrated
voluntarily. The results for this restricted groae presented in column (4) of Table 3. They
show that experience acquired at home is of novaele for undereducation, while
overeducation decreases with years of labor maskstrience, and at a higher rate than in the
whole sample of immigrants. This differential ratereturn is consistent with the idea that
these immigrants start with a lower level of cowsdpecific human capital. Other effects
point into the same direction as in the whole sa&ng@hd, in most cases, are amplified. Thus,

6 These results also hold if we omit North Americagnamts (86 observations) from the analysis.
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selection and skill transferability explain laborarket outcomes of immigrants who are
involved in the migration decision making.

4.3. Country-Specific Determinants of Immigrants’ Mismatch

As a last step, in this section we take advantagsoding across multiple destination
countries of immigrants sharing similar charactersswith respect to the origin country, in
order to analyze separately the role of home anst lwountry characteristics in the
occupational outcomes.

Table 4 column (1) focuses on home-specific deteamts of mismatch for the native born.
Individuals in countries with higher quality of edhtion have a higher risk of under
education: they are able to substitute more e#isélyyears of experience for schooling. At the
same time, they are also less likely to be overatal; and rather perfectly matched. Similar
pattern is observed in countries with larger infatreector, where diploma requirements or
screening may be more lax, and lower formal basrterentry into certain occupation can
ease the ability of natives to substitute theinfak schooling with their talent and experience.
In contrast, individuals in countries with higheade union density have a lower risk of being
undereducated. We do not find, however, any impzctcross-country differences in
unemployment, employment protection measures, lative inequality, on the occupational
match of the native born.

In column (2), we repeat similar regression for iigmants. These regressions also build up on
the specifications of Table 3. They include all dlyaontrols, except the ratio of GDP per
capita and the ratio of Gini coefficients, whicle amow included separately as home country
determinants.

Both higher quality of schooling and the higher megof shadow economy in the destination
countries have a negative association with overtilug, in line with the results for the native
born, albeit stronger in magnitude. The former teflects the attractiveness of countries
with an overall higher education quality for takshtimmigrants and/or those with a more
transferable human capital. This hypothesis isicoild further in other specifications of the
model, where we additionally find a positive effemt destination country’s quality of
education on immigrants’ probability to be undemied. In its turn, the result on the
shadow economy points to a demand-driven posigecton of unskilled immigrants who
can more easily find lower quality jobs in an infal economy.

Further, unlike what was found for the native bdrigher degree of employment protection
leads to higher risk of overeducation of immigramtscountries where firing costs are high,
while the screening of migrants’ diplomas and &b#si is imperfect, employers may
deliberately increase education standards at aghstiage. Thus, higher credentials serve as an
insurance against the risk of poorer performanas the difficulty of firing. Widespread
presence of trade unions acts much as higher emplatyprotection. In contrast, immigrants
have a higher propensity of being undereducatedountries with higher incidences of
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unemployment (a result that is less intuitive, alsb non-robust). We also note that a more
unequal income distribution is associated with arghvereducation. This is the effect of
sorting: in countries where income inequality ighithe returns to human capital of top-
earners are significantly higher than the returhsvarkers at the lower end of the income
distribution. Thus, more educated immigrants maypheicularly lured to more unequal
countries, and their overeducation may be a deltbarhoice.

We build the model further, and include now immigrapecific policies embraced by
destination countries (Table 3, column 3). Thrgeesyof policies are considered: eligibility of
immigrants to take up some specific jobs, the degrfelabor market integration, and anti-
discrimination policies.

Given the conceptual difference between the tworlabarket policies, it is not surprising to
find opposing effects of these two measures oneultgration. Better eligibility practices help
attracting immigrants with the right qualificatioreduce overeducation of immigrants and
improve the match. Immigrants choosing Sweden (E@gunith best eligibility practice in
Europe, scoring 100) rather than Cyprus or Slovakeoring 0), would decrease the
probability of overeducation relative to perfect tai by 80% percent, given the other
variables in the model are evaluated at their means

In contrast, better labor market integration pelctend to attract better educated workers
who hope to be better matched in the future thdokihe actions of the state and certain
openness, but who are not necessarily matched imted Immigrants choosing Sweden or

the Netherlands (country with best labor markedgraition practice in Europe, scoring 100)

rather than Austria or Finland (scoring 0) woul@rease the probability of overeducation

relative to perfect match by 75%, given the othemiables in the model are evaluated at their
means.

The result on the anti-discrimination index suggedhat countries with better

antidiscrimination policies allow for a fairer sereng, better transferability of human capital,
and positive demand-driven selection, thus redudive risk of overeducation. Using the
obtained coefficient, we can compute that, forramigrant choosing between Estonia (which
has the lowest score of 23) and, again, Sweden (8d)probability of being overeducated
rather than perfectly matched would be 42% lowe3weden than in Estonia.

As a final step, in column (4) of Table 4, we cohfor destination and home country effects
at the same time. As the model already containsh@ortant number of controls, we include
only three measures responsible for selection amdah capital portability: GDP per capita,
income inequality, and the quality of educationifidshek and Woessmann, 2009].

The inclusion of these variables does not altevipus results. Our findings show that
immigrants drawn from the lower end of the educaticstribution from countries with higher
income inequality are favorably selected, as ohly most able and motivated individuals
migrate. In terms of the quality of education ateg less educated emigrants from countries
with higher educational quality are more favorabdyected; immigrants from countries with
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lower quality of education may be selected from fimk range of the ability distribution.
Thus, consistently with the findings for the USdab market (ibid), the quality of education
in origin countries improves the labour market perfance of lower educated immigrants.

Overall, our results reveal that home country cotteréstics, by affecting selection, mostly
matter for undereducation of immigrants. In cortfragsereducation is determined to a much
greater extent by destination-country economic e, policies, and institutions,
confirming that, in addition to selection, the sagtof immigrants plays an independent, and
important, role for their labor market outcomes.

5. CONCLUSIONS

We have used the European Social Survey to exadiffezences in education-occupation
mismatch between immigrants and the native bormigrants are shown to be more likely
than the native born to be both over- and undeiéd¢ and this phenomenon is due to the
heterogeneity across origin and destination coestri

Our results suggest that human capital qualityrigio countries affects immigrants' labor
market outcomes at destination by changing thecsefe process rather than by affecting
immigrants’ human capital transferability per se.turn, differences across destination
countries have to do with the differential impattaor market institutions and conditions on
the mismatch of immigrants as compared to the adtorn.

We have also documented significant correlationsvéen immigrant-specific policies
adopted by destination countries and immigrantsupational placement. These correlations
are important in their own right, supporting funtts®rting hypothesis. However, since some
of the policies are very recent, in the currentteghwe are not able to distinguish whether
better policies have attracted certain migrantsyloether the establishment of some policies
has changed the outcomes of immigrants who weeadyr at destination. Clearly, more
research into this direction is needed. Despite shibrtcoming, our results suggest that some
“best practice” countries can achieve a considgralller use of immigrants’ potential. If this

is the general objective of other countries, toor esults suggest that there is room for
improving immigrant outcomes through policies.

Recent literature has also been concerned with rataaeling the immigrants - natives’

differences in earnings and returns to schoolinthiwithe overeducation - undereducation
framework. Our findings have implications for thesults that one could obtain from the
earnings equations in the European context. Asafarheterogeneity across countries is
concerned, the reward that immigrants receivetfeir thuman capital varies across origin and
destination countries, is also due both to selacéind sorting. Occupational upgrading is a
potentially important form through which immigrangésrnings could converge to those of the
native born.
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TABLES

Table 1 : Incidence of mismatch in the European lafr markets in 2002-2009, in percent

Undereducated Correctly Overeducated

matched
Native born 12.67 73.59 13.74
Immigrants 16.15 61.15 21.93
of which:
Report having lived in a country
Oto 5 years 10.18 61.26 28.56
6 to 10 years 12.31 64.50 23.19
11 to 20 years 16.03 64.17 19.80
more than 20 years 17.76 65.54 17.00
Speak an official country’s language at home
Yes 12.69 73.18 14.12
No 17.07 65.50 17.43
Originate from a former colony
Yes 15.27 64.34 20.39
No 16.62 62.91 20.47
Originate from a country with a common
language
Yes 10.27 66.71 23.02
No 16.90 63.48 19.62
Originate from developed countries
Yes 13.71 65.03 21.26
No 12.98 63.61 23.42

Source: authors’ calculations based on the ESS.
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Table 2 : Individual Determinants of Occupational Mismatch: Baseline Results

(1) Native Born

(2) Pooled Sample

(3) Immigrants

Under- Over- Under- Over- Under- Over-
Exp 1.031%** 0.955*** 1.030%** 0.956*** 1.035 0.95%*
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) (0.030) (0.021)
Exp st 1.001%+* 1.000%* 1.001%** 1.000%*** 1.001° 1.00(
(0.000 (0.000 (0.000 (0.000 (0.001 (0.000
Male 0.875%** 1.411%** 0.876*** 1.386*** 0.91¢ 1.27(
(0.044) (0.066) (0.043) (0.062) (0.172) (0.195)
Hhmmb 1.152%** 0.902%** 1.146%** 0.903*** 1.065* 0877+
(0.023) (0.017) (0.021) (0.016) (0.062) (0.041)
Marriec 0.577** 1.562%** 0.610*** 1.542%* 0.92¢ 1.636%**
(0.035 (0.080 (0.035 (0.075 (0.208 (0.274
Divorced 0.725%** 1.305*** 0.750%** 1.346** 1.124 1.984***
(0.057) (0.103) (0.057) (0.101) (0.350) (0.513)
Ethnic Min 1.304* 1.395%** 1.633*** 1.201* 1.722%* 1.024
(0.193 (0.277 (0.172 (0.117 (0.304 (0.160
Past Unemy 1.09¢ 1.167* 1.08¢ 1.130° 0.95¢ 0.93¢
(0.075 (0.080 (0.070 (0.074 (0.205 (0.198
TU mem 0.911* 1.146%* 0.902** 1.2147%* 0.720 1.192
(0.047) (0.055) (0.045) (0.053) (0.153) (0.233)
Hours worke 0.996** 1.004** 0.996** 1.005*** 0.99! 1.00¢
(0.002 (0.002 (0.002 (0.002 (0.006 (0.006
Immigr 1.542%** 1.605%**
(0.129 (0.122
YSM6-10 0.830 0.919
(0.245) (0.187)
YSM11-2C 0.95: 0.73t
(0.255 (0.159
YSM20+ 0.581° 0.95(
(0.164 (0.216
Language 0.606*** 1.088
(0.105) (0.170)
Citizer 0.715** 1.14¢
(0.121 (0.279
Pseudo R-sq 0.109 0.111 0.160
Observations 59477 59477 63907 63907 4425 4425

Notes.Reported are coefficients in terms of relative niakios from multinomial logit regression. Robusdrgtard errors,
clustered on the destination country, are in p&esgs. Dependent variable: individual educationypation match category,
taking values: 1- undereducated, 2 - correctly hred¢ 3 — overeducated. Correct match is used der@mee category. All
regressions include the full set effects as in @aphnd are estimated accounting for the populadiuth design survey
weights. The symbols (***), (**) and (*) represestatistical significance at p<0.01, p<0.05 and fi<cBespectively. Source:
own calculations based on the ESS.
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Table 3 : Immigrants’ Occupational Mismatch: Focuson Country-Pair Effects

(€] (@] (©)] ()]
Under- Over- Under- Over- Under- Over- Under- Over-
Exp 1.033 0.953*** 1.030 0.954*** 1.030 0.958*** 044 0.921***
(0.028) (0.012) (0.032) (0.014) (0.032) (0.014) 045) (0.015)
Exp sq 1.001 1.000 1.001* 1.000 1.001 1.000 1.001 .999
(0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) (0.001) (0.000) 00a) (0.000)
YSM6-10 0.816 0.921 0.817 0.933 0.888 0.824 0.850 144
(0.107) (0.060) (0.120) (0.071) (0.163) (0.136)  140) (0.130)
YSM11-20 0.978 0.737 1.037 0.726 1.142 0.622 1.125 1.742*
(0.140) (0.217) (0.168) (0.239) (0.159) (0.228)  16B) (0.539)
YSM20+ 0.604** 0.927 0.563** 0.977 0.572* 0.842 AB0** 3.165***
(0.130) 0.127) (0.134) (0.112) (0.139) (0.174)  18B) (0.770)
Language 0.651*** 1.188 0.594*** 1.291 0.623** 188 0.532%** 1.057
(0.091) (0.222) (0.095) (0.224) (0.119) (0.188) 005) (0.212)
Citizen 0.717* 1.185 0.774 1.144 0.717* 1.089 ®53 1.201
(0.129) (0.167) (0.143) (0.141) (0.116) (0.162) (0] (4] (0.243)
Ldist 1.172 0.884 0.924 0.901 1.218* 1.075 1.497** 1.209
(0.137) (0.124) (0.102) (0.154) (0.139) (0.159) 2(0) (0.164)
Colony 0.539%** 0.871 0.504*** 0.766 0.511** 0.742  0.437*** 0.750
(0.1012) (0.184) (0.104) (0.212) (0.134) (0.200)  1{®@) (0.234)
Common Lang 1.057 0.955 0.982 1.114 1.068 0.973 741.0 0.966
(0.162) (0.358) (0.186) (0.437) (0.264) (0.365)  3(m) (0.457)
Contiguity 0.815 0.620* 1.023 0.493*** 1.515* 0.536 1.548 0.580**
(0.180) (0.174) (0.327) (0.112) (0.357) (0.081)  4pm) (0.128)
GDP ratio 1.024** 1.010* 1.038*** 1.007 1.046** 098
(0.011) (0.005) (0.007) (0.027) (0.023) (0.034)
Gini ratio 0.060*** 2.190 0.056** 1.862%* 0.064* B598***
(0.044) (1.744) (0.080) (1.094) (0.090) (0.997)
Africa 0.337 1.706* 0.267* 1.244
(0.230) (0.476) (0.211) (0.256)
MENA 1.562 1.859** 1.507 1.842
(0.700) (0.451) (0.736) (0.690)
LA Carib 0.365 2.082 0.290 2.049
(0.256) (1.180) (0.244) (1.064)
East Asia Pacific 0.786 1.379 0.524 1.172
(0.368) (0.462) (0.307) (0.362)
South Asia 0.523 0.414 0.382* 0.374
(0.251) (0.267) (0.210) (0.247)
East Central Europe 0.981 1.024 0.674** 1.088
(0.119) (0.135) (0.163) (0.084)
Pseudo R-sq 0.162 0.181 0.187 0.203
Observations 4389 4389 3788 3788 3601 3601 2793 3279

Notes Reported are coefficients in terms of relativé rigtios from multinomial logit regression. Robutdrglard errors,
clustered on the destination country, are in p&esgs. Dependent variable: individual educationypation match category,
taking values: 1- undereducated, 2 - correctly hrede 3 — overeducated. Correct match is used der@mee category. All
regressions include the full set effects as in @dhl and are estimated accounting for the populadind design survey
weights. The symbols (***), (**) and (*) represestatistical significance at p<0.01, p<0.05 and fi<Bespectively. Source:
own calculations based on the ESS
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Table 4 : Mismatch: The Role of Destination and Ogin Countries’ Context and Policies

(1) Native Born

(2) Immigrants

(3) Immigrants

(4) Immigrants

Under- Over- Under- Over- Under- Over- Under- Over-
GDP pc dest 1.008* 0.994 1.024* 0.995 1.022* 0.995 1.032* 0.988
(0.005) (0.005) (0.014) (0.009) (0.013) (0.009) O(®) (0.007)
Gini dest 0.992 0.984 0.994 1.166*** 0.960 1.274*=* 0.961 1.267%*
(0.011) (0.010) (0.042) (0.057) (0.048) (0.098)  04a) (0.084)
Educ qual dest  1.972** 0.476*** 3.655 0.071**  @618*  0.050***  5.506*  0.045**
(0.441) (0.095) (4.887) (0.052) (5.382) (0.036) 1) (0.028)
EPL dest 1.020 1.043 0.938 2.184%* 1.040 1.857** 0.845 2.146%*
(0.055) (0.053) (0.248) (0.352) (0.178) (0.317)  18B) (0.349)
Unempl dest 0.993 0.997 1.156** 1.074* 1.067 1.¥77* 1.139* 1.143*
(0.016) (0.015) (0.072) (0.050) (0.065) (0.078) 0@ (0.068)
TU dest 0.996* 0.999 1.007 1.039%** 1.000 1.060*** 1.001 1.059%*
(0.002) (0.002) (0.010) (0.008) (0.014) (0.016)  O@@) (0.015)
Shadow dest 1.039**  0.970** 0.939 0.800** 0.976  .709** 0.958 0.777**
(0.013) (0.012) (0.061) (0.033) (0.055) (0.037) 04®) (0.035)
Eligib 0.998 0.992* 0.999 0.993*
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004)
LM integr 0.993* 1.010** 0.994 1.009**
(0.004) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004)
Antidiscr 1.007 0.991* 1.009 0.991*
(0.007) (0.005) (0.007) (0.005)
GDP pc origin 1.000 1.000
(0.000) (0.000)
Gini origin 1.036%** 0.974
(0.011) (0.020)
Educ qua
origin 1.080* 0.978
(0.047) (0.059)
Pseudo R-sqg 0.111 0.161 0.162 0.175
Observations 51550 51550 3606 3606 3606 3606 3249 2493

Notes. Reported are coefficients in terms of relativek ristios from multinomial logit regression. Robust
standard errors, clustered on the destination cpurre in parentheses. Dependent variable: indalid
education-occupation match category, taking valliesindereducated, 2 - correctly matched, 3 — averated.
Correct match is used as a reference categoryegiessions include the full set effects as in @a&btolumn 1,
and are estimated accounting for the population dexgign survey weights. The symbols (***), (**) arft)
represent statistical significance at p<0.01, ps@&Ad p<0.1, respectively. Source: own calculatioased on
the ESS.
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APPENDIX

Table Al : Sample Statistics: Focus on DestinatioGountries

Destination Total number  First-generation Immigrants with over N of immigrant Largest
Country of observations immigrants as % 20 years of residence, countries immigrant
of the sample % of first-generation of origin origin
immigrants country
Austria 3133 5.65 40.68 16 Germany
Belgium 3241 6.20 49.25 18 France
Switzerland 4070 17.57 45.59 39 Germany
Cyprus 1013 5.13 23.08 5 Greece
Czech Republic 1618 1.61 96.15 3 Slovakia
Germany 5159 6.22 36.14 26 Russia
Denmark 3124 3.17 45.45 15 Turkey
Estonia 2140 14.91 85.27 11 Russia
Spain 3285 8.25 3.69 21 Morocco
Finland 4027 0.77 6.45 4 Russia
France 3450 5.22 68.33 15 Algeria
The UK 4009 6.91 38.99 24 India
Greece 1568 10.4 9.82 10 Albania
Hungary 1099 1.18 8.00 4 Romania
Ireland 2507 5.35 26.87 11 The UK
Luxembourg 1139 33.01 37.5 19 Portugal
The Netherlands 3984 6.38 49.61 12 Surinam
Norway 4195 5.10 35.05 19 Sweden
Portugal 2648 4.68 35.48 8 Brazil
Sweden 4351 8.16 54.65 23 Finland
Slovenia 2062 4.90 74.26 5 Bosnia
Czech
Slovakia 2085 1.29 66.67 3 Rep.
Total 68432
Table A2. Sample Statistics: Focus on Origin Countes
Largest countries of immigrant origin DE IT PT FR TR GB PL RU MA FI
Largest countries of non-EU-15 immigrant origin TR PL RU MA AL BA RO BR DZ IN
Largest countries of non-EU-15 immigrant origin 44 3429 29 1918 18 15 14 14

in Europe, % of first-generation immigrants

34



CEPII, WP No 2011-16 Occupation-Education Mismatch of Immigrant WorkerEimope

Table A3 : Years of Education Across Occupations:
Native Born and Immigrants, 2002-2009

Number of Observations, by | SCO 1-Digit Classification of Occupations

Self-Reported Years

of Education: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
Mean 14.28 16.72 14.16 12.78 12.00 10.67 11.28 11.01 2410.
Mode 12 17 12 12 12 12 12 12 12
Total Obs 6116 11075 12243 7098 8832 1514 7761 458 4688

Table A4 : Incidence of Over-, Under-, and CorrectMatching among Native Born
and Immigrants, 2002-2009

% of
% under- % correct- % over- el?r?,;\{(l)c:,:?jlsm
this sector
ISCO All occupations 12.67 73.59 13.74 100.00
16.15 61.15 21.93 100.00
1 Legislators, senior officials, managers 15.12 69.61 15.27 9.98
13.05 64.49 22.45 9.07
2 Professionals 13.75 73.17 13.09 17.76
9.71 63.02 27.27 15.37
3 Technicians and Associate Professionals 12.34 72.66 15.00 19.71
9.97 63.73 26.31 14.50
4 Clerks 12.56 73.44 14.00 11.56
10.69 62.72 26.59 8.20
5 Service, shop and market sales workers 13.87 71.28 14.85 13.90
17.66 60.27 22.07 15.56
6 Skilled agriculture and fishery workers 13.99 71.21 14.80 3.07
13.95 55.81 30.23 1.02
7 Craft and related trades workers 12.33 73.85 13.82 11.03
22.01 63.08 14.90 13.71
8 Plant and machine operators and assemblers 14.45 .36 72 13.18 6.33
24.36 54.96 20.68 8.36
9 Elementary occupations 12.60 71.76 15.64 6.57
29.83 46.67 23.50 14.21

Notes. Values for the native born: in regular font;ued for immigrants: in italics.
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Table A5 : Variables’ Definitions and Data Sources

Dependent Variable
Mismatch: 1 — if under-educated; 2 — if correctly matched, iBover-educated

Individual characteristics

Exp — experience, created as age minus education reixius

Exp2 — experience squared

Male — dichotomous variable equal one if individual ialen

Hhmmb — number of household members

Married - dichotomous variable equal one if individuaiarried

Divorced - dichotomous variable equal one if individual igatced or widowed (benchmark: never married)
EthnicMin - dichotomous variable equal one if individual repdelonging to an ethnic minority

Past Unempl - dichotomous variable equal one if individual bagn unemployed and work seeking for any period
that lasted 12 month and more

TU mem - dichotomous variable equal one if individualggp being a member of a trade union

Hours worked — total hours normally worked per week in main jobertime included

Immigr — dichotomous variable equal to one if individisaloreign-born

YSM6-10, YSM11-20, YSM20+ - years since migration: 6 to 10, 11 to 20, ov@(#&nchmark: less than 6)
Language — dichotomous variable equal one if an individuaes any official language of the country of resizk
as the first choice of the language spoken at home

Citizen — dichotomous variable equal to one if an individaa citizen of the country of current residence

European Social Survey (2002-2009)

Dyadic and Country Characteristics

GDP pc — GDP per capita, PPP-adjusted, divided by 10@érld Bank Development Indicators, 2010.

Gini — Gini coefficient.UN Statistics Division, 2010; WIDER World Income Indigyd&atabase (2010)

Educ qual — quality of schooling, measured as average teses in mathematics and science, primary thromghoé
secondary school, scaled to PISA scale and divigeldb0.Hanushek and Woessmann, (2009)

Unempl — unemployment rate in a count@ECD Statistical Databas@011)

EPL - employment protection legislation indéXECD Statistical Databas@011);Tonin (2007)

TU - Trade union density: the ratio of wage andrgadarners that are trade union members, dividetthdyotal
number of wage and salary earn@&CD Statistical Database (2011)

Shadow - percent of GDP produced in the informal secgmhneider(2007)

Eligib- eligibility index of migration policies, ranginfigom 0 to 100 %. Are immigrants excluded from taksome
jobs?MIPEX (2010)

LM integr - labor market integration index of migration pa#is, ranging from 0 to 100 %. What is the Stateglto
help immigrants adjust to the demands of the labarket?MIPEX (2010)

Antidiscr — composite index of antidiscrimination policieasnging from 0 to 100 %. The index consists of 4
components: 1) is discrimination on the groundsetfjion/belief, ethnicity/race and nationality psimed? 2) In which
areas of life does anti-discrimination law applyE8forcement: Are victims encouraged to bring forwthel case? 4)
— equality policies: what roles can equality bodied the state play@IPEX (2010)

Ldist — natural logarithm of the simple distance betweest populated cities of two countries, in km.

Colony - dichotomous variable equal one if countries slaarelonial past

Common Lang - dichotomous variable equal one if countries sllacommon language

Contiguity - dichotomous variable equal one if countries slzacommon border

GDP ratio — the ratio of destination country GDP per capitartgin country GDP per capita

Gini ratio — the ratio of destination country Gini index tégar country Gini index.

CEPII Distances and Geodesic Databases (2009)

Dummy variables for sourceregions: Africa, Middle East and North Africa (MENA), East Asaad Pacific
(including New Zealand, Australia, Japan), South Asiéin American and Caribbean, Eastern and Centradfgaan,
Western European and North American (benchmark oateg
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Table A6 : Descriptive Statistics

Variable Native Born Immigrants

Mear St.De\ Mear St.Dev
Individual-specific charecteristics
Exp 22.394 12.11€ 22.271 11.49¢
Exp sg 648.307 582.432 628.430** 553.499
Male 0.521 0.500 0.530 0.499
Hhmmb 2.899 1.341 2.953** 1.438
Marriec 0.56% 049¢ 0.607+** 0.48¢
Divorced 0.104 0.305 0.120*** 0.325
Ethnic Min 0.022z 0.14¢€ 0.282+** 0.45C
Past Unempl 0.087 0.281 0.116*** 0.321
TU memrr 0.35% 047¢ 0.252+* 0.434
Hours worke: 40.05& 13.461 4(.28( 13.64¢
YSM6-10 - - 0.147 0.354
YSM11-20 - - 0.24% 0.42¢
YSM20+ - - 0.437 0.496
Language - - 0.703 0.457
Citizen - - 0.442 0.497
Dyadic factors
Ldist - - 0.216 1.111
Colony - - 0.25z 0.43¢
Common Lang - - 0.313 0.464
Contiguity - - 0.36% 0.482
GDP ratio - - 3.660 4.564
Gini ratic - - 0.894 0.16€
Destination characteristics
GDP pc dest 31.179 8.463 34.343%* 12.490
Gini des 30.522 4.09: 31.677** 3.727
Educ qual dest 4976 0.159 4.965 0.184
EPL des 2.29€ 058¢ 2334 0.637
Unempl dest 7.155 2.841 6.569** 2.417
TU des 36.52E 21.77C 32.519*** 19.859
Shadow dest 16.545 4169 15.775%** 5.057
Eligib - - 5E.767 28.687
LM integr - - 58.21:% 27.79:2
Antidiscr - - 57.407 21.661
Origincharacteristics
GDP pc origit - - 13.802 1C.65¢
Gini origin - - 36.477 7.370
Educ qual origi - - 3.47¢ 2.05€
Africa - - 0.039 0.195
MENA - - 0.117 0.321
LA Carib - - 0.069 0.254
East Asia Pacifi - - 0.03z 0.17%
South Asia - - 0.045 0.208
East Central Euroj - - 0.297 0.457
Sample size 59477 4425

Notes.l. The sample includes males and females aged &%. to

2. The symbols (***), (**), (*) represent statistt significance of 1% , 5% , and 10% respectivelly o
differences in means of individual characteristizased on a t-test for differences of sample means.

3. Source: authors’ calculations based on the ESS.
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