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PREFACE

On 1 May 2004 the European Union gained ten new members, eight of
them from Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). As had been the case with
both the Greek and the Iberian accessions to the Community in the 1980s,
the prospect of giving free access to workers from the newcomers pro-
voked fears in the incumbent member states, that it would lead, for example,
to an erosion of the welfare state and upset labour markets. Even though
Sweden became the only member state to fully apply Community rules
from 1 May 2004, the decision had been preceded by a fierce debate over
whether Sweden should impose transitional rules that started in November
2003 and ended only days before the actual enlargement.

The fact that Sweden in the end chose not to apply transitional rules
should provide us with invaluable evidence to help us draw conclusions for
future enlargements to poorer countries, such as Turkey, Croatia and the
Ukraine. In this report the authors, Professor Eskil Wadensjö and Doctor
Christer Gerdes, both from the Stockholm University Linnaeus Center for
Integration Studies (SULCIS), Stockholm University, employ unique data
from Statistics Sweden to analyse developments in Sweden since May
2004 with regard to the migration flows from the new member states of
CEE.

SIEPS conducts and promotes research and analysis of European policy
issues within the disciplines of political science, law and economics.
SIEPS strives to act as a link between the academic world and policy-
makers at various levels.

Anna Michalski
Acting Director, SIEPS
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SVENSK SAMMANFATTNING AV RAPPORTEN

Sverige var det enda land i EU som inte införde några övergångsregler för
invandring från de tio länder som blev medlemmar i EU den 1 maj 2004.
Sverige fattade samma beslut när Bulgarien och Rumänien blev medlem-
mar den 1 januari 2007. Det betyder att Sverige är ett intressant testfall för
vilka effekter utvidgningen av arbetsmarknaden inom EU kommer att få. 

Invandringen har ekonomiska effekter för invandringslandet. En mer
omfattande invandring på grund av utvidgningen av EU har ekonomiska
effekter för Sverige, positiva och negativa. Storleken av dessa effekter
beror naturligtvis delvis på omfattningen av invandringen – en liten in-
vandring betyder små effekter. Effekterna beror också på sammansättnin-
gen av invandringen och på egenskaper hos den svenska ekonomin. 

Invandringen från EU10-länderna ökade redan under de tidiga åren av
detta decennium, innan de hade blivit medlemmar, men ökningen var
mycket snabbare 2004, 2005 och speciellt 2006 och 2007. Att ökningen
fortsatte efter 2004 är en indikation på att ökningen är reell och inte bara
ett resultat av att de som redan varit i landet nu registrerat sig. Invand-
ringen från de nya EU-länderna är trots expansionen trots allt bara en
mindre del av invandringen till Sverige. Utvandringen från Sverige till de
nya medlemsstaterna har också ökat men är fortfarande mycket mindre än
invandringen. Nettoinvandringen utgör en stor del av bruttoinvandringen. 

Kvinnorna utgjorde majoriteten av invandrarna från de nya medlemsstaterna
fram till och med 2005. Männens andel av invandrarna ökade gradvis från
maj 2004 och det kom fler män än kvinnor från de tio nya medlems-
länderna 2006 och 2007. Merparten av invandrarna är i yngre aktiv ålder
(20–34 år). 

Invandrarna från de tio nya medlemsländerna kommer i mycket stor
utsträckning från Polen, närmare tre fjärdedelar. Betydelsen av invand-
ringen från Polen har gradvis ökat. Vid sidan av Polen kommer många från
de tre baltiska länderna och Ungern. Bulgarien och Rumänien blev
medlemmar av EU den 1 januari 2007. Invandringen från Bulgarien ökade
från 199 år 2006 till 1106 år 2007 och invandringen från Rumänien från
348 år 2006 till 2457 år 2007. 

Invandringen från EU10 är fortfarande liten jämfört med den totala invand-
ringen till Sverige och storleken på den svenska arbetsmarknaden. Vilka är
förklaringarna till detta? En förklaring kan vara att de lediga platserna,
som är en viktig bestämningsfaktor för arbetskraftsinvandring, varit få. En
annan förklaring är helt enkelt att intresset för att utvandra generellt eller
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speciellt till Sverige varit mindre än vad vi förväntade oss. En tredje för-
klaring är att de som flyttat har valt Irland eller Storbritannien, som båda
införde övergångsregler men sådana som i praktiken inte innebar några
större hinder, för att det var lättare att hitta arbeten där och inte minst att
engelska är språket i dessa båda länder.

Enligt våra data har de nya invandrarna en lägre sysselsättningsgrad än
dem som är födda i Sverige. En del av denna skillnad kan förklaras av att
personer som flyttat tillbaka fortfarande är registrerade som boende i lan-
det. Men det finns också ett antal andra faktorer som kan bidra till att
förklara skillnaden. Det är viktigt med ytterligare studier på detta område. 

Information om utbildning saknas för många invandrare som kommit
under de senaste åren. För dem vi har uppgifter om utbildning är utbild-
ningsnivån högre än för dem som är födda i Sverige. De som flyttar hit är
i regel unga och tillhör kohorter där längre utbildning är vanligt. De nya
invandrarna finns på alla områden men är överrepresenterade inom jord-
bruk och byggnadsverksamhet och underpresenterade inom utbildning (få
är lärare). 

Bland de invandrare som är födda i de nya medlemsstaterna är antalet
arbetstimmar ungefär lika många som för dem som födda i Sverige, men
bland dem som kommit från och med maj 2004 är antalet arbetstimmar
klart högre än bland dem som är födda i Sverige. 

Månadsinkomsten (omräknad till månadslön vid heltidsarbete) är år 2006
något högre för dem som anlänt från EU10-länder efter anslutningen till
EU än för dem som är födda i Sverige. För dem som anlänt från de gamla
EU-länderna under samma tidsperiod är lönerna i genomsnitt mycket
högre än för dem som är födda i Sverige. Lönenivån givet utbildning och
ålder är något men inte mycket lägre för de nya invandrarna från EU-
länder jämfört med dem som är födda i Sverige. 

De nya invandrarna från EU10-länder är något överrepresenterade bland
dem som får socialbidrag men klart underrepresenterade i andra inkomst-
överföringssystem. Det gäller både om man tar hänsyn till utbildning och
ålder och om man inte gör det. Mycket få av de nya invandrarna får stöd
till barn som är kvar i hemlandet.

Vår undersökning ger många resultat men pekar också på att det är mycket
viktigt att förbättra den officiella statistiken i ett par avseenden. Det gäller
både för invandrare som kommer från EU10-länder och andra invandrare,
bland annat dem som kommer från de gamla EU-länderna. För det första
är det viktigt att samla in uppgifter om utbildning för en mycket större del
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av de nyanlända än vad som nu är fallet. För det andra är det viktigt att
närmare undersöka det stora antalet invandrare som varken återfinns som
sysselsatta eller som får någon form av stöd från inkomstöverförings-
system. Har de flyttat ut ur landet, är de säsongarbetare och inte här under
november som är mätmånaden i statistiken, är de i den gråa ekonomin, är
de studerande eller hemmafruar etc.? 

De viktigaste slutsatserna: Invandringen från EU10-länderna har ökat
mycket sedan de blev medlemmar av EU, men den utgör fortfarande endast
en mindre del av den totala invandringen till Sverige. De EU10-invandrare
som har arbete klarar sig väl på svensk arbetsmarknad. De nya invandrarna
får endast i liten utsträckning stöd från olika slags inkomstöverföringar.
Välfärdsturisterna kom inte till Sverige.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Sweden was the only European Union country that did not introduce any
transitional rules for immigrants coming from the ten countries who
became members on 1 May 2004. Sweden maintained that policy when
Bulgaria and Romania became members of the Union on 1 January 2007.
This means that Sweden is an interesting test case for the likely effects of
a free labour market. 

Immigration has economic effects on the country of destination. An
enlargement of immigration due to an expansion of the European common
labour market may have various effects, positive and negative. The size of
these effects depends of course on the size of the increase in immigration
– a small increase in immigration means small effects. The effects also
depend on the composition of the new immigration and the functioning of
the economy in the country in which they are arriving.

There was an increase in immigration during the first years of the decade
from the EU10 countries but a much higher increase in 2004, 2005 and
especially 2006 and 2007. That the increase continued in 2005, 2006 and
2007 is an indication that it is not only a result of higher registration, i.e. a
registration effect, but a real increase. The immigration from the new
member states is still only a small part of the total immigration to Sweden,
however. The emigration to the new member states is also increasing but it
is much smaller than the immigration. Net immigration is a large part of
gross immigration. 

Women constituted the majority of the immigrants from the new member
states in all the years of the period studied up to 2006. The immigration of
men increased more from May 2004 on, so that more men than women
came to Sweden from the ten new member states in 2006 and 2007. The
immigrants are mainly of a young active age (20–34 years old).

The immigrants to Sweden from the ten new member states are to a very
high extent from Poland, which accounts for three quarters of the new
EU10 immigrants. The relative importance of immigration from Poland
has gradually increased. Besides Poland, the immigration is largest from
the Baltic States and Hungary. Bulgaria and Romania became members of
EU from 1 January 2007. Immigration from Bulgaria increased from 199
in 2006 to 1106 in 2007 and from Romania from 348 in 2006 to 2457 in
2007. 

The immigration from EU10 is still small compared with the total immi-
gration and the size of the Swedish labour market. Why is this so? One
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explanation may be that there have been few job vacancies available for
newly arrived immigrants. Another explanation for the low immigration
may be that the propensity to emigrate from the new member states has
been lower than expected by many taking part in the public debate. A third
explanation is that those migrating have chosen Ireland and the UK instead
of Sweden due to the easier access to the labour market in those countries
and not least that English is the language of those two countries.

According to our data, the immigrants from the new member states have
an employment rate lower than that of people born in Sweden. Part of this
is explained by lags in the registration of returning migrants. A number of
other factors may explain other parts of the difference. Further studies are
needed. 

Among employed immigrants from the new member states, the working
hours are about the same as for those born in Sweden, but for men from
EU10 countries who arrived in May 2004 and later, the working hours are
longer than for those born in Sweden. 

The monthly wage income in 2006 (recalculated to monthly wage for full-
time work for those working part-time) is slightly higher for the recently
arrived who were born in EU10 countries than for those born in Sweden.
The new arrivals from EU14 countries have considerably higher monthly
wage incomes than those born in Sweden. 

Information on education is lacking for many of the new immigrants.
However, for those on whom we do have information, the educational level
is higher than for those born in Sweden. The difference is explained by
most of the new immigrants being young. They belong to cohorts with a
longer education on average. The new EU10 immigrants are overrepresent-
ed in agriculture and construction and underrepresented in education (few
are teachers). 

The wage rate is slightly lower for new immigrants from EU10 countries
than for those born in Sweden, given education and age. 

The new (arriving from May 2004 onwards) immigrants from EU10 coun-
tries are slightly overrepresented in social assistance but underrepresented
in other income transfer programmes, given characteristics. The number of
child allowances paid to children living outside Sweden is very low. 

It is important to improve the official statistics in some respects. It is
important to collect information on education for a greater part of the
immigrants. It is also very important to study the activities of those who
are not employed in the month when employment is measured. Are those
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who are not employed re-emigrants, seasonal workers not in Sweden in
the month in which the employment is measured, in the grey economy, stu-
dents or housewives? 

The main conclusions are: The migration from the EU10 countries has
increased much since they became members of the EU but it still con-
stitutes only a small part of the total immigration to Sweden. The EU10
immigrants who have work are doing well on the Swedish labour market.
The new immigrants are only to a small extent receiving support from
income transfer programmes. The welfare tourists have not arrived.



1 INTRODUCTION
Sweden was the only European Union country that did not introduce any
transitional rules for immigrants coming from the ten countries who
became members on 1 May 2004.1 Sweden maintained that policy when
Bulgaria and Romania became members of the Union on 1 January 2007.
This means that Sweden is an interesting test case for the likely effects of
a free labour market.

Immigration has economic effects on the country of destination. An en-
largement of immigration due to an expansion of the European common
labour market may have various effects, positive and negative. The size of
these effects depends of course on the size of the increase in immigration
– a small increase in immigration means small effects. The effects also
depend on the composition of the new immigration and the functioning of
the economy in the country in which they are arriving. In the second sec-
tion, the dimension and composition of the actual migration to Sweden in
the first years after the enlargement of the European Union in 2004 is in
focus. In the third section, the labour market situation of the immigrants
from the new member states is analysed. In the fourth section, the avail-
able information on short-term migrants from EU countries is presented.
In the pre-accession debate in Sweden, social (benefit) tourism was a key
issue. In the fifth section, the migrants and the public sector and especially
the migrants and the welfare system are discussed. The last section con-
cludes and also indicates some areas for further study.

13
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2 THE DEVELOPMENT OF IMMIGRATION TO SWEDEN
FROM THE NEW EU MEMBER COUNTRIES2

The economic effects of the enlargement of the European Union labour
market are primarily dependent on the size of the new migration and the
age composition of the new migration. Crucial for all predictions of the
effects are predictions of the size of the new immigration.3 In this section,
we will present the development of the number and composition of immi-
grants from the new member states to Sweden before and after the acces-
sion. It will be an incomplete picture for different reasons. One reason is
that not all immigrants in Sweden are registered and, more importantly,
that the share registered may have changed. It is likely that some immi-
grants who have lived and worked in Sweden for a period but have not
been registered may have registered as a result of the legal change. It is
also important to study the emigration to the new member states. The emi-
gration to those states will mainly be return migration of earlier immi-
grants. The return migration will increase, given the propensity to re-
emigrate, with the growth of the immigrant population living in Sweden.
However, it may also increase if the deregulation of immigration makes it
more attractive to return, as a result of which it will be possible to immi-
grate to Sweden again after a period in the home country. The decision to
go back to the home country is easy to change if it is regretted.

We will first look at the flows of immigrants and emigrants from the ten
new member states in the period 2001–2007. See Table 1. We have three
alternative statistical series: the inflow and outflow of citizens of the ten
new EU members, the inflow and outflow of people born in the ten new
EU members and, finally, people coming from and leaving to one of the
new EU member states. We have chosen the third series here, but the dif-
ferences between the three series are small up to now. We will underline
some of the main results and add some extra information.

14

2 There are a few follow-up studies of immigration from the new member states after the
enlargement of the European Union. For an early study on Ireland and Sweden, see Doyle,
Hughes and Wadensjö (2006). See Dølvik and Eldring (2005) for the migration to the Nordic
countries, and Commission of the European Communities (2006) comparing migration from
the EU10 and the EU15 to all the EU15 countries. Note that the numbers based on residence
permits in the latter study are strongly misleading regarding the immigration from EU15
countries to Sweden. Danish and Finnish citizens, who constitute the majority of immigrants
from other EU15 countries to Sweden, do not need a residence permit.

3 The predictions of the size and effects of migration made before the enlargement of the
European Union vary greatly. See for example Boeri, Hanson and MacCormick (2002),
Dustmann et al. (2003), Eriksson (2004), and Sinn and Ochel (2003). The study most
critical to free migration for citizens of the new member states is by Sinn and Ochel (2003).
They argue that migration without restriction would lead to a dismantling of the welfare
state. For a survey and discussion of the different predictions, see Zaiceva (2006).
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Table 1 Immigrants and emigrants according to country of origin and 
destination in 2001-2007

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007
Country Im Em Im Em Im Em Im Em Im Em Im Em Im Em
Czech Republic
  Men 64 39 86 40 69 48 61 55 71 66 109 62 140 77
  Women 66 33 65 28 54 29 59 46 62 53 100 50 110 60
Cyprus
  Men 19 23 25 31 23 22 32 34 21 39 46 39 47 49
  Women 13 16 34 33 21 32 23 26 19 42 31 33 43 56
Estonia
  Men 97 36 109 43 88 56 155 69 161 88 193 91 206 80
  Women 215 17 236 40 223 43 266 56 263 77 273 68 265 69
Hungary
  Men 96 69 123 71 105 63 113 88 144 91 284 104 465 109
  Women 110 65 151 69 139 64 154 85 178 90 237 85 387 97
Latvia
  Men 74 31 63 25 57 33 70 29 98 28 167 50 156 43
  Women 114 9 126 21 125 25 148 19 151 21 203 33 221 44
Lithuania
  Men 75 39 85 18 73 22 191 21 356 16 436 39 494 52
  Women 143 11 176 5 159 16 253 19 353 10 453 32 412 36
Malta
  Men 13 9 15 32 19 10 12 20 13 17 19 45 30 35
  Women 6 8 14 17 14 9 14 12 13 14 7 19 16 23
Poland
  Men 372 117 474 100 470 113 1163 161 1815 177 3474 219 4250 384
  Women 536 100 712 90 664 103 1358 138 1701 173 2935 192 3290 276
Slovakia
  Men 29 5 38 15 22 12 43 16 40 18 64 19 92 13
  Women 29 3 38 6 34 11 76 15 59 12 85 15 70 19
Slovenia
  Men 7 7 6 11 10 6 23 9 22 11 36 29 35 17
  Women 17 10 8 13 12 4 18 7 19 10 26 24 38 18
EU10 2095 647 2584 708 2381 721 4232 935 5559 1053 9198 1248 10767 1557
  Men 846 375 1024 386 936 385 1863 512 2741 551 4828 697 5915 859
  Women 1249 272 1560 322 1455 336 2369 423 2818 502 4370 551 4852 698

Note. Im = immigrants, Em = emigrants.
Source: Statistics Sweden.



The total numbers show that there is an increase in immigration during the
first years of the decade but a much higher increase in 2004, 2005 and
especially 2006 and 2007. That the increase continues in 2005, 2006 and
2007 is an indication that it is not only a result of higher registration, i.e. a
registration effect, but a real increase. The immigration from the new
member states is still only a small part of the total immigration to Sweden,
however.

• The emigration to the new member states is also increasing but it is
much smaller than the immigration (Cyprus and Malta are the only
exceptions). Net immigration is a large part of gross immigration. 

• Women constituted the majority of the immigrants from the new mem-
ber states in all the years of the period studied up to 2006. That at the
same time most of the emigrants were men indicates that male immi-
grants are returning to a higher extent. The immigration of men
increased more than the immigration of women in 2004, 2005, 2006 and
2007, so that more men than women came to Sweden from the ten new
member states in 2006 and 2007. This shift of the composition is a result
of a large increase in male immigration from Poland. The immigrants are
mainly of a young active age (20–34 years old).

• The immigrants to Sweden from the ten new member states are mainly
from Poland, which accounts for more than half of the immigrants. The
relative importance of immigration from Poland greatly increased in
2004, 2005, 2006 and 2007. Poland is the largest of the new member
states and a neighbour to Sweden on the other side of the Baltic Sea.4

Besides Poland, the immigration is largest from the Baltic States, espe-
cially Lithuania, and from Hungary. It could be added that immigration
from Bulgaria increased from 199 in 2006 to 1106 in 2007 and from
Romania from 348 in 2006 to 2457 in 2007. 

The immigration has increased considerably from the new member states,
especially from Poland, but it is still small compared with the total immi-
gration and the size of the Swedish labour market. Why is this so? One
explanation may be that there have been few job vacancies available for
newly arrived immigrants. The Swedish unemployment rate is low com-
pared with that in several other European countries, but the job vacancies

16

4 Poland, with a fast-growing and changing economy, is not only a country of origin for
international migration but also a country of destination, especially for people coming
from some of the successor states to the Soviet Union. See Iglicka (2005) and Iglicka,
Kazmierkiewicz and Weinar (2005). A comparison with the migration statistics of other
countries for the same migration flows indicates that international migration is probably
much underestimated in Polish statistics.



are few. Another explanation for the low immigration may be that the
propensity to emigrate from the new member states has been lower than
expected by many taking part in the public debate. An interview survey of
migration intentions in the Baltic states carried out a few years before the
accession date shows that the willingness to move abroad was not very
high and also that only a few declared the Nordic countries (including
Sweden) as the preferred destination.5 A third explanation is that those
migrating have chosen Ireland and the UK instead of Sweden due to the
easier access to the labour market in those countries and not least that
English is the language of those two countries.

We cannot exclude that immigration from other countries, registered and
unregistered, may have declined as a result of the accession agreement.
Employers who earlier employed immigrants from other countries may
have turned to employing immigrants from the new member states.  

17

5 See Brunovskis, Djuve and Haualand (2003).



3 THE NEW IMMIGRANTS AND THE LABOUR MARKET

We will now turn to the immigrants from the new member states and
their position on the Swedish labour market. We will start with those
who arrived in the period from 2003 to 2007 and who have been granted
residence permits or been registered by Migrationsverket (the Swedish
Migration Board). Following an EU directive, a residence permit is not
necessary for EU country citizens from 30 April 2006, but immigrants
from EU countries (except Denmark and Finland) still have to register at
Migrationsverket. The legal change also means that residence permits do
not have to be prolonged for those coming from EU countries.

Table 2 gives some basic information. We show the numbers for Poland
and the Baltic states, aggregate information for all coming from the ten
new member states, for Bulgaria and Romania and, as a comparison, those
coming from the twelve old EU member states (according to the rules of
the common Nordic labour market, citizens from Denmark and Finland do
not need a residence permit or registration). The number of residence per-
mits for citizens from the ten new member states increased in 2004, 2005
and 2006 but declined in 2007. The increase in the 2003 to 2006 period
was large for the categories of employers and consultants, which may
include self-employed people, for example in the building sector. However,
the number of residence permits granted to students is also increasing, and
even more those to relatives of people living in Sweden.

The next step is to look at the labour market situation of the new migrants.
We use data containing information on all the immigrants from the new
member states who are now living in Sweden. The latest year for which
data are available is 2006. The population included are those who are
registered as living in Sweden at the end of the year (for those coming
from the new member states, the criterion is that they have a residence per-
mit and are registered as living in Sweden on 31 December). The employ-
ment information is for September or November (depending on the sector).
This means that the data set does not include information on whether peo-
ple are employed or not for those who arrived late in 2006, only that they
have arrived and are living in Sweden at the end of the year. We will start
with the employment rates for those who were born in the ten new member
states, with those born in Sweden as a comparison. See Table 3 on page 20.
All who were born in one of the countries are included irrespective of
whether they arrived in Sweden from May 2004 onwards or earlier.

The employment rates for those from the ten new member states are con-
siderably lower than for people born in Sweden (but larger than for refugee

18
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Table 2 Residence permits (from 2006 registrations) for citizens 
from the new EU countries in 2003-2007 according to the 
EES agreement

Reasons for granting the residence permit
Emplo-

yees
Emplo-

yers
Con-

sultants
Stu-

dents
Rela-
tives

Suffi cient means 
for support AllYear Countries

2003 Poland 2134 1 0 320 201 2656
Estonia 363 0 0 57 53 473
Latvia 213 0 0 36 43 292
Lithuania 404 0 0 70 33 507
EU10 3774 1 0 577 414 4766
EU12 2788 131 334 2813 2484 8550
Bulg./Rom. 328 0 0 118 231 677

2004 Poland 3156 99 141 244 1038 4678
Estonia 383 5 26 122 160 696
Latvia 278 13 13 74 68 446
Lithuania 872 14 11 139 193 1229
EU10 5151 136 209 750 1694 7940
EU12 2570 140 312 3007 2587 8616
Bulg./Rom. 531 0 0 100 303 934

2005 Poland 2810 251 194 281 1498 5034
Estonia 320 12 14 91 83 520
Latvia 207 8 18 75 72 380
Lithuania 756 27 13 129 252 1177
EU10 4477 321 408 815 2120 8141
EU12 2893 197 315 3042 2254 8701
Bulg./Rom. 529 0 0 102 350 981

2006 Poland 3927 226 355 265 2159 107 6932
Estonia 315 12 19 82 87 4 515
Latvia 226 8 19 69 87 11 409
Lithuania 720 19 5 88 294 23 1126
EU10 5718 275 489 681 2888 192 10058
EU12 3256 183 185 2737 1832 664 8857
Bulg./Rom. 557 0 0 70 339 0 966

2007 Poland 3103 196 87 160 2077 96 5719
Estonia 127 3 0 41 78 9 258
Latvia 134 1 4 26 69 15 249
Lithuania 430 19 2 76 178 10 715
EU10 4297 232 154 429 2623 162 7867
EU12 2868 156 94 2288 1895 751 8052
Bulg./Rom. 1020 52 6 102 418 92 1690

Notes. EU10 = the ten new member states; EU12 = the states who were members of the EU 
before May 2004 excluding Sweden, Denmark and Finland; reasons for granting a permit are 
estimated up to May 2004 for those coming from the new member states.
Source: Migrationsverket (Swedish Migration Board).
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Table 3 Employment rate in November among those born in one of 
the new member states and in Sweden aged 16-64 living in 
Sweden at the end of 2005 and 2006

Men Women All

Country 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006

Cyprus 49.6 47.6 51.6 50.5 50.4 48.8
Czech Republic 57.1 54.0 42.6 46.9 48.1 49.8
Czechoslovakia 64.6 60.7 66.3 66.8 65.5 63.9
Estonia 51.8 50.9 55.6 53.8 54.3 52.8
Hungary 59.5 58.6 57.2 57.0 58.3 66.9
Latvia 43.6 43.3 48.3 48.6 46.2 46.9
Lithuania 58.0 59.0 48.8 51.4 52.2 54.5
Malta 56.0 62.7 53.2 70.4 54.6 66.1
Poland 61.8 61.9 58.9 58.4 59.9 59.7
Slovakia 44.5 44.6 39.3 40.7 41.1 49.0
Slovenia 62.0 66.7 56.3 58.0 59.1 62.2

EU10 60.2 60.0 57.9 57.6 58.8 58.6

Sweden 75.7 76.4 73.0 73.9 74.4 75.2

Note. As those who immigrated to Sweden in December cannot have been employed 
in Sweden in September the same year, the employment rates for the immigrants are 
underestimated. There are immigrants who have arrived from the areas of the present states 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia who are registered as immigrants from the Soviet 
Union and Yugoslavia.  It has not been possible to separate those from others registered as 
immigrants from the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia.
Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.

6 The Commission of the European Communities (2006) gives information on employment
rates based on Labour Force Surveys for 2004 and 2005. For citizens from the EU10, the
employment rate was 62 per cent in Sweden in 2005. This is a slightly higher value than
that shown in Table 3. There are two main explanations for this difference. One explanation
is that citizens of EU10 countries and people born in the EU10 countries are two different
populations. Another explanation is that data collecting methods are different. In the labour
force, only those participating in the survey are included. Those who have left the country
without registering it are therefore not included. A problem with the labour force surveys is
that those employed may be overrepresented among those answering, leading to a selection
problem.

immigrants, according to information from the labour force surveys6). A
closer look behind the figures shows that, among those not employed who
are from the new member states, many do not have any income, not even
an income from the income transfer programmes (unemployment benefits,
sickness benefits, pensions etc.). This category may hide several different



groups. The first group, and a not very large one, consists of those who
have immigrated to Sweden in December and who could not have worked
in Sweden in November the same year. The second one consists of immi-
grants who have (re)emigrated without notifying the tax authorities and the
registration of emigration is delayed due to that. There are some studies of
this group showing that quite a few immigrants have returned without
registering.7 Statistics Sweden has constructed a variable for us that indi-
cates whether a person is most likely to have left the country (there is no
information on any event that indicates that the person has been in Sweden
during the year in any of a number of registers at Statistics Sweden).
According to this study, 2.5 per cent of people who were born in an EU10
country are no longer in Sweden. The corresponding share of those who
were born in an EU14 country is 3.7 per cent and for those born in Swe-
den 0.2 per cent. A third group consists of students (on the secondary level
and in higher education) who do not combine studies with work. A fourth
group consists of immigrants who are registered as immigrants in Sweden
but only work for part of the year, for example seasonal work in the sum-
mer. A fifth group are people who are not working and are supported by
other family members, for example housewives. A sixth group consists of
people who work in the unregistered part of the economy (the shadow
economy). We do not have any estimates of the size of this group.

Even if the employment rate estimations have to be interpreted with care,
information on working hours and wages for those employed do not suffer
from such limitations. Another problem is that the number coming from
some of the countries is small, which means that one or a few extreme val-
ues (actual or erroneous) may have a large effect (see for example the
number of working hours for men born in Malta in Table 4). In Table 4 on
page 22, information on working hours in 2005 and 2006 are shown. There
are only small differences between those born in Sweden and those born in
the new member states or in the old member states if we include all
irrespective of the year of arrival. If we study only those who arrived in
May 2004 or later, the working hours are longer for men who were born in
EU10 or EU14 countries. There is a variation in working hours among the
ten countries and between the two years, which may be explained by the
small number of observations.
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7 See for example Edner and Johansson (2006). Statistics Sweden has also made estimates
of the share of different groups who have emigrated but are still registered as living in
Sweden. The shares vary greatly between different groups and are over 10 per cent for some
groups.



Table 5 shows the monthly average wage (recalculated to the full-time
monthly wage for those not working full-time) for people who were born
in the EU10 member states, the EU14 member states and Sweden. The
average monthly wage is slightly higher for men and women born in the
other member states than in Sweden, both for those from EU10 and for
those from EU14. Also, there are differences here between those coming
from different EU10 countries, and it should also be stressed here that
some groups contain only a small number of individuals. There are differ-
ences in the composition according to age and education, which may con-
tribute to explaining the differences. New arrivals born in EU14 countries
have higher labour incomes than those born in Sweden.
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Table 4 Working hours among those born in one of the new 
member states and in Sweden aged 16-64 in September or 
November 2005 and September or November 2006

Men Women All

Country 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006

Cyprus 136.8 136.7 105.7 125.7 121.1 131.3
Czech Republic 137.2 142.5 129.1 106.0 132.6 119.7
Czechoslovakia 135.4 134.9 116.9 118.2 124.0 124.3
Estonia 138.5 135.7 119.8 116.7 124.9 121.6
Hungary 137.8 132.7 123.1 120.1 129.0 125.1
Latvia 139.9 134.7 114.7 115.4 120.4 119.4
Lithuania 146.4 141.7 105.1 110.7 115.7 119.1
Malta 167.6 158.3 139.5 114.6 153.0 138.0
Poland 138.5 137.3 118.2 119.7 123.6 124.5
Slovakia 140.0 130.2 101.9 104.3 116.9 112.6
Slovenia 134.1 143.2 112.3 107.9 122.2 123.2

EU10 138.1 136.3 118.5 118.9 124.4 124.1
EU10, May 2004- 150.6 146.3 123.5 117.2 138.2 129.2
EU14 140.8 138.0 121.1 121.9 129.1 128.5
EU14, May 2004- 154.7 142.4 136.9 119.8 148.8 132.0

Sweden 141.8 138.7 116.7 117.9 127.4 126.8

Notes. Only those employed are included. There are immigrants who arrived from the areas 
of the present states Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia who are registered as immigrants 
from the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia.  It has not been possible to separate those from others 
registered as immigrants from the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia.
Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.



Table 6 on page 24 shows that the educational level is higher on average
among those coming from the new member states than for those born in
Sweden. There are large variations between the different states. Note also
that we lack information for a much larger share of the immigrants than
for those born in Sweden. It is mainly for the newly arrived that informa-
tion on education is missing. This leads to difficulties in estimating the
effects of education on the labour outcome for new immigrants in Sweden.

Table 7 on page 25 shows the industry distribution for those who were
born in EU countries and, as a comparison, those who were born in Sweden.
The distribution is very much the same for all who were born in EU10 or
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Table 5 Monthly wage (for those working less than full-time the wage 
is recalculated to full-time wage) among those born in one 
of the new member states and in Sweden aged 16-64 in 
September or November 2005 and in September 2006 or 
November 2006; thousands SEK

Men Women All

Country 2005 2006 2005 2006 2005 2006

Cyprus 27.1 30.1 18.3 21.4 22.6 25.8
Czech Republic 25.4 27.2 21.8 24.6 23.5 25.6
Czechoslovakia 31.3 34.1 23.8 25.9 26.7 28.8
Estonia 27.7 29.8 21.0 22.1 23.0 24.1
Hungary 27.2 28.5 22.0 23.5 24.1 25.5
Latvia 27.8 31.3 21.9 22.1 23.3 24.0
Lithuania 25.6 30.1 19.8 22.2 21.4 24.4
Malta 24.4 25.5 18.8 19.2 21.5 22.6
Poland 26.7 28.8 21.1 22.5 22.6 24.3
Slovakia 32.6 32.6 23.3 25.0 27.1 27.4
Slovenia 25.7 25.3 19.6 20.7 22.4 22.7

EU10 27.4 29.3 21.4 22.9 23.3 24.8
EU10, May 2004- 23.8 28.3 19.9 23.8 21.9 25.6
EU14 27.4 28.7 21.4 22.9 23.8 25.3
EU14, May 2004- 35.4 35.2 24.7 25.4 31.6 30.8

Sweden 27.0 28.3 20.8 22.2 23.5 24.8

Note. Only those employed are included. There are immigrants who arrived from the areas of 
the present states Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania and Slovenia who are registered as immigrants 
from the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia.  It has not been possible to separate those from others 
registered as immigrants from the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia.
Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.
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Table 6 Distribution of people born in one of the new member states 
and in Sweden according to education in 2005 (a) and 2006 
(b); per cent

Education

1 2 3 4 5 6 9

Country a b a b a b a b a b a b a b All

Cyprus 10 9 13 14 45 41 5 6 19 18 1 2 6 9 100
Czech Republic 2 2 4 3 29 27 6 6 37 36 6 5 17 22 100
Czechoslovakia 4 5 8 8 43 41 7 6 34 34 3 4 1 2 100
Estonia 4 2 9 8 30 28 6 6 38 37 3 3 11 15 100
Hungary 6 5 7 7 48 46 6 6 27 28 2 2 3 5 100
Latvia 2 1 9 8 22 20 6 6 41 38 4 4 16 23 100
Lithuania 1 1 5 5 18 16 5 5 41 35 5 5 26 33 100
Malta 8 7 14 16 36 36 5 5 25 26 1 1 10 10 100
Poland 4 3 8 7 43 40 6 5 30 29 2 2 7 13 100
Slovakia 5 5 7 9 23 20 4 4 31 28 6 5 26 29 100
Slovenia 11 10 12 11 50 49 4 4 18 18 1 1 4 7 100

EU10 4 4 8 8 42 39 6 6 31 30 2 2 7 12 100
EU10, May 2004- 1 1 1 2 25 23 4 3 30 27 1 1 38 43 100
EU14 9 8 11 11 44 43 5 5 28 29 2 2 2 3 100
EU14, May 2004- 1 2 2 3 13 14 3 3 44 43 5 5 31 30 100

Sweden 4 4 16 16 47 47 6 6 24 25 1 1 1 1 100

Note. Educational  classifi cation; 1 primary school less than 9 years, 2 primary school 9(10) 
years, 3 secondary school, 4 higher education less than two years, 5 higher education two 
years or more, 6 post-graduate education, 9 lacking information
Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.

EU14 countries as for those born in Sweden. The main difference is that
those born in EU10 countries are overrepresented in the health care sector
and those from EU14 countries in manufacturing. If we study only those
who arrived in May 2004 or later, the differences are larger. Those born in
EU10 countries are most overrepresented in agriculture and construction
and most underrepresented in education. Those born in EU14 countries are
overrepresented especially in financial and business services. 

We have estimated Mincer equations with the logarithm of the monthly
full-time wage as the dependent variable, and as independent variables age,
age squared, female, educational levels and either dummy variables for
being an immigrant who was born in an EU10 country or a dummy vari-
able for coming from any of them (see Table 8 on pages 26 and 27).



Remember that we lack observations due to the lack of information on
education for many recently arrived individuals. The result for the coeffi-
cient of the EU10 dummy is a negative value indicating a negative wage
premium of about 3 per cent for women and 4 per cent for men.8 When
dummies for the different countries are included in the estimations, the
coefficients vary. They are negative in most but not all cases (those born in
Sweden are the reference group). The coefficients are negative for some
groups with many recent arrivals – Poland, Hungary and the Baltic states.
The largest significantly negative wage effect is found for immigrants from
Lithuania.
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Table 7 Distribution of people born in one of the new member states 
and in Sweden according to industry in 2005 and 2006; per 
cent (values for 2005/values for 2006)

Industry

Country 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 All

Cyprus 3/2 0/0 11/13 0/0 4/3 19/18 11/10 18/14 15/17 16/19 3/4 100
Czech Republic 2/1 2/2 18/17 0/0 1/1 15/15 9/12 15/12 20/20 15/17 2/3 100
Czechoslovakia 2/2 0/0 17/17 1/0 2/2 15/14 14/14 13/13 22/24 8/8 5/5 100
Estonia 2/2 1/1 11/10 1/0 5/6 19/18 16/15 12/12 19/20 10/9 5/5 100
Hungary 1/2 0/0 18/17 1/1 3/3 18/17 14/15 13/13 19/20 9/8 4/5 100
Latvia 2/3 4/4 10/11 1/1 3/3 14/13 12/15 14/13 22/22 12/11 6/5 100
Lithuania 3/2 15/13 12/13 0/0 5/8 12/12 13/15 12/11 18/16 7/7 2/3 100
Malta 2/1 0/0 23/18 0/0 2/1 15/15 21/16 21/16 6/11 9/21 2/0 100
Poland 2/1 1/2 16/15 1/0 5/7 17/16 14/15 11/10 23/22 8/8 4/4 100
Slovakia 2/2 0/0 14/17 0/0 2/2 15/13 15/16 11/11 30/29 12/11 1/0 100
Slovenia 1/1 0/0 31/28 0/0 4/3 19/18 13/17 8/7 14/16 7/6 4/4 100

EU10 2/2 2/2 16/15 1/0 4/6 17/16 14/15 11/11 22/22 8/8 4/4 100
EU10, May 2004- 2/2 9/7 14/14 0/0 16/19 16/15 18/19 3/3 11/11 9/9 1/1 100
EU14 1/1 1/1 21/20 1/1 5/5 16/15 13/14 12/12 18/19 8/8 4/4 100
EU14, May 2004- 2/2 2/1 15/14 0/0 6/6 17/17 20/21 11/12 14/14 11/11 1/2 100

Sweden 1/1 2/2 17/16 1/1 6/6 19/19 14/14 11/11 16/16 7/7 6/6 100

Note: Industry classifi cation; 0 not classifi ed, 1 agriculture, forestry, fi shing, 2 manufacturing, 
mining, 3 public utilities, 4 construction, 5 trade, communication, 6 fi nancial services, 
business services, 7 education, 8 health care, 9 personal and cultural services, 10 public 
administration.
Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.

8 As we use the logarithm of wage as the outcome variable, the effect of a change in one of
the explanatory variables is estimated by the antilog given by exp(estimated coefficient)-1.
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We have re-estimated the equations with dummies for the period of arrival.
For women we obtain that the earlier the EU10 immigrants arrived, the
smaller the wage disadvantage (see Table 9 on the next page). Men born in
EU10 countries who arrived in 2000–06 surprisingly have a positive wage
premium compared with those born in Sweden. For those who arrived in
the period 2000–06, the difference is minus 4 per cent for women and plus
3 per cent for men. For those who arrived before 1970, there is no differ-
ence compared with those born in Sweden for men and a positive differ-
ence for women (4 per cent). 

In the next step, we will look at the migrants born in EU10 countries who
arrived in May 2004 or later and compare them with immigrants born in
EU14 countries who arrived in the same period and with those born in
Sweden. 

The estimations in Table 10 on page 30 show a negative sign on wages for
immigrant women who were born in the EU10 member countries and who
arrived in 2004 or 2005. The difference may be due to that some immi-
grants are not coming to the occupations they are trained for so that, at
least in the short run, they are over-educated. For women who immigrated
in 2006 and for men independent of whether they immigrated in 2004,
2005 or 2006, we find no significant wage differences compared with
those born in Sweden. More surprising is that the male immigrants who
were born in one of the EU14 countries given age and education have
higher wages than those born in Sweden. One explanation may be that
they have educations that lead to high wages given the level of education. 

An explanation to the pattern described here may be that reservation wages
for the prospective migrants differ depending on the wage level in the
country of origin. Those coming from countries with low wages are
accepting lower wages than those who come from countries with high
wages, higher than those in Sweden for some EU14 countries. We have
included GDP per capita as a rough measure of the wage level in the dif-
ferent measures.9 The variable is highly significant and has the expected
positive sign. The variables which indicate that the individuals have emi-
grated from an EU10 country are no longer significantly different from
zero, but the EU14 variables are still positive and significant.

9 The figures for GDP per capita are taken from Eurostat news release 19/2008.
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Table 9 Wage equation estimates with log monthly wage for full-time 
work in 2006 as the dependent variable and time of arrival in 
Sweden among the explanatory variables

Men Women All
Constant 8.994

(0.0042)
9.268

(0.0028)
9.246

(0.025)
Female -0.185

(0.0005)
Age 0.0392

(0.0002)
0.0227

(0.0001)
0.0300

(0.0001)
Age squared -0.00037

(0.000003)
-0.00021

(0.000002)
-0.00028

(0.000001)
Primary school 9 or 10 years 0.073

(0.0018)
0.062

(0.0014)
0.067

(0.0011)
Secondary school 0.152

(0.0016)
0.102

(0.0012)
0.127

(0.0010)
Higher education less than two years 0.337

(0.0021)
0.246

(0.0018)
0.299

(0.0014)
Higher education two years or more 0.391

(0.0017)
0.307

(0.0012)
0.346

(0.0011)
Post-graduate education 0.632

(0.0030)
0.627

(0.0034)
0.625

(0.0023)
Arrived before 1970 born in EU10 0.011

(0.012)
0.042

(0.009)
0.028

(0.007)
Arrived 1970-74 born in EU10 -0.067

(0.012)
0.012

(0.007)
-0.017

(0.006)
Arrived 1975-79 born in EU10 -0.071

(0.013)
-0.021

(0.006)
-0.039

(0.005)
Arrived 1980-84 born in EU10 -0.081

(0.010)
-0.017

(0.005)
-0.041

(0.005)
Arrived 1985-89 born in EU10 -0.077

(0.009)
-0.054

(0.005)
-0.066

(0.004)
Arrived 1990-94 born in EU10 -0.065

(0.015)
-0.081

(0.005)
-0.081

(0.005)
Arrived 1995-99 born in EU10 -0.057

(0.020)
-0.085

(0.006)
-0.080

(0.007)
Arrived 2000-06 born in EU10 0.030

(0.012)
-0.043

(0.007)
-0.015

(0.006)

R squared 0.250 0.266 0.305
Number of observations 675238 876168 1551406

Note. Standard errors within parentheses. People born in Sweden and immigrants born in 
EU10 are included in the estimations.
Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.
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Table 10 Wage equation estimates with log monthly wage for full-time 
work in 2006 as the dependent variable and time of arrival 
in Sweden among the explanatory variables

Men Women All All

Constant 8.999
(0.0041)

9.276
(0.0027)

9.252
(0.024)

8.912
(0.014)

Female -0.185
(0.0004)

-0.184
(0.0004)

Age 0.0393
(0.0002)

0.02255
(0.0001)

0.0300
(0.0001)

0.0300
(0.0001)

Age squared -0.00037
(0.000003)

-0.00021
(0.000002)

-0.00028
(0.000001)

-0.00028
(0.000001)

Primary school 9 or 10 years 0.066
(0.0016)

0.057
(0.0012)

0.061
(0.0012)

0.061
(0.0011)

Secondary school 0.144
(0.0015)

0.086
(0.0012)

0.120
(0.0010)

0.120
(0.0009)

Higher education less than two years 0.329
(0.0019)

0.240
(0.0017)

0.291
(0.0013)

0.292
(0.0013)

Higher education two years or more 0.387
(0.0016)

0.303
(0.0011)

0.342
(0.0009)

0.341
(0.0009)

Post-graduate education 0.623
(0.0028)

0.619
(0.0032)

0.617
(0.0021)

0.617
(0.0021)

Arrived in 2004 born in EU10 -0.008
(0.030)

-0.069
(0.016)

-0.044
(0.015)

0.000
(0.015)

Arrived in 2005 born in EU10 -0.037
(0.028)

-0.069
(0.018)

-0.053
(0.016)

-0.004
(0.016)

Arrived in 2006 born in EU10 -0.038
(0.026)

0.024
(0.024)

0.001
(0.017)

0.028
(0.018)

Arrived in 2004 born in EU14 0.032
(0.017)

-0.006
(0.014)

0.016
(0.012)

0.019
(0.011)

Arrived in 2005 born in EU14 0.044
(0.019)

-0.000
(0.011)

0.024
(0.011)

0.028
(0.011)

Arrived in 2006 born in EU14 0.097
(0.017)

0.017
(0.011)

0.062
(0.11)

0.065
(0.011)

ln(GDP per capita in home country) 0.033
(0.001)

R squared 0.248 0.266 0.303 0.303
Number of observations 718957 939079 1658036 16556138

Note. Standard errors within parentheses. People born in Sweden and immigrants born in 
EU10 and EU14 who have arrived in Sweden in 2004, 2005 or 2006 are included in the 
estimations.
Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.



4 THE SHORT-TERM MIGRATION

To be registered as living in Sweden, the person has to declare the inten-
tion to stay in Sweden for at least one year. Those arriving without such an
intention but with an intention to stay for three months or more also have
to register if they come from an EES country (with the exception of those
coming from one of the Nordic countries). In 2004, the number of people
registered for such a stay, who had income from employment, was 1400.
Of them, 318 were from an EU10 country, and about half of them from
Poland. In 2005, the corresponding numbers were 1425 and 295. Also in
this year, about half of the EU citizens registered were from Poland. In
2006, the number registered as coming temporarily from EU10 was 375:
the majority of them from Poland. This shows that relatively few immi-
grants who come to Sweden to work indicate that they intend to stay for
less than one year.
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5 A WELFARE MAGNET? EFFECTS ON THE PUBLIC
SECTOR OF THE NEW IMMIGRATION

In the international debate, “welfare magnets”10 has been a catchword just
like “social (benefit) tourism” became one in the Swedish debate. The
term suggests that immigrants, at least to some extent, are coming because
the country of destination has a highly developed welfare state with gener-
ous compensation for those who are out of work. Some studies have relat-
ed the selection of migrants to different countries or parts of a country
(states in the United States) to the generosity of the compensation
schemes. Other studies have especially studied immigrant representation in
some parts of the welfare system, for example social assistance. 

It is important to note that those schemes constitute only a minor part of
the total public sector budget. People living in a country, natives and immi-
grants, pay taxes and they receive different forms of income transfer and
public consumption like education and health care. The costs for some
forms of public consumption like education and health care can be referred
to the individual using them, the costs for other forms of public consump-
tion are related to the size of the population (and increase by that as a
result of immigration) and, finally, some costs are pure public goods that
do not vary with changes in the size of the population. The difference
between the change in the taxes and the sum of change of the income
transfers and public consumption due to migration is the net transfer to the
public sector from the migrants. 

The net transfer from the immigrants to the public sector may be positive
or negative. A factor supporting the presumption of a positive value of the
net transfer is that the new immigrants generally are of an active age and
that the public sector mainly redistributes from people of an active age to
people of a passive age (children and young people, and retired people).
However, there are also different forms of transfers within the group of
people of active age, mainly between those who have a job and those who
do not have a job or those who have a job but are not working, if they are
on sick leave, for example. 
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10 Borjas (1999) is the main advocate for this view, using data on immigration to different
states in the US. Passel and Zimmermann (2001) do not find support for the welfare
magnet hypothesis in a study of the settlement pattern of immigrants in the US. Pedersen,
Pytlikova and Smith (forthcoming) do not obtain support for the welfare magnet hypothesis
in their study, which is based on international migration between a large number of
countries.



Studies of the net transfers from immigrants to the public sector in
countries like Sweden show that the net transfers are positive for labour
migrants coming from Western countries but negative for refugee immi-
grants coming from non-Western countries.11 The negative transfer for
refugee immigrants is explained by few of them being integrated into the
labour market. This suggests that, if immigrants from the new member
states become integrated into the labour market, the net transfers will most
likely be positive, i.e. going from the immigrants to the public sector.
Empirical studies are necessary to determine the actual outcome. The
bottom line of this discussion is that it is not sufficient to look at one pro-
gramme, for example social assistance, to determine if the new immigra-
tion is a burden on the welfare state. Higher costs for social assistance for
immigrants than for those born in Sweden may be more than compensated
for by the taxes paid by the new migrants if they are working to a large
extent.

As mentioned, the parts of the welfare states most discussed in connection
with the expansion of the European Union are not very large items in the
budget of the public sector. Nevertheless, it may be of interest to follow up
what has happened in the two areas most discussed: social assistance and
support for family members (children) not living with the parent in
Sweden but in another European Union country. 

It is possible to study the income transfers for immigrants coming from
different areas with the data available. We have divided the EU immigrants
into two groups – those coming from EU10 countries and those coming
from EU14 countries. Table 11 on page 34 shows that the immigrants who
arrived in 2004–2006, especially those who came from EU10 countries,
are overrepresented in social assistance and underrepresented in most other
income transfer programmes compared with those born in Sweden. Note
that most of those who arrived in 2005 (2006) have only been in Sweden
for less than one year in 2005 (2006). The underrepresentation in some of
the programmes of the newly arrived may be due to the good labour
market situation in 2004–2006, the rules for being eligible for support or a
combination of those two factors.
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11 See Wadensjö (1973), Ekberg (1983, 1998, 1999) and Gustafsson and Österberg (2001) for
Sweden, Coleman and Wadensjö (1999), Wadensjö (2000, 2000a, 2002), Wadensjö and
Orrje (2002) and Wadensjö and Gerdes (2004) for Denmark, and Gott and Johnston (2002)
for the UK. Some surveys of studies in the field are found in Wadensjö and Orrje (2002),
Leibfritz, O’Brien and Dumont (2003) and Chonicki (2004).



Table 12 shows the amounts granted for those who received income transfers
in 2005 and 2006. The amounts vary with the length of stay in Sweden. The
longer the stay, the higher are the amounts.
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Table 11 Percentage share of different forms of income transfer in 
2005 and 2006 according to country of origin (values for 
2005/values for 2006)

Share of different forms of income support

Social 
assistance

Unem-
ploy ment 

benefi ts

Labour 
market 

support
Sickness 
benefi ts

Disability 
pension

Study 
allowancesGroup

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2006

-/3.9 -/1.0 -/1.2 -/1.3 -/1.0 -/2.0

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2005

5.3/7.7 0.9/3.7 1.4/4.9 1.1/3.9 0.2/0.5 1.4/4.8

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2004

9.5/7.5 2.8/5.7 5.0/6.1 3.3/5.7 0.2/0.6 5.5/14.1

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2003

11.1/9.6 5.4/6.3 8.3/5.7 4.9/6.4 1.0/1.8 18.5/24.7

Arrived from EU10 
country before 2003

7.9/7.3 12.0/10.9 5.4/5.6 14.6/13.5 16.8/17.5 10.3/9.1

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2006

-/3.4 -/1.9 -/1.3 -/1.7 -/2.4 -/2.3

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2005

3.9/4.7 1.5/3.5 0.9/3.2 0.9/2.3 1.2/1.8 1.5/3.4

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2004

4.9/4.9 4.2/5.1 3.3/3.8 2.5/4.0 1.4/2.1 4.1/6.3

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2003

4.1/4.5 6.8/6.9 3.1/2.6 4.2/5.0 1.6/2.8 6.2/7.4

Arrived from EU14 
country before 2003

4.8/5.6 9.3/8.8 3.8/4.3 14.6/13.8 18.8/20.0 3.8/3.5

Born in Sweden 3.5/3.3 10.0/9.1 3.6/3.8 12.0/11.1 8.6/8.4 15.2/15.1

Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.



In the next step, we have calculated the amount of income transfers per
person aged 16–64 years. It shows that the amounts of social assistance are
low compared with the other forms of income transfer. Adding the differ-
ent items shows that recent arrivals on average are receiving relatively low
amounts of income transfer.
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Table 12 Average amount in different forms of income transfer for 
those who receive the respective form of income transfer in 
2005 and 2006 according to country of origin; in thousand 
SEK (values for 2005/values for 2006)

Average amount for different forms of income support for persons with support

Social 
assistance

Unem-
ploy ment 

benefi ts

Labour 
market 

support
Sickness 
benefi ts

Disability 
pension

Study 
allowancesGroup

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2006

-/18.9 -/35.7 -/18.4 -/28.3 -/104.0 -/34.1

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2005

15.4/21.8 20.9/29.6 14.2/17.7 15.8/20.7 108.2/123.3 23.1/27.1

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2004

19.4/20.6 29.3/32.2 17.6/17.3 23.2/26.2 72.1/79.3 28.2/33.1

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2003

21.1/22.3 39.3/34.1 19.0/19.5 26.9/37.7 129.9/117.4 35.3/40.9

Arrived from EU10 
country before 2003

26.2/30.0 57.7/54.9 59.3/53.7 49.2/49.5 99.0/100.1 35.3/36.2

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2006

-/22.5 -/49.0 -/26.9 -/41.8 -/97.6 -/38.2

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2005

16.9/25.8 27.7/37.9 11.8/18.6 32.6/38.2 97.8/91.7 35.8/48.1

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2004

24.0/25.1 39.2/42.2 18.0/23.9 32.2/31.9 97.1/101.1 45.4/39.0

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2003

23.4/24.0 40.9/41.2 26.0/28.8 41.5/43.7 89.8/92.9 38.5/34.0

Arrived from EU14 
country before 2003

22.9/26.5 60.3/57.2 61.1/56.4 48.7/49.0 107.1/106.8 35.5/30.6

Born in Sweden 18.8/20.6 50.7/47.4 50.1/47.4 43.1/43.0 98.4/99.7 26.0/27.4

Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.



We have also studied the propensity to receive income transfers during the
year, keeping age, gender and education constant by probit regressions (the
detailed results are not reported in this report). We find that the recent
EU10 migrants are overrepresented in social assistance but underrepresent-
ed in the other forms of income transfer combined. The pattern is the same
for recent EU14 migrants but to a lesser extent. 
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Table 13 Average amount in different forms of income transfer 
according to country of origin independent of whether they 
received the respective form of income transfer in 2005 
and in 2006; in thousand SEK (values for 2005/values for 
2006)

Average amounts for different forms of income support per person in different groups

Social 
assistance

Unem-
ploy ment 

benefi ts

Labour 
market 

support
Sickness 
benefi ts

Disability 
pension

Study 
allowancesGroup

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2006

-/0.7 -/0.3 -/0.2 -/0.4 -/1.0 -/0.7

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2005

0.8/1.7 0.2/1.1 0.2/0.9 0.2/0.8 0.2/0.6 0.3/1.3

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2004

1.8/1.5 0.8/1.8 0.9/1.1 0.8/1.5 0.1/0.5 1.6/4.7

Arrived from EU10 
country in 2003

2.3/2.2 2.1/2.2 1.6/1.1 1.3/2.4 1.3/2.0 6.5/10.1

Arrived from EU10 
country before 2003

2.0/2.2 6.9/6.0 3.2/3.0 7.2/6.7 16.6/17.5 3.6/3.3

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2006

-/0.8 -/1.0 -/0.3 -/0.7 -/2.3 -/0.9

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2005

0.7/1.2 0.4/1.3 0.1/0.6 0.3/0.9 1.2/1.6 0.5/1.5

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2004

1.2/1.2 1.6/2.2 0.6/0.9 0.8/1.3 1.4/2.1 1.9/2.7

Arrived from EU14 
country in 2003

1.0/1.1 2.8/2.8 0.8/0.7 1.7/2.2 1.4/2.6 2.9/2.8

Arrived from EU14 
country before 2003

1.1/1.5 5.6/5.0 2.3/2.4 7.1/6.7 20.1/21.3 1.3/1.3

Born in Sweden 0.7/0.7 5.1/4.3 1.8/1.8 5.2/4.8 8.5/8.3 3.9/4.0

Source: The SIEPS database constructed for this study is based on individual register data 
from Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Migration Board.



According to EU rules, support for children living in another country
may be paid to parents living in Sweden who are citizens of another EU
country.12 We have studied the number of child allowances paid to immi-
grants from other EU countries. In 2005, support for 77 children was paid
out, 10 to parents born in EU10 countries and 67 to parents born in EU14
countries. Social (benefit) tourism for child allowances has not, therefore,
been a “pull” factor for immigrants from the new member states.
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12 See RFV (2004) and Lönnqvist (2005).



6 CONCLUSIONS

Four years have passed since ten countries became members of the
European Union. Four years is a very short period for following up what
has happened and in practice the period is even shorter. For some types of
data, we have information for 2004, 2005, 2006 and 2007, i.e. for three
years and eight months. For other types of data, we have information for
only 2004, 2005 and 2006, i.e. for less than three years. As it takes time to
react to a new legal framework, we cannot expect the full effect of the
change to have taken place yet. However, we believe that information for
this short period may contribute to a better knowledge of the likely effects
of the deregulation of migration from the new member states. 

• The migration increased from the new member states after the enlarge-
ment of the European Union. It was more than four times larger in 2007
than in 2003. The immigration of men has increased more than that of
women. The immigrants are mainly coming from Poland. Among the
other countries, Hungary and the three Baltic states are the most impor-
tant countries of origin.

• The number of residence permits granted (or resident registrations
recorded) to citizens in the ten new member states increased up to 2006
but declined somewhat in 2007. Residence permits may be granted for
different reasons. All forms of residence permit have increased. The
increase is largest for relatives of people living in Sweden. 

• According to our data, the immigrants from the new member states have
an employment rate lower than that of people born in Sweden. Part of
this is explained by lags in the registration of returning migrants.
A number of other factors may explain other parts of the difference.
Further studies are needed. 

• Among employed immigrants from the new member states, the working
hours are about the same as for those born in Sweden, but for men from
EU countries who arrived in May 2004 and later, the working hours are
longer than for those born in Sweden. 

• The monthly wage income in 2006 (recalculated to monthly wage for
full-time work for those working part-time) is slightly higher for the
recently arrived who were born in EU10 countries than for those born in
Sweden. The new arrivals from EU14 countries have considerably higher
monthly wage incomes than those born in Sweden. 

• Information on education is lacking for many of the new immigrants.
However, for those on whom we do have information, the educational
level is higher than for those born in Sweden. The difference is
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explained by most of the new immigrants being young. They belong to
cohorts with a longer education on average. 

• The new EU10 immigrants are overrepresented in agriculture and con-
struction and underrepresented in education (few are teachers). The new
EU14 immigrants, on the other hand, are overrepresented in financial
and business services. 

• The wage rate is slightly lower for new immigrants from EU10 countries
than for those born in Sweden, given education and age. This is in con-
trast to new immigrants from EU14 countries who earn higher wages
than those born in Sweden, given age and education. 

• The new (arriving from May 2004 onwards) immigrants from EU10
countries are slightly overrepresented in social assistance but underrepre-
sented in other income transfer programmes, given characteristics. The
number of child allowances paid to children living outside Sweden is
very low. 

• It is important to improve the official statistics in some respects. It is
important to collect information on education for a greater part of the
immigrants. It is also very important to study the activities of those who
are not employed in the month when employment is measured. Are those
who are not employed re-emigrants, seasonal workers not in Sweden in
the month in which the employment is measured, in the grey economy,
students or housewives? 
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