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Abstract: This article assesses whether two integration policy measures (labor market training and
counseling) reach the immigrants who need them and whether these policies improve immigrants’
labor market situations. We first examine the comprehensiveness of integration policies by linking
Migration Integration Policy Index scores of immigrants’ labor market mobility with levels of immi-
grant participation in labor market training and counseling in 15 European countries. We find that
provision with labor market training does not entirely correspond to policy intentions, whereas labor
market counseling more closely achieves policies’ proclaimed aims. Second, we carry out propensity
score matching analysis to estimate the effectiveness of immigrants’ integration policies. We find
that labor market training and counseling do not improve immigrants’ employability or job status in
three of the four analyzed countries, which lends weak support to the productivity skills argument,
emphasizing instead the validity of the signaling and selection perspectives.

Keywords: integration policy; immigrant integration; comparative study; labor market outcomes;
quantitative research

MOTIVATED by the surge in international migration, European countries are
increasingly concerned about their capacity to integrate newcomers and

adapt to increasing ethnic and religious diversity. By adjusting their admission
policies, Western countries attempt to strike a balance between their humanitarian
responsibilities and their economic burdens and needs. At the same time, countries
undertake considerable efforts to help newcomers transition into the host coun-
tries’ labor market and society. Officials use various methods—such as language
courses, professional training and retraining, and recognition of qualifications from
immigrants’ countries of origin or labor market counseling—to help facilitate immi-
grant settlement and integration (Reitz 2003). Yet there are frequent concerns that
newcomers’ potential and human capital resources are wasted when they fail to ad-
equately integrate into host country labor markets, face long-term unemployment,
or work in jobs for which they are overqualified (Kogan 2006, 2007; van Tubergen,
Maas, and Flap 2004; Fleischmann and Dronkers 2010). This apparent contradiction
between host countries’ increasing integration efforts and immigrants’ persistent
labor market difficulties suggests that integration policies may not substantially
contribute to immigrants’ labor market integration. This article explores whether
this is the case by examining both the comprehensiveness of these policies’ coverage
and their effectiveness, that is, whether immigrant integration policies in Europe
meet the needs of a substantial number of newcomers and produce more favorable
labor market outcomes.
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This study is embedded in two types of literature. One is related to the measure-
ment of policy dimensions. Without disregarding any important research on the
measurement of various policies (see, e.g., Ruhs [2011] and Goodman [2010] with
regard to immigration and asylum policies or Koopmans, Michalowski, and Waibel
[2012] and Janoski [2010] with respect to naturalization policies), we will rely on a
widely known Migration Integration Policy Index (MIPEX). MIPEX measures the
extent to which non-citizens and ethnic minorities are legally entitled to equal rights
and responsibilities in a host country. The 2007 version of the MIPEX1 is based
on more than 140 indicators collected via expert surveys covering 28 countries in
Europe and North America (Niessen, Huddleston, and Citron 2007; Huddelston
et al. 2011). The index assesses and ranks public laws, policies, and research on
several topics, including labor market mobility, family reunion, education,2 political
participation, long-term residence, access to nationality, and anti-discrimination.3

The first objective of the current study will be to juxtapose MIPEX scores on labor
market mobility with the representative European Union Labour Force Survey
(EULFS) data capturing recent immigrants’ participation in the selected integration
programs to assess the comprehensiveness of immigration policy coverage.

The second type of research literature evaluates the effectiveness of immigrant
integration policies. Several large-scale studies examine at the macro level whether
immigrants’ socioeconomic standing is related to host countries’ immigration and
integration policies (e.g., Pichler 2011; Hadjar and Backes 2013). There are also a
number of smaller-scale country-specific evaluation studies, predominantly con-
ducted by economists, that estimate the specific effects of various integration pro-
grams (e.g., Clausen et al. 2009; Thomsen and Walter 2010). The first group of
studies in this second strand of research predicts immigrants’ individual behavior
based on host and/or sending countries’ institutional and policy characteristics.
The major problem of this research is related to difficulties in identifying the causal
effects of the policies. The second group of researchers estimates the causal effects
of integration measures primarily by analyzing the individual-level impact of spe-
cific integration programs, often in (quasi-)experimental settings. The findings of
such studies are often restricted to a specific integration measure and have limited
generalizability.

This article aims to bridge these literatures. We use representative data for a
large number of countries to assess two central indicators of successful policies: (1)
whether selected immigrants’ integration policy measures reach the immigrants
who need them and (2) whether these policies improve immigrants’ labor market
situations.

The article is structured as follows. First, we summarize the findings of the
existing research that examines the associations between countries’ integration
policies and immigrants’ integration. We also address the major conclusions from
various evaluation studies that relate to the role of certain integration measures in
immigrants’ integration processes. On the basis of the microtheoretical foundations,
we then discuss possible scenarios for policy effects and confront them with the
data from the 2008 EULFS ad hoc module on migrants’ labor market situations.
We then present our major findings and discuss them in light of the theories and
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the existing research in the field. The article concludes with theoretical and policy
reflections and identifies major directions for further research.

State-of-the-Art Research

Research focusing on immigrant policy interventions can broadly be divided into
two strands. First, large-scale studies examine at the macro level whether immi-
grants’ socioeconomic situation is related to host countries’ integration policies.
MIPEX results in relation to immigrants’ labor market situations remain equiv-
ocal. Aleksynska and Tritah’s (2013) study is, to the best of our knowledge, the
only one that reports a significant positive association between MIPEX and ob-
jective labor market outcomes. According to the authors, a match between jobs
and qualifications among the foreign born is positively associated with full and
immediate access to the labor market. Other research finds no significant associa-
tion between MIPEX and other outcomes of immigrants’ labor market integration:
unemployment propensity (Cebolla Boado and Finotelli 2011; Pichler 2011), labor
force participation (Cebolla Boado and Finotelli 2015; Pichler 2011), occupational
prestige (Corrigan 2015), and occupational class (Pichler 2011). Hadjar and Backes
(2013) report a smaller gap in subjective well-being between immigrants and natives
in countries with higher MIPEX scores.

Summarizing multilevel studies that apply MIPEX, Bilgili, Huddleston, and Joki
(2015) also ascertain that evidence of a systematic link between general integration
policies and immigrants’ labor market inclusion is inconclusive. The authors main-
tain that this does not mean the policies do not matter, but rather that they are not
properly implemented, targeted, or effective across countries. Bilgili et al. point out
possible challenges in using MIPEX to measure policy effects. A mismatch between
the policies captured by the MIPEX’s specific and overall scores and the analyzed
integration outcomes might partially explain the lack of significant associations
between the two. When overall MIPEX scores are used as a predictor, a major as-
sumption is that all types of policies as a whole are related to an analyzed outcome.
When such a relationship is not theoretically or empirically established, a lack of
correlation between the overall MIPEX score and labor market outcomes might
be a consequence. Bilgili et al. also identify a mismatch between the targets of
the specific integration policies and the individuals who are analyzed in empirical
settings. They assert that researchers insufficiently take into account the heteroge-
neous effects of policies on various immigrant population groups: for example, first-
and second-generation immigrants, immigrants from within versus outside the EU,
and those immigrating for various reasons and with different settlement intentions.

The second strand of research comprises smaller-scale, country-specific evalua-
tion studies of various integration programs, often in the Nordic countries, Germany,
or Israel. For example, Åslund and Johansson (2006) report that immigrant work-
place introduction programs in Sweden increase transitions from unemployment to
work schemes and improve their participants’ later employment chances. Clausen
et al. (2009) analyze the effects of active labor market programs (ALMPs) on the
hazard rate of entry into regular employment for new immigrants to Denmark.
Their results are mixed but indicate that participants of language courses and wage
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subsidy programs enter into regular employment significantly more often than non-
participants with similar qualifications and educational backgrounds. Sarvimäki
and Hämäläinen (2011) state that integration programs for immigrants to Finland
significantly improve their employment opportunities and reduce their dependence
on social benefits. Analyzing immigrants from the former Soviet Union arriving
in Israel in the 1990s, Cohen and Eckstein (2008) and Cohen-Goldner and Eckstein
(2010) find that training has a positive effect on wages, which increases over time.
Aldashev, Thomsen, and Walter (2010) report positive effects for training programs
in Germany, which were stronger for women without a migration background than
for those with a migration background. Thomsen, Walter, and Aldashev (2013)
ascertain that, in Germany, courses that provide occupational skills and prepare
participants for aptitude tests have a positive effect on both immigrants and natives
(with only a slight difference between the two groups), whereas job search training
and multitargeted programs prove to be largely ineffective.

In his summary of the existing evaluation research, Rinne (2013) stresses that
out of immigrant introduction programs, language training, ALMP, and antidis-
crimination policies, programs that are closely linked to the labor market (e.g.,
specific types of ALMP) appear to be most effective. In a meta-analysis of ALMP for
immigrants to Europe, Butschek and Walter (2014) scrutinize four types of ALMPs:
classroom or on-the-job training, job search assistance, and both subsidized private-
and public-sector employment. Based on 33 empirical studies from 7 countries
(Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden, Germany, the Netherlands, and Switzerland),
the authors conclude that subsidized employment in the private sector exerts a
significant positive effect on immigrants’ labor market outcomes, which echoes
Rinne’s (2013) major finding. The bad news, however, is that immigrants are under-
represented in this type of program and are more likely to be found in training
programs and public-sector employment, which seems to be less effective.

The overall evidence of the effects of immigrant integration policies on immi-
grants’ labor market outcomes is inconclusive. This is common for both macro-
and multilevel studies, as well as for policy evaluation studies, although the latter
find that some active labor market policies have positive effects. The next section
discusses why any policy effects are to be expected in the first place.

Microtheoretical Foundation and Expected Outcomes

The empirical evidence shows that upon arrival in a new country, immigrants
often slip down the occupational ladder and earn lower wages than natives with
similar socioeconomic characteristics (Chiswick 1978, 1979; Borjas 1990, 1994). One
obvious explanation is that resources such as foreign educational qualifications,
social connections, or cultural knowledge are not fully transferable to the new
setting (Friedberg 2000; Kogan et al. 2011). Over time, as immigrants become
familiar with the local labor market and language, they adjust their resources to the
new setting and eventually reach a similar labor market standing as natives with
comparable credentials. The speed of the integration process depends, among other
factors, on what type of integration programs the host country offers. The current
study scrutinizes two such programs: training and labor market counseling.
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Productive skills and signaling perspectives are two related, yet distinct, theoret-
ical approaches to explaining why the preceding policy interventions should affect
immigrants’ integration. According to human capital theory (Becker 1964), formal
education and training provide relevant general and occupational skills that can
be productively used in the workplace. The longer people stay in education, the
higher their subsequent earning potential (Mincer 1974). Human capital specificity
is particularly relevant for immigrant populations, which implies that host country
education/training (including language education) should increase immigrant pro-
ductivity. Although not strictly a source of productive skills, social capital might
also contribute to the better utilization of human capital via informational advan-
tages, a more strategic job search, and the availability of successful role models
(Kalter and Kogan 2014).

The second theoretical approach conceives credentials received within education
or training systems as institutionalized signals of job-related competence that could
also encompass information about potential productivity (Spence 1973; Stiglitz
1975). Participation in training, for example, not only reflects existing skills, but also
signals characteristics related to employability that are not directly acquired through
schooling, such as general scholastic ability, perseverance, motivation, trainability,
and obedience. Signals are not always positive: they might lead to stigmatization if
they indicate adverse selection, for example, for participants in integration measures
that target particularly disadvantaged groups. Because signals are normally used in
candidate screening to overcome uncertainty resulting from imperfect information
about workers’ performance, immigrants without any reliable signals are likely
to be penalized. This is due to informational discrimination (Cain 1986), which is
related to employers’ uncertainty about immigrants’ productivity, trainability, or
other characteristics relevant to job performance.

On the basis of these arguments, it seems obvious that participation in training
programs should help immigrants succeed in the labor market. From the human
capital perspective, host country investment in human capital should make im-
migrants more productive, particularly if the expenditure relates to professional
knowledge and host country-specific skills that make newcomers more attractive
to prospective employers. Training is also expected to expand immigrants’ social
networks and hence ease their navigation within the host country labor market.
From the signaling perspective, an immigrant with host country training signals to
employers the immigrant’s perseverance and trainability, which decreases the costs
of uncertainty in the recruitment process—assuming that employers notice (and
positively evaluate) host country training.

Although labor market counseling might also instill productivity-related skills,
such support should be considered a source of social capital for recent newcomers;
these services provide labor market-related information and help broaden immi-
grants’ ties to the native population, which might encourage their assimilation into
mainstream institutions (Wiley 1970; Portes and Rumbaut 2001). Yet immigrants
who have received labor market counseling might carry a negative signal and be
stigmatized due to their perceived (or actual) negative (self-)selection.

The selection issue is an obvious challenge when gauging the effectiveness of
integration policy instruments. Do policy interventions have a causal effect, or
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are effects driven by the self-selection of individuals with specific characteristics
that are likely to correlate with the observed outcomes of the intervention policy
measures? Normally, individuals are not randomly assigned to training courses
or labor market counseling but rather are a self-selected group. Such selection can
be positive if immigrants with characteristics that are more favorable to the labor
market decide (or are persuaded) to take part in an integration measure. With
regard to labor market training, this would imply that more persistent, motivated,
and hardworking individuals start and persevere to the end of the training course.
Yet these favorable unobserved (in the data) characteristics might be the ones
that employers observe during a job interview that lead to a job offer or better
employment conditions. Reliance on labor market counseling, by contrast, might
have negative connotations that individuals are not confident or resourceful enough
to succeed in the labor market on their own.

All this leads to the following possibilities regarding the impact of integration
policies on labor market success, defined in this study as immigrants’ more favor-
able labor market allocation. After taking selection on observables into account, we
can expect the following scenarios:

• Scenario 1: Integration policies have a positive effect if they (1) are effective
(i.e., they improve immigrants’ country-specific human, cultural, and social
capital) and/or (2) convey a positive signal to prospective employers (which
is also adequately perceived by employers) and/or (3) cater to participants
with positive characteristics that are observable to employers but remain
unobservable to researchers.

• Scenario 2: Integration policies have a zero or negative effect if (1) they are
ineffective and/or (2) participants are stigmatized by employers and/or (3)
participants are negatively selected based on traits that are observable to
employers but not to researchers.

A zero effect can in principle also mean that an effective policy intervention
might be canceled due to the stigmatization or negative selection of program
participants by employers. However, this is rather unlikely, because the three
afore mentioned conditions are not unrelated. If policies are effective, it is unlikely
that they carry a negative signal. If participants of the programs are known or
perceived to be negatively selected, a positive signal is also quite unlikely. A single
combination of conditions that we cannot rule out is when effective policies cater to
negatively selected—in terms of unobserved characteristics—participants once their
observed characteristics are taken into account. Because negative selection is more
likely among recipients of labor market counseling, zero effects for this treatment
(as a result of adverse forces of skill accumulation and self-selection mechanisms)
are more plausible.

Data and Methodology

Our empirical analyses are conducted using microlevel data from the 2008 EULFS
ad hoc module on migrants’ labor market situation. The main advantages of this

sociological science | www.sociologicalscience.com 340 June 2016 | Volume 3



Kogan Integration Policies

data set are its broad coverage and inclusion of a range of variables pertaining to
immigrant integration policy dimensions at the individual level. This module is
an addition to a regular EULFS questionnaire that includes a large set of variables
related to the sociodemographic and labor market situation of the EU population.
The ad hoc module data capture information on immigrant populations since
the end of the Second World War, but this study focuses on immigrants who
arrived in the 10 years preceding the survey because the questions related to
integration measures were asked of these most recent immigrants. Our analyses
are further restricted to immigrants of working age (20–64 years). Our descriptive
analysis covers Austria, Belgium, Luxembourg, Germany, Spain, France, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden, the United Kingdom, Cyprus, and
Portugal, while we use a subset of these countries (the Netherlands, Italy, the United
Kingdom and Ireland) to test our hypotheses due to the sample sizes.4 This subset
of countries is a fair representation of various immigrant integration approaches, as
signified by MIPEX 2007 scores (for labor market mobility) ranging from 85 in the
Netherlands to 42 in Ireland (for the discussion of country scores, see later).

The current study scrutinizes two integration policy measures: (1) participation
in labor market training and (2) participation in labor market counseling (contact
with an adviser for job guidance/counseling or job search assistance). To estimate
whether these programs have any effect on immigrants’ labor market attainment, we
apply a propensity score matching (PSM) analysis. In recent years, this method has
received increasing scholarly attention in the field of sociology (for the explanation
of its methodology, see Morgan and Harding [2006], Winship and Morgan [1999]; for
its empirical applications, see Brand and Halaby [2006], Harding [2003], and Kogan,
Matković, and Gebel [2013]; for an application in migration research, see Kogan
[2012]). This approach allows us to analytically distinguish between self-selection
into the treatment (i.e., integration measures in our case) and the subsequently
observed labor market outcomes (for a description of outcomes, see later).

To achieve this goal, in the first step of the analysis, we run a separate probit
regression model for each of the four countries to estimate an individual probability
(propensity score) of receiving labor market counseling or participating in labor
market training (D = 1) as opposed to non-participation (D = 0) (hence two probit
models per country), given observable individual characteristics X (Rosenbaum
and Rubin 1985). In the second step, for each person participating in labor market
training or receiving labor market counseling, we create a counterfactual: a statisti-
cal twin—propensity scores P(D = 1|X)—who abstained from a given integration
measure (i.e., an individual with similar characteristics who was eligible to par-
ticipate in the program but did not). A “causal” effect is defined as the difference
in the outcome variable for members of the treatment group and the respective
control group. More specifically, the difference in the unemployment propensity
and the occupational status of jobs observed between the two groups represents an
average treatment effect on the treated (ATT), which measures the average penalty
or advantage in terms of employment chances and job occupational status (see
following definitions) for those who participated in integration programs compared
to those who could have participated but did not. Treatment effects are identified
under the conditional independence assumption, which means that, dependent on
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observable control variables, all outcome-relevant differences between those who
participated in training and counseling and those who did not are balanced, and
that the only remaining difference is due to participation in counseling or training.
A common support condition guarantees that only persons with suitable control
cases are considered (see supplementary Tables A.1 and A.2 for the information
on total number of cases and number of cases with common support5). While
relying on a similar assumption of selection on observables as when carrying out a
conventional regression analysis (Winship and Morgan 1999), matching guarantees
a more appropriate weighting of covariates and better deals with mis-specification
errors thanks to its nonparametric outcome estimation.

The study examines two labor market outcomes: unemployment propensity and
jobs’ occupational status measured against the International Socio-Economic Index
of Occupational Status (ISEI) (Ganzeboom, de Graaf, and Treiman 1992) based on the
International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-88). Both outcomes are
measured in 2008, after the treatment. In the unemployment propensity analysis, we
restrict our sample to economically active individuals, whereas in the occupational
status models, analyses are restricted to gainfully employed individuals.

We take into account a number of observable individual characteristics when
estimating propensity scores. The strictly exogenous variables include immigrants’
ethnic origin: we differentiate between immigrants coming from new EU member
states, non-EU Europe, countries of the Middle East and Northern Africa (MENA),
other African countries, Asian countries (for the United Kingdom we further differ-
entiate between South Asia and East and Southeast Asia), North and Latin America,
and the rest of the world. Immigrants from the EU-15 and European Free Trade As-
sociation (EFTA) countries serve as a reference category.6 Native-born populations
are excluded from the analyses. Other covariates include sociodemographic and
migration-related variables such as gender, age at migration, year of migration, and
legal status at migration (asylum seekers, family reunification/formation, other, and
employment-related, the latter a reference category). We also include a variable that
indicates whether immigrants had children aged under three at migration or 2 years
following migration.7 Education is measured in three categories: low secondary
and below (categories 1–2 on the International Standard Classification of Education,
abbreviated as ISCED), upper secondary (ISCED 3–4), and tertiary (ISCED 5–6).
Other variables related to immigrants’ integration efforts that pertain roughly to
the timing of migration include accreditation of educational credentials (education
recognized, education unsuccessfully recognized, host country education, no need
for recognition, not recognized), immigrants’ participation in language courses and
labor market training programs (when modeling labor market counseling) or labor
market counseling (when modeling training participation). Finally, to capture as
many unobserved individual characteristics as possible, we included variables mea-
sured in the survey that are unlikely to be influenced by participation in integration
programs:8 legal residence status (temporary vs. permanent permits, naturalization)
and region of residence (captured by the available regional classification for each
country). Finally, to account for immigrants’ host country knowledge proficiency at
the time of migration, we include a variable that indicates whether immigrants feel
they have a deficit in the official host country language. This variable is measured
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in 2008, but if immigrants were still experiencing problems with the host country
language when the survey was conducted, these would have been more serious at
the time of migration.

Before we test effects of labor market training and counseling, the following
analyses explore several related aspects. First, to determine the comprehensive-
ness of integration measures, the next section explores whether policy coverage
corresponds to the policy intentions as measured by the MIPEX 2007 labor market
mobility score and its components (access to general and targeted support, access
to targeted support among third-country immigrants). The degree of selectivity
among participants in immigrant integration programs is then assessed based on
the first step of the PSM—probit regression models of program participation for the
sample of economically active immigrants. Finally, the results of the second step
of PSM analysis are presented to assess the effectiveness of immigrant integration
policy interventions.

Immigrant Integration Program Coverage

An optimal scenario of immigrants’ labor market integration9 includes their un-
restricted rights to access jobs in the private and public sectors or become self-
employed, the opportunity to have their qualifications from abroad recognized,
and the ability to improve their skills through training and language instruction.
In an ideal integration environment, job advisors are expected to help immigrants
canalize their skills and assist in their job search. The MIPEX monitors the degree to
which countries’ policies correspond to the ideal situation by assigning them a score
from 0 to 100. It captures labor market mobility, which is comprised of subelements
including access to the labor market, access to general and targeted support, and
insurance of equal workers’ rights. General and targeted support includes policy
tools that facilitate the recognition of skills and qualifications from outside the EU
and measures to further integrate immigrants into the labor market, including the
promotion of vocational training and language acquisition and support in accessing
public employment services. Targeted support measures comprise those designed
to integrate third-country nationals.

Countries vary with regard to their MIPEX 2007 scores on the composite and
special dimensions; Sweden scores the highest (100) and Cyprus the lowest (21)
on both. Austria and Ireland score higher on the composite labor market mobility,
but lower on the general and targeted support dimension (see Figures 1– 3 and
4– 6). Figures 3 and 6 indicate that targeted policies are the least developed area
of host countries’ integration policies. Of the 13 countries analyzed,10 seven score
below 40 on the MIPEX scale. This section explores whether policies related to
the provision of labor market training and counseling are properly implemented
in European countries: that is, whether they exist on the books and also attract
meaningful immigrant participation.

Figures 1– 3 plot the proportion of immigrants in European countries that
participated in labor market training in the first 2 years after immigration. This is
correlated with countries’ MIPEX 2007 composite scores of labor market mobility
in Figure 1. With regard to labor market training, the correspondence between
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Figure 1: Proportion of immigrants who participated in training and countries’ MIPEX of labor market
mobility.
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Figure 2: Proportion of immigrants who participated in training and countries’ MIPEX of labor market mobility,
access to general and targeted support.

“intentions” and “realities” is quite low. Sweden, Portugal, Spain, and Germany
have high MIPEX scores, but a low level of training coverage. Figure 2 plots the
proportion of immigrants in labor market training against the MIPEX special score
on access to general and targeted policies. In this way, we try to narrow the scope of
policies captured by MIPEX as closely as possible to the policy measure we analyze
in the current study. The result is still not satisfactory: the correlation between the
two is still rather low. Figure 3 compares the MIPEX score on targeted policies with
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Figure 3: Proportion of third-country immigrants who participated in training and countries’ MIPEX of labor
market mobility, access to targeted support.

AT

BE

CY

DEES

FR
GR

IE

IT

LU

NL

NO
PT

SE

UK

r=0.52

0
20

40
60

80
10

0
M

IP
EX

 2
00

7 
la

bo
r m

ar
ke

t m
ob

ilit
y

0 10 20 30 40 50
% having received job search assistance

Figure 4: Proportion of immigrants who received labor market counseling and countries’ MIPEX of labor
market mobility.

the actual take-up of labor market training by third-country nationals targeted by
these policies. This comparison improves the correlation coefficient substantially,
which accords with Bilgili et al.’s (2015) recommendation to focus on the policy
dimensions directly linked to the analyzed policies when working with the MIPEX.

In Figures 4– 6, the same exercise is conducted with regard to the receipt of
labor market counseling among the immigrant population. Here we observe much
stronger associations. The correlation is above 0.5 for both the MIPEX composite
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Figure 5: Proportion of immigrants who received labor market counseling and countries’ MIPEX of labor
market mobility, access to general and targeted support.
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Figure 6: Proportion of third-country immigrants who received labor market counseling and countries’ MIPEX
of labor market mobility, access to targeted support.
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score of labor market mobility and access to general and targeted policies. When
we reduce the analyzed population to third-country immigrants and the policy
dimension to the targeted policies, the correlation coefficient is 0.7. On the basis of
the EULFS 2008 ad hoc module data, labor market counseling is more prevalent
in European countries than labor market training participation. Our findings
thus support Bilgili et al.’s (2015) conclusion that the lack of correlations between
immigrant integration policies and labor market outcomes is partly because the
policies might not be properly implemented in some countries. Although policy
implementation with regard to coverage rates is an important indicator, a genuine
test of policy effectiveness would be an assessment of the policies’ “causal effect” in
experimental (or at least quasi-experimental, as in this study) settings.

Selectivity of Immigrant Integration Programs

In the absence of true experimental data and due to the advantageous feature of
high external validity, conducting PSM analysis with the representative EULFS
ad hoc module data would be an appropriate alternative. The PSM intuitively
approximates a randomization procedure of a true experiment as closely as possible
and is hence a commonly applied method in evaluation research. As described
in the methodological section, PSM is conducted in two steps. In the first step,
we estimate the propensity to join a treatment group—in our case, participating
in labor market training or receiving labor market assistance—as opposed to the
control group. Although only a byproduct of the PSM, this analysis allows us to
assess the extent of selectivity of participation in integration measures.11

For all countries in the subset, except Italy, individuals who received language
tuition or labor market counseling were also more likely to have participated in
labor market training (see Table 1). Apparently, integration offers tend to come
as a package in these three countries. There is also a somewhat stronger tendency
for higher educated immigrants to participate in labor market training, although
the effects are not statistically significant in any of the analyzed countries apart
from the United Kingdom. Other findings are even more country specific. Having
acquired the highest level of education in the host country increases the odds of
training participation in Ireland, decreases them in the United Kingdom, and is (in
terms of statistical significance) unrelated to training in the rest of the countries
in the subsample. Immigrants who are older when they migrate are more likely
to participate in labor market training in the Netherlands, but not in the other
countries analyzed, at least not in statistically significant terms. Finally, in the
Netherlands, immigrants from non-EU European countries, MENA, and Asia are
more likely to participate in labor market training than newcomers from EU15 or
EFTA countries. A similar pattern of less privileged immigrants being channeled to
labor market training is evident in Italy, but not in the United Kingdom or Ireland
(see supplementary Table A.3).

Similar to labor market training participation, we also observe the clustering of
integration measures with regard to the receipt of job search counseling (see Table 2):
immigrants who completed a language tuition course or labor market training are
more likely to have also received labor market counseling. Again, this holds true for
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Table 1: Selected Predictors of Participation in Training (Results of the Probit Regression from the PSM
Analysis)

(1) Netherlands (2) Italy (3) United Kingdom (4) Ireland

Age at migration 0.02* -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)

Migration status (Employment—ref.):
Asylum 0.47 n.a. 0.62 0.40

(0.26) (0.34) (0.27)
Family migration 0.13 0.11 0.10 0.16

(0.21) (0.14) (0.24) (0.13)
Other migration -0.15 -0.50 0.01 -0.13

(0.23) (0.28) (0.21) (0.13)
Education level (ISCED 1–2—ref.):

ISCED 3–4 0.15 0.24 0.62* 0.00
(0.19) (0.13) (0.26) (0.14)

ISCED 5–6 0.03 0.25 0.42* 0.17
(0.14) (0.18) (0.19) (0.12)

Education (Recognized—ref.):
Host country education 0.03 0.04 -0.51* 0.58*

(0.19) (0.29) (0.22) (0.20)
Education not fully recognized 0.07 -0.31 0.41 0.97*

(0.25) (0.38) (0.50) (0.30)
No need for recognition 0.17 -0.49* 0.41 0.33

(0.19) (0.23) (0.31) (0.17)
Education not recognized -0.10 -0.61* 0.05 0.12

(0.19) (0.26) (0.39) (0.19)
Language tuition 0.67* 0.11 0.61* 0.34*

(0.16) (0.17) (0.18) (0.12)
Labor market counseling 0.87* -0.07 0.53* 1.08*

(0.13) (0.22) (0.19) (0.11)
N 881 1,379 942 1,169

Note: Data are from EULFS 2008 ad hoc module on integration of migrants, author’s calculations. The
following variables are not shown but are included in the model: regional fixed effects, origin fixed effects,
gender, year of migration, children under 3, permanent residence permit, naturalization. For complete
results, consult supplementary Table A.3.
* p< 0.05.

all countries in the subsample, except Italy. In most of the countries, the higher the
level of education, the lower the propensity to pursue labor market counseling. The
effects are substantial and statistically significant for the Netherlands and the United
Kingdom. Furthermore, immigrants whose foreign education was recognized in the
host country are more likely to receive labor market counseling in the Netherlands,
Italy, and Ireland. In the United Kingdom, immigrants with host country education
are more likely to receive labor market counseling than the rest. Immigrants who
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Table 2: Selected Predictors of Participation in Training (Results of the Probit Regression from the PSM
Analysis)

(1) Netherlands (2) Italy (3) United Kingdom (4) Ireland

Age at migration (years) 0.01 0.01 -0.00 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.00) (0.01)

Migration status (Employment—ref.):
Asylum 0.02 n.a. 0.77* 0.29

(0.25) (0.24) (0.28)
Family migration -0.00 -0.19 0.16 0.09

(0.19) (0.13) (0.16) (0.14)
Other migration -0.09 -0.08 0.10 0.07

(0.21) (0.23) (0.14) (0.13)
Educational level (ISCED 1–2—ref.):

ISCED 3–4 -0.57* 0.02 -0.12 -0.04
(0.20) (0.12) (0.21) (0.14)

ISCED 5–6 -0.62* 0.07 -0.42* -0.08
(0.14) (0.16) (0.14) (0.13)

Education (Recognized—ref.):
Host country education -0.87* -0.55* 0.32* -0.48*

(0.17) (0.27) (0.14) (0.21)
Education not fully recognized -0.27 -0.93* -0.15 -0.02

(0.22) (0.41) (0.48) (0.29)
No need for recognition -1.06* -0.60* -0.44 -0.31

(0.18) (0.20) (0.27) (0.16)
Education not recognized -0.86* -0.86* -0.21 -0.39*

(0.17) (0.22) (0.27) (0.18)
Labor market training 0.88* -0.06 0.63* 1.04*

(0.13) (0.22) (0.21) (0.11)
Language tuition 0.46* -0.11 0.21 0.24

(0.14) (0.17) (0.14) (0.13)
N 881 1,412 1,028 1,169

Note: Data are from EULFS 2008 ad hoc module on integration of migrants, author’s calculations. The
following variables are not shown but are included in the model: regional fixed effects, origin fixed effects,
gender, year of migration, children under 3, permanent residence permit, naturalization. For complete
results, consult supplementary Table A.4.
* p < 0.05.

receive labor market counseling are more likely to report language problems in
Ireland and the United Kingdom (see supplementary Table A.4).

On the basis of both probit regressions, we can conclude that immigrants who
receive labor market counseling tend to be less educated and less proficient in the
host country language—and hence overall somewhat more negatively selected for
labor market success—than those who participate in labor market training. To the
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Table 3: Difference between Control and Treatment Groups in the Outcomes of Labor Market Training before
and after Matching

(1) MIPEX 2007 score (2) Unemployment (3) ISEI

(Labor Market Unmatched: Matched: Unmatched: Matched:
Country Mobility/Access/ Difference Effect (ATT) Difference Effect (ATT)

Targeted Support)

Netherlands 85/71/75 0.05 0.06 −3.35∗ −0.82
(0.03) (0.03) (1.67) (1.81)

Italy 69/50/25 0.02 0.01 4.44∗ 4.05∗

(0.04) (0.04) (1.39) (1.43)
United Kingdom 55/43/25 0.03 0.00 −4.25 −3.36

(0.05) (0.06) (3.03) (3.34)
Ireland 42/21/25 0.00 −0.04 2.04 2.35

(0.03) (0.03) (1.31) (1.32)

Note: Data from EULFS 2008 ad hoc module on integration of migrants, author’s calculations. Standard
errors in the matched samples are bootstrapped with 500 repetitions each to account for the additional
variability introduced by estimating the propensity score and by the matching process itself.
∗ p < 0.05.

extent that employers are aware of these facts, they might perceive labor market
counseling less favorably than labor market training.

Effectiveness of Immigrant Integration Programs

This section examines whether labor market training and counseling are effective:
that is, whether participation in integration measures immediately after immi-
gration leads to more favorable outcomes several years later compared to non-
participation. Table 3 presents the results of the second step of the PSM for labor
market training participation for both unmatched and matched samples, and Table
4 does the same for labor market counseling. Mean differences (and standard errors)
between those who participated in training and those who did not are shown in
the columns featuring the unmatched sample. The ATT and bootstrapped standard
errors are found in the columns with the matched sample data. ATTs stem from the
analyses based on several matching algorithms. We compared the results produced
by matching the nearest five neighbors, by imposing a caliper (0.05), and by using
Epachenikov and Gaussian kernel matching. For each country and each outcome,
we selected the results from the algorithm that yielded the largest reduction of the
mean standardized bias and the best balancing of covariates.12

Because both participants and non-participants of labor market training might
differ in a number of characteristics that are also related to the labor market out-
comes of interest, comparing the unmatched and matched samples offers yet an-
other indication of selectivity in the treatment group. What do we learn from this
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Table 4: Difference between Control and Treatment Groups in the Outcomes of Labor Market Counseling
before and after Matching

(1) MIPEX 2007 score (2) Unemployment (3) ISEI

(Labor Market Unmatched: Matched: Unmatched: Matched:
Country Mobility/Access/ Difference Effect (ATT) Difference Effect (ATT)

Targeted Support)

Netherlands 85/71/75 0.02 0.02 −5.66∗ −1.41
(0.02) (0.03) (1.50) (1.36)

Italy 69/50/25 0.01 0.02 0.43 −0.18
(0.03) (0.03) (1.21) (1.27)

United Kingdom 55/43/25 0.10∗ −0.01 −4.98∗ 0.72
(0.03) (0.04) (1.81) (1.78)

Ireland 42/21/25 0.11∗ 0.12∗ 1.76 0.67
(0.03) (0.04) (1.50) (1.69)

Note: Data are from EULFS 2008 ad hoc module on integration of migrants, author’s calculations. Standard
errors in the matched samples are bootstrapped with 500 repetitions each to account for the additional
variability introduced by estimating the propensity score and by the matching process itself.
∗ p < 0.05.

comparison? Taking into account the non-random assignment of immigrants to
the control and treatment groups, we largely observe no difference between both
groups with regard to training participation (see Table 3). Only in the Nether-
lands do immigrants who acquired labor market training have a significantly lower
occupational status. In Italy, on the contrary, immigrants have an advantageous
occupational status if they participated in training.

The disadvantages are substantially more pronounced among immigrants who
participated in labor market counseling (see Table 4). Immigrants who received
counseling have significantly higher unemployment propensities in Ireland and the
United Kingdom and significantly lower occupational status in the Netherlands
and the United Kingdom. Comparing the two outcomes again leads us to conclude
that “negative” selection is more pronounced among participants in labor market
counseling, which is in line with the results of the previous section.

The results based on the matched samples show that neither labor market train-
ing nor labor market counseling is associated with better labor market outcomes
across the bulk of the analyzed countries. Italy is the only country in the sam-
ple where training seems to increase the occupational status of immigrants’ jobs.
There, the occupational status premium of immigrants who participated in labor
market training compared to those who should have participated according to
their observed characteristics but did not do so is slightly above 4 ISEI points. In
Ireland, labor market counseling is associated with greater difficulties in finding
employment: the employment penalty of immigrants who received labor market
counseling compared to their statistical twins (who should have received it but did
not) is 12 percent. The result for Italy is the only positive, statistically significant,
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albeit rather weak, effect of training that we are able to detect in our data, which
seems to support the productivity skills argument found in the literature. The result
for Ireland might indicate the stigmatization or negative selection hypotheses. The
rest of the ATT effects are neither particularly strong nor statistically significant,
which suggests that the productivity-enhancing character of training or counseling
is not driving the effects. If anything, we might witness forces that work in opposite
directions and hence cancel each other out: for example, resource accumulation
among individuals who are negatively selected with regard to their unobserved
characteristics.

Finally, the question arises whether patterns of effectiveness in integration
policies correspond to the countries’ policy intentions. With a sample of four
countries, only a tentative qualitative assessment is possible; we cannot make any
statistics-based conclusions about the association between policy intentions and
effects. If anything, we can see that the negative effect of labor market counseling
is substantial only in Ireland, the country with the lowest MIPEX in our sample.
Yet, we observe that labor market training has positive effects only in Italy, which
occupies a midfield position with regard to policy intentions. Thus, we cannot
draw any meaningful overall conclusions about the relationship between policies’
intentions and their effectiveness at this point.

Summary and Discussion

Previous research has highlighted the importance of host countries’ immigration
and integration policies for immigrants’ successful labor market integration (Reitz
2002). This study builds on both multilevel studies on the role of integration policy
in immigrants’ labor market integration and on evaluation research focusing on
the causal effects of specific integration measures. It unifies the strengths of both
approaches by combining a large-scale assessment of the coverage of selected
immigrant integration measures—training and labor market counseling—in a large
number of European countries with detailed, in-depth analyses of the effectiveness
of such tools in a selection of immigrant destinations.

Following our research questions related to the comprehensiveness and effec-
tiveness of integration policies, several facts come to light. First, we are able to show
that the actual provision of recent immigrants with labor market training does not
seem to entirely correspond to the policy intentions (as captured by MIPEX 2007),
whereas labor market counseling more closely reflects the policies’ proclaimed aims.
Second, we find that labor market training and counseling are largely ineffective
in the selection of countries we examined. Training only had a significant positive
effect on the occupational status of immigrants’ jobs in Italy, whereas it had a nega-
tive effect on the chances of entering employment in Ireland. We credit the lack of
positive effects of labor market counseling to allegedly stronger negative signals
associated with the utilization of job search assistance (compared to training). These
signals might be attributable to a more pronounced negative selection on observ-
ables: for example, education and a possible adverse selection on unobservables
among recipients of labor market counseling. We further suspect that a—by and
large—lack of positive labor market returns on training participation is due to
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ineffective training or benefits of training being offset by a particularly unfavorable
selection of program participants.13

Our results ascertain that policy intentions are not automatically translated into
successfully implemented policies in terms of comprehensive coverage, nor are they
necessarily effective and lead to more advantageous labor market positions for im-
migrants. This study’s message is thus that comprehensive coverage of immigrant
integration programs, or even their compulsory character, do not guarantee a more
favorable labor market integration of immigrants. A successful integration policy
is an effective one; that is, a policy that—despite a possibly negative selection of
integration programs’ participants—helps participants to acquire productive skills
and host country-specific competencies, provides them with useful information for
navigating the labor market, and endows them with signals that are adequately
perceived by employers.

Altogether, the study’s contributions are threefold. Our main policy-related
contribution was to report on the lack of labor market benefits associated with
labor market training participation and labor market counseling across a number
of European countries for which there was little comparable previous research.
In accordance with the existing evaluation research, we were not able to present
conclusive evidence of effective labor market training and counseling in the Nether-
lands, Ireland, or the United Kingdom. On the theoretical level, the study provided
weak support for the productivity skills argument, emphasizing instead the validity
of the signaling and selection perspectives. Methodologically, the study attempted
to break new ground synthesizing sociological and economic approaches to arrive
at a more comprehensive understanding of policy effectiveness.

This study also has some limitations. Although the EULFS data allow us to
conduct a large-scale overview, their cross-sectional nature hampers any firm causal
claims. Therefore, future research has to rely on panel data sets from various coun-
tries. However, these are rare and plagued by problems of selective non-response,
attrition, and comparability. Furthermore, there is an urgent need to extend the
list of policy tools and labor market outcomes to be scrutinized. With regard to
the former, language tuition and recognition of educational credentials are the
most obvious candidates. With regard to the latter, the list of the labor market
outcomes can be extended to include the propensity to work in nonstandard jobs,
self-employment, wages, and more dynamic outcomes, such as speed of entry to
first employment in the host country, job loss, and job re-entry chances. Further-
more, research should pay attention to more subjective dimensions of integration,
such as life satisfaction and quality of life, to more comprehensively assess immi-
grants’ integration into the host society. Comparing immigrants to the native-born
population would add another dimension to the analysis and help in understanding
whether labor market integration measures operate similarly across various popu-
lation groups. The analyses of the effect heterogeneity should be further extended
to capture both genders, various educational groups, and immigrants’ settlement
status. Finally, future research should try to include the demand side of the labor
market, focusing on employers’ assessments of signals associated with immigrants’
integration efforts.
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Notes

1 We use the 2007 MIPEX because our data are from the 2008 European Union Labour
Force Survey.

2 Education as a separate dimension of MIPEX is not available for 2007 but has appeared
in MIPEX versions since 2010.

3 Within each topic, a number of subtopics are evaluated: for example, access to general
and targeted support within the labor market mobility theme.

4 To estimate the effects of immigrants’ integration measures, we need sufficient sample
sizes of recent immigrants who have resided in the host country more than 2 years
(because the question about participation in integration measures pertains to the first
2 years after migration) but less than 10 years. Excluding immigrants with less than 2
years since migration reduced the sample sizes in each country. To ensure reliable results
for the propensity score matching analysis, we test our hypothesis using the subset of
countries with a sample size of at least 750 cases. The country selection is also based on
the satisfactory performance of the propensity score matching (see later).

5 Overall, a satisfactory number of cases to be effectively used for the PSM can be reported
for the four countries.

6 When we use the term third-country immigrants we refer to all immigrants apart from the
reference category.

7 This variable was approximated based on the information pertaining to the number of
children in various age groups when the survey was conducted and the variable Years
Since Migration.

8 Note that the results do not change substantially when these variables are dropped from
the analyses.

9 This is described by the MIPEX group on its website (http://old.mipex.eu).

10 Luxembourg and Portugal are excluded from these analyses because of the data issues.

11 Results presented in Tables 1 and 2 are the first step of PSM with unemployment propen-
sity being an outcome.

12 Supplementary Tables A.5–A.8 assess quality of the matched samples for each treatment
and each outcome variable. The mean standardized bias after matching for the best-
performing matching algorithm is substantially below 5 in all four countries, which is
seen as sufficient to balance the differences between the control and the treatment groups
(Caliendo and Kopeinig 2008).

13 The current study design does not allow differentiation between possible mechanisms.
Additional research is needed in this regard.
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