
XX A study of the employment and 
earnings outcomes of second-
generation migrants

Authors / Utsoree Das, Giulia Dellaferrera, Sevane Ananian

 

May / 2025

ILO Working Paper 141



© International Labour Organization 2025

Attribution 4.0 International (CC BY 4.0)

This work is licensed under the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International. See: https://
creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/. The user is allowed to reuse, share (copy and redistrib-
ute), adapt (remix, transform and build upon the original work) as detailed in the licence. The 
user must clearly credit the ILO as the source of the material and indicate if changes were made 
to the original content. Use of the emblem, name and logo of the ILO is not permitted in con-
nection with translations, adaptations or other derivative works.

Attribution – The user must indicate if changes were made and must cite the work as follows:  
Das, U., Dellaferrera, G., Ananian, S. A study of the employment and earnings outcomes of second-gen-
eration migrants. ILO Working Paper 141. Geneva: International Labour Office, 2025.© ILO.

Translations – In case of a translation of this work, the following disclaimer must be added 
along with the attribution: This is a translation of a copyrighted work of the International Labour 
Organization (ILO). This translation has not been prepared, reviewed or endorsed by the ILO and should 
not be considered an official ILO translation. The ILO disclaims all responsibility for its content and ac-
curacy. Responsibility rests solely with the author(s) of the translation.

Adaptations – In case of an adaptation of this work, the following disclaimer must be added 
along with the attribution: This is an adaptation of a copyrighted work of the International Labour 
Organization (ILO). This adaptation has not been prepared, reviewed or endorsed by the ILO and should 
not be considered an official ILO adaptation. The ILO disclaims all responsibility for its content and ac-
curacy. Responsibility rests solely with the author(s) of the adaptation.

Third-party materials – This Creative Commons licence does not apply to non-ILO copyright ma-
terials included in this publication. If the material is attributed to a third party, the user of such 
material is solely responsible for clearing the rights with the rights holder and for any claims of 
infringement.

Any dispute arising under this licence that cannot be settled amicably shall be referred to arbitra-
tion in accordance with the Arbitration Rules of the United Nations Commission on International 
Trade Law (UNCITRAL). The parties shall be bound by any arbitration award rendered as a result 
of such arbitration as the final adjudication of such a dispute.

For details on rights and licensing, contact: rights@ilo.org. For details on ILO publications and 
digital products, visit: www.ilo.org/publns. 

 

ISBN 9789220421710 (print), ISBN 9789220421727 (web PDF), ISBN 9789220421734 (epub), ISBN 
9789220421741 (html). ISSN 2708-3438 (print), ISSN 2708-3446 (digital)

https://doi.org/10.54394/MTEQ0041

 

The designations employed in ILO publications, which are in conformity with United Nations 
practice, and the presentation of material therein do not imply the expression of any opinion 
whatsoever on the part of the ILO concerning the legal status of any country, area or territory 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:rights@ilo.org
www.ilo.org/publns
https://doi.org/10.54394/MTEQ0041


or of its authorities, or concerning the delimitation of its frontiers or boundaries. See: www.ilo.
org/disclaimer. 

The opinions and views expressed in this publication are those of the author(s) and do not nec-
essarily reflect the opinions, views or policies of the ILO.

Reference to names of firms and commercial products and processes does not imply their en-
dorsement by the ILO, and any failure to mention a particular firm, commercial product or pro-
cess is not a sign of disapproval.

Information on ILO publications and digital products can be found at: www.ilo.org/research-
and-publications

ILO Working Papers summarize the results of ILO research in progress, and seek to stimulate 
discussion of a range of issues related to the world of work. Comments on this ILO Working Paper 
are welcome and can be sent to research@ilo.org.

Authorization for publication: Caroline Fredrickson, Director, Research Department

ILO Working Papers can be found at: www.ilo.org/global/publications/working-papers

Suggested citation:	  
Das, U., Dellaferrera, G., Ananian, S. 2025. A study of the employment and earnings outcomes of 
second-generation migrants, ILO Working Paper 141 (Geneva, ILO). https://doi.org/10.54394/
MTEQ0041

www.ilo.org/disclaimer
www.ilo.org/disclaimer
www.ilo.org/research-and-publications
www.ilo.org/research-and-publications
mailto:research@ilo.org
www.ilo.org/global/publications/working-papers
https://doi.org/10.54394/MTEQ0041
https://doi.org/10.54394/MTEQ0041


01   ILO Working Paper 141

Abstract

This study examines the labour market outcomes of second-generation migrants in 32 countries 
(30 European countries, Australia and the United States of America). Drawing on data from labour 
force surveys and other household surveys contained in the ILO Microdata Repository, it focuses 
on labour force participation, unemployment, status in employment, wages and self-employment 
income. The results of the analysis reveal differences between second-generation migrants and 
other people born in the same country once the specific composition of that population group 
in terms of age and educational attainment is taken into account. Second-generation migrants 
generally exhibit lower labour market participation and higher unemployment rates, and they 
appear more likely to be employees than self-employed in several of the countries studied. With 
regard to earnings, on average across the countries studied, a small wage gap is observed be-
tween second-generation migrant workers and the rest of native-born workers, with wage pre-
miums existing only in a few countries. The final chapter discusses relevant legal frameworks 
dealing with non-discrimination and employment that affect second-generation migrants. 
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XX Introduction

The integration of migrants and their children is not just a social goal – it is a cornerstone of eco-
nomic growth and resilience. This is especially relevant given that second-generation migrants 
could become one of the fastest-growing segments of the labour force in many regions of the 
world. Such a trend is suggested, in particular, by projections indicating that immigration will 
be a major driver of population growth in an increasing number of countries over the course of 
this century (United Nations 2024). In that regard, second-generation migrants are set to play a 
crucial role in shaping the future of labour markets. As the children of migrants, they bring with 
them unique perspectives, skills and dynamism that foster innovation and increase productivity.

It is therefore vital to acknowledge and address the specific labour market challenges faced by 
second-generation migrants. Existing studies have revealed how they experience disparities in 
labour market outcomes and job stability compared to their native-born counterparts, pointing 
to barriers that can limit the realization of their full potential and their access to decent work. The 
economic and social integration of second-generation migrants is essential, in order not only to 
fulfil the mission of promoting decent work for all but also to ensure that no one is left behind 
in the pursuit of shared prosperity. Such integration is aligned with the objectives of the United 
Nations in terms of reducing inequality and promoting inclusive growth, making it a priority for 
building sustainable and harmonious societies.1

Further research on the labour market experience of second-generation migrants is of the utmost 
importance for designing effective policies to support their integration. A better understanding 
of the disparities in employment rates, earnings outcomes and employment status between 
second-generation migrants and the rest of the native-born population can help in tackling the 
barriers to successful participation in the labour market. Quantifying the extent of these dispar-
ities allows for targeted interventions that can enhance economic opportunities for this popu-
lation group. This would not only advance the ILO’s efforts to promote decent work for all, but 
also have the potential to foster economic growth, social stability and the integration of migrant 
communities into the workforce.

Adding to the modest body of literature on second-generation migrants, this paper accordingly 
examines their labour market outcomes through empirical analysis based on labour force sur-
vey data from 32 countries, specifically focusing on labour force participation, unemployment, 
wage employment and self-employment, and earnings. The analysis covers second-generation 
migrants in a broad set of European countries, Australia and the United States of America, there-
by providing a comprehensive transnational comparison of labour market dynamics across var-
ious regions of the world.

Importantly, the specific labour market outcomes of second-generation migrants are analysed 
here using methodologies that make it possible to take into account the specific socio-demo-
graphic composition of this group, including education and age. This helps to narrow down the 
possible causes of the gaps observed when comparing the employment and earnings outcomes 
of second-generation migrants with those of the rest of the population.

1 This is particularly highlighted by the Sustainable Development Goals, which were adopted by the United Nations General Assembly 
in 2015. Specifically, Goal 10 (“Reduce inequalities within and among countries”) includes targets 10.2 and 10.3, which call, respective-
ly, for promoting “the social, economic and political inclusion of all” and for ensuring equal opportunities and ending discrimination.
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By employing similar econometric methodologies and definitions across a broad selection of 
countries, the present study seeks to identify common trends, while also shedding light on the 
discrepancies in labour market outcomes experienced by second-generation migrants. Such an 
approach ensures improved comparability and serves to highlight national differences, thereby 
contributing to a deeper and more nuanced understanding of the impacts of global migration 
policies. A further added value of this study is that it touches upon the integration of migrants 
and their families into the host economy.

The structure of this working paper is as follows. Chapter 1 reviews the literature on second-gen-
eration migrants. Chapter 2 provides an overview of the data sources and surveys used, along 
with a detailed description of the methodology underlying the analysis. Chapter 3 presents de-
scriptive statistics on the population of second-generation migrants across countries. Chapter 
4 focuses on the employment outcomes of second-generation migrants, examining key labour 
market indicators while taking into account the specific socio-demographic composition of that 
population group. Chapter 5 offers an analysis of their wages and self-employment income. 
Chapter 6 highlights legal frameworks that are relevant to shaping the labour market outcomes 
of second-generation migrants. A series of concluding remarks round off the paper.



09   ILO Working Paper 141

XX 1	 Literature review

 

In recent years, second-generation migrants have attracted considerable attention in academ-
ic discourse on account of the typical socio-economic challenges and opportunities that they 
experience compared with both their first-generation migrant parents and the rest of the na-
tive-born population. By “second generation” we mean the children of migrants who have them-
selves grown up and been educated in the countries of destination, often benefiting from the 
social and economic systems of these host countries in ways that their parents were unable to.

While first-generation migrants may experience incremental improvements in their socio eco-
nomic position over the course of their life cycle (improvements that are positively associated 
with the time lived in the destination country), much of the progress achieved by the migrant 
population tends to be intergenerational. In other words, substantial socio economic advances 
and social integration are likely to manifest themselves more markedly among the second gen-
eration. As noted by Waldinger, Lim and Cort (2007), many second-generation migrants are able 
to enjoy upward mobility, despite various challenges. Fertig and Schmidt (2001) conclude that 
second-generation migrants are, on the whole, better integrated than their parents. There are 
indeed strong theoretical grounds to suggest that members of the second generation are likely 
to achieve more favourable labour market outcomes. They generally receive a better education 
than their parents, exhibit greater integration into the labour market and attain higher job po-
sitions, all of which are signs of positive intergenerational mobility (Alba and Foner 2006; Algan 
et al. 2010; Abramitzky, Boustan and Eriksson 2014; Aydemir and Sweetman 2007). However, ex-
isting studies have also found that a relatively better labour market integration of second-gen-
eration migrants compared with the first generation cannot be taken for granted. In particular, 
the labour market outcomes of second-generation migrants in some countries have been ob-
served to depend on the country of origin and on the strength of their parents’ attachment to 
that country (Corluy et al. 2015; Monscheuer 2023).

A key factor underpinning intergenerational mobility is the accumulation of human capital. 
Immigrant groups with a high degree of transmission of human capital from parents to off-
spring improve their position on the labour market in the second generation (Hammarstedt 
and Palme 2012). Second-generation migrants are often better placed to acquire human cap-
ital as a result of early integration into the educational system of the host country. For exam-
ple, achieving fluency in that country’s language – a major hurdle for first-generation migrants 
– comes more easily at school age than in late adulthood (Lippi-Green 1997). Second generation 
migrants are thus likely to exhibit superior linguistic skills compared with their parents, which, 
in turn, can enhance their employability and labour market integration. Furthermore, the edu-
cational opportunities available in developed countries – ranging from access to formal school-
ing all the way to higher education – are often significantly better than those in less developed 
countries. Lo Iacono and Demireva (2018) note that qualifications from the host country typically 
generate higher returns on the labour market than foreign qualifications. This effect tends to be 
more pronounced among, and has important implications for, second-generation migrant wom-
en, who usually experience worse labour opportunities than their male counterparts. Second 
generation migrants often adapt more quickly and exhibit better outcomes than their parents 
in the more supportive environment provided by the host country (Fleischmann and Dronkers 
2007). The phenomenon of “intergenerational catch-up” – where the gap in educational attain-
ment between immigrants and natives is reduced for the second-generation – can thus clearly 
be observed (Gries, Redlin and Zehra 2022). By seizing these opportunities, second-generation 
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migrants can build up human capital, enabling them to achieve better labour market and eco-
nomic outcomes than their parents (Haug 2005). If one parent is born in the host country, the 
outcome is even more favourable than when both parents are foreign-born, especially if it is the 
mother who is native-born (Rooth and Ekberg 2003).

In addition to studies comparing second-generation migrants’ outcomes with those of their par-
ents, there is a strand of the literature that examines the differences with respect to the rest of 
the native-born population. For instance, second-generation migrants in Switzerland have been 
found to be socially mobile, innovative and “over-performing” compared with the native Swiss 
(Haug 2005). With regard to education, an overwhelmingly successful integration of second-gen-
eration migrants has been observed in the United States, except in the case of some Hispanic 
groups (Cadena, Duncan and Trejo 2015).

In line with these findings, a number of empirical studies have pointed to favourable labour market 
outcomes for second-generation migrants, often when comparing specific migrant groups with 
the native population. For example, in nineteenth century Argentina, first generation European 
immigrants experienced faster occupational upgrading than natives. The second-generation 
migrants outperformed natives in terms of literacy, occupational status and access to proper-
ty, and attained higher rates of intergenerational mobility out of unskilled occupations (Pérez 
2017).2 Studying only the male migrant population in the United States, Chiswick (1977) found 
that second-generation migrants earned more than the sons of native-born parents. More re-
cently, second-generation Mexican Americans have been observed to exhibit higher levels of 
labour force attachment than blacks (Waldinger, Lim and Cort 2007). In Denmark, Gupta and 
Kromann (2014) found that second generation migrants with a secondary or primary school ed-
ucation, in particular women, performed as well or better than their ethnic Danish “twins” (eth-
nic Danes with the same background facing similar labour markets) in terms of unemployment 
rates, job search periods and the tendency to accept lower-quality jobs. Maskileyson, Semyonov 
and Davidov (2021) found that economic immigrant males in Switzerland were able to attain 
higher income than a comparable Swiss majority group already in the first generation, whereas 
their female counterparts managed to do so only in the second generation.

However, several studies have also revealed the heterogeneity of second-generation migrants’ 
labour market outcomes. For instance, employment rates for second-generation migrants in 
Belgium were found to be hardly better than those for first-generation migrants, though there 
was considerable variation in labour market outcomes among the second generation depend-
ing on the country of origin (Corluy et al. 2015). A study focusing on Germany indicates that most 
male second-generation migrants experience much higher unemployment than native Germans, 
even when taking into account the differences in human capital, and that there is substantial 
heterogeneity across national origin groups (Luthra 2010). Another study based on German data 
has highlighted that, at the transition from primary to secondary school, second-generation mi-
grants receive worse grades and teacher recommendations for secondary-school tracks than na-
tives, suggesting that immigrants are disproportionately affected by prevailing social inequalities 
(Lüdemann and Schwerdt 2013). Moreover, the authors provide evidence that these inequalities 
are having a negative impact on the future labour market performance of second-generation 
migrants. In the Netherlands, second-generation migrants generally achieve lower educational 
outcomes than their native Dutch peers, with significant variation depending on the country of 
origin of the immigrant parents (van Ours and Veenman 2003). With regard to small businesses, 

2 To undertake this study on migrants’ economic performance during the period of mass migration in Argentina, the author was able 
to link males across the 1869 and 1895 national censuses, allowing for a longitudinal analysis of the outcomes of these individuals 
(see (Pérez 2017) for a detailed description of the methodology).
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Efendic, Andersson and Wennberg (2016) find that Swedish firms run by second-generation mi-
grants from member countries of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) exhibit higher growth rates than those run by natives, whereas the reverse is true of 
firms run by second-generation migrants from non-OECD countries, which suggests that “eco-
nomic integration in terms of small business growth [among] immigrants in Sweden is charac-
terized by segmented rather than universal assimilation.”3 In other words, immigrants and their 
children from countries that closely resemble the host country achieve social and economic in-
tegration more quickly than those from less similar countries, and this has various implications 
for the growth of small firms.

Furthermore, other studies have highlighted how second-generation migrants in some coun-
tries may be disadvantaged compared with the first generation, especially in the United States. 
Immigrants in that country earned more than natives in 1940, while their US born children 
earned more than natives in 1970. However, the difference was smaller between second-gen-
eration individuals and natives than between first-generation individuals and natives, which in-
dicates regression towards the native mean (Borjas 1992, 1993). A phenomenon described as 
“second-generation decline” may be observed in the United States, where the children of poor 
immigrants, especially dark-skinned ones, are often unable to obtain jobs in the mainstream 
economy (Gans 1992).

The existing literature thus illustrates diverse adaptation outcomes among second generation 
migrants, which range from high educational and economic achievement to underachievement 
and marginalization, depending on socio-economic factors, community support and racial or eth-
nic barriers (Portes, Fernández-Kelly and Haller 2009). Similarly, Alba and Foner (2006) note that 
outcomes can vary widely depending on the national origin, racial background and community 
context of the immigrant families. There is also regional variation owing to cultural and histori-
cal factors. For example, second-generation migrants in northern Italy have been found to gen-
erally achieve better educational outcomes than their counterparts in the south (Ballarino and 
Panichella 2015). A cross-national analysis of the educational attainment of Turkish second-gen-
eration migrants in Austria, France and Sweden highlights how institutional arrangements can 
likewise play a part in shaping the intergenerational mobility process (Schnell 2014). Significantly, 
the levels of educational achievement among second-generation migrants in German-speaking 
Switzerland are higher than in Germany (Kunz 2016). As observed by Algan et al. (2010), for first- 
and second-generation migrants across France, Germany and the United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern Ireland, there are significant disparities in employment rates and income 
levels compared to the native populations. Other forms of cultural context are also important 
in this regard. For instance, a study drawing on European Social Survey data has pointed to the 
impact that formal and informal institutions in the country of origin may have on aspects such 
as second generation migrants’ tolerance towards gay men and lesbians or their attitudes to-
wards women working (Berggren, Ljunge and Nilsson 2019). In the United States, findings from 
a recent study indicate that the attachment of parents to the country of origin is a key factor in 
explaining the labour market outcomes of second-generation migrants. In particular, children 
whose parents are strongly attached to their country of origin speak English less frequently and 
more poorly and perform worse at school than their peers with parents who are not so attached 
(Monscheuer 2023). Further analysis by the author suggests that such strong family ties to the 
country of origin can have negative long-term effects on labour market performance.

3 In the literature, “assimilation” has often been used to describe a process whereby immigrants gradually adopt the cultural norms 
and behaviours of the host society, reducing cultural differences over time. See also the exploration of assimilation theory undertak-
en by Alba and Nee (1997).
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Finally, there is a divergence between public perceptions and the actual extent of economic and 
social integration of migrants. The general public tend to hold negative views about the integra-
tion level of migrants that are not borne out by statistics, especially when it comes to employ-
ment, crime rates and social assimilation (Fertig and Schmidt 2001). On the other hand, more 
immigration-restrictive policies can lead to reduced assimilation of second-generation migrants 
by reinforcing cultural identities that are distinct from mainstream society (Galli and Russo 2019).
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XX 2	Data and methodology

 

2.1. Defining second-generation migrants
There is no universally accepted definition of second-generation migrants. However, the most 
common definitions are those widely used by organizations such as Eurostat and the OECD. As 
defined in the European Migration Network’s Asylum and Migration Glossary, a second‑gener-
ation migrant is “a person who was born in and is residing in a country that at least one of their 
parents previously entered as a migrant”.4 Put slightly differently, second‑generation migrants are 
persons who are native-born and who either have one foreign-born parent and one native-born 
parent or have two foreign-born parents (Eurostat 2011; Falcke, Meng and Nollen 2020). Within 
the framework of its Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA), the OECD (2023) 
defines a “second-generation immigrant student” as a child born in the country of assessment 
with at least one parent born outside that country.

In a study dealing with Switzerland, Ruspini (2010) points out that the notion of “second‑genera-
tion migrants” was first introduced into Swiss political discourse in the 1980s following a report 
by the Federal Commission for Foreigners that stated: “The ‘second generation of foreigners’ 
shall be understood to mean children born in Switzerland of foreign parents who came here as 
immigrants, and also children who entered Switzerland for the purposes of family reunification, 
insofar as they have completed the greater part of their schooling in our country.”5

For the purposes of statistical identification, two definitions of “second-generation migrant” are 
used in this paper. According to the first, an individual is considered a second-generation mi-
grant if their country of birth matches the host country, but their mother’s country of birth is 
different from the host country. This is used as our main specification in the various analyses, 
and the corresponding results are presented in the main text. The decision to focus primarily on 
maternal country of birth is guided by the fact that a mother’s identification with the host coun-
try was found to significantly influence some of the life outcomes of her children, in particular 
those related to educational attainment and even earnings (Schüller 2015; Ramakrishnan 2004). 
The robustness of the estimates obtained was checked by using a second definition that applies 
the same criterion to the father’s country of birth. The corresponding results, presented in the 
appendix, are consistent with those based on the definition using the mother’s country of birth.

In the quantitative analysis presented in Chapters 4 and 5, second-generation migrants are com-
pared with the rest of the population born in the same country. This makes it easier to assess 
the relative situation of second-generation migrants, as people born abroad are likely to have 
encountered very different experiences and challenges in terms of labour market integration. 
In addition to having to overcome the legal hurdles associated with settling in the country of 
destination, many of those born abroad may have received part of their education in education 

4 The Asylum and Migration Glossary includes the following note: “This term is not defined in legislation but has a more sociological 
context; a broad definition encompassing the concept of a ‘second-generation migrant’ has been used.”

5 Switzerland, Federal Commission for Foreigners, Les jeunes étrangers. La deuxième génération. Problèmes et solutions possibles, 1980. 
Translated from the French original quoted in Ruspini (2010, 2): “Par deuxième génération d’étrangers, il faut entendre les enfants 
nés en Suisse de parents étrangers ayant immigré, de même que les enfants entrés en Suisse dans le cadre du regroupement famil-
ial, dans la mesure où ils ont accompli dans notre pays la plus partie de leur scolarité.”

https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/networks/european-migration-network-emn/emn-asylum-and-migration-glossary_en
https://home-affairs.ec.europa.eu/networks/european-migration-network-emn/emn-asylum-and-migration-glossary/glossary/second-generation-migrant_en
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systems that are different from those in their country of destination, which gives rise to further 
obstacles (for example, with regard to the recognition of qualifications).

2.2. A sample of household surveys from 32 countries
Employing the criteria described in the previous section, we identified second-generation mi-
grants from 32 countries using data from labour force surveys and other household surveys 
contained in the ILO Microdata Repository,6 which covers more than 160 countries. The surveys 
selected include information on the employment status and earnings of household members, 
in addition to the country of birth of individuals and their parents. With regard to job charac-
teristics and earnings, the estimates reported in this paper are for the main jobs of individuals.

Given that second-generation migrants are likely to also work part-time,7 the analysis focuses 
on gross hourly wages as well as monthly wages in order to eliminate variation in earnings due 
to differences in working time.

Our final working database comprises 32 countries, drawn from different regions of the world, 
though most of them are developed and high-income countries. There are 30 European coun-
tries,8 along with Australia and the United States, in the database. Among the countries included, 
27 are OECD member countries, 3 are OECD accession candidate countries and 2 are non‑OECD 
countries.9 Overall, our analysis covers six non-members of the European Union. Table A1 in the 
appendix provides a detailed breakdown of the countries selected and the corresponding sur-
vey years.

The analysis of wages and income from self-employment is restricted to countries with surveys 
that include the earnings of workers and feature a sufficient number of respondents (specifical-
ly wage employees and the self-employed) who are second-generation migrants to allow these 
dimensions to be studied properly.

When averages are estimated for the whole sample, or by country income group, each country 
is weighted equally. This makes it possible to focus on the role of national institutions and poli-
cies. Weighting each country by its working population would have caused the results to be driv-
en mainly by the more populous countries.

In view of certain short-term disruptions linked to the COVID-19 pandemic, surveys conducted 
in 2020 were not considered to avoid possible discrepancies in data collection processes. During 
that period, many national statistical offices adapted their methods to conform to the social dis-
tancing measures implemented in their countries. Accordingly, most of the surveys selected are 
from 2022 (28 countries), with only a few from 2021 (3 countries) and 2023 (1 country).

Finally, it is worth noting that the countries in the sample apply various policies based on either 
jus soli (birthright citizenship) or jus sanguinis (citizenship by descent). The different approach-
es adopted with regard to these two principles may influence the labour market integration of 

6 For more information, see the ILOSTAT website, https://ilostat.ilo.org/about/data-collection-and-production/.
7 Fernández-Reino, Radl and Ramos (2018) examine the degree of underutilization of human capital among first- and second-gener-

ation migrants in Spain by measuring, inter alia, the incidence of involuntary part-time employment.
8 The relatively high coverage of European countries is possible thanks to the use of data from the European Union Statistics on Income 

and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) survey, made available by Eurostat, which covers 28 countries in the sample (26 Member States of 
the European Union and 2 non-members).

9 See the OECD web page on member countries and partners for further information: https://www.oecd.org/en/about/members-
partners.html.

https://ilostat.ilo.org/about/data-collection-and-production/
https://www.oecd.org/en/about/members-partners.html
https://www.oecd.org/en/about/members-partners.html
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second-generation migrants – in particular, through the impact that citizenship has on social in-
tegration and on access to employment (for example, some countries restrict access to public 
employment to national citizens). In Europe, the principle of jus sanguinis is broadly implemented. 
Reviewing citizenship policies in several European countries, Bauböck et al. (2013) found that jus 
sanguinis citizenship was available in each country surveyed and was the main channel for acquir-
ing citizenship. In contrast, the authors observed significant differences in the application of jus 
soli across Europe. Countries such as Belgium, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, 
the Netherlands, Portugal and Spain were found to provide jus soli citizenship either at birth or 
after birth for those born on their territory, while at the other end of the spectrum, Iceland, Latvia, 
Lithuania, Montenegro, North Macedonia, the Republic of Moldova, Sweden and Türkiye were 
found to have no jus soli provisions apart from those for foundlings and stateless children. The 
situation in Europe stands in stark contrast with that in North America, where Canada and the 
United States offer citizenship to all children born on their territory. In Australia, jus solis was the 
prevailing principle until 1986, when amendments were introduced to qualify the acquisition of 
birthright citizenship (Thwaytes 2017).
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XX 3	Descriptive statistics

 

Across the sampled countries, the average share of second-generation migrants in the work-
ing-age population is 8.2 per cent (8.5 per cent when applying our second working definition from 
section 2.1, which uses paternal rather than maternal country of birth), with sex-disaggregated 
values of 8.5 per cent for men and 8.0 per cent for women. However, as can be seen from an “in-
tensity map” showing the share of second-generation migrants in the working-age population 
in each country studied (figure 3.1), there are notable differences between countries. Applying 
the second working definition gives similar results (see figure A1 in the appendix).

XX Figure 3.1. Share of second-generation migrants in the working-age population in each of the sampled 
countries

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.

Figure 3.2 compares the age composition of second-generation male and female migrants across 
all countries in the sample with that of the rest of the native-born working‑age population. As 
can be seen, young people (those aged between 15 and 24 years) account for a larger propor-
tion of the population group of second-generation migrants than for the rest of the working-age 
population born in the same country.

Similarly, figure 3.3 compares the distribution of second-generation male and female migrants 
by education level with that of other native-born people of working age. As can be seen, sec-
ond-generation migrants tend to exhibit lower educational attainment than the rest of the na-
tive-born population. In particular, a larger share of the second-generation migrant population 
has a basic education only.
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Figures A2 and A3 in the appendix present the same comparisons using our second working 
definition of “second-generation migrant”.

XX Figure 3.2. Age composition of working-age second-generation migrants and the rest of the native-born 
working-age population, by sex (percentage)

Note: The values reported are averages for the 32 countries in the sample.

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.

XX Figure 3.3. Distribution of working-age second-generation migrants and the rest of the native-born work-
ing-age population by education level and sex (percentage)

Note: The values reported are averages for the 32 countries in the sample.

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.

Lastly, figure 3.4 compares the distribution of second-generation male and female migrants by 
occupational category with that of other native-born people of working age. On average across 
the countries studied, there is a higher share of clerical, service and sales workers among sec-
ond-generation migrants than among the rest of native-born workers. Managers, profession-
als and technicians also appear to be slightly over-represented among second‑generation male 
migrants. The estimates obtained using the definition of second‑generation migrants based on 
paternal country of birth are similar, as can be seen in figure A4 in the appendix.
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XX Figure 3.4. Distribution of second-generation migrant workers and other native-born workers in employ-
ment by occupational category and sex (percentage)

Note: The values reported are averages for the 32 countries in the sample.

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.

These simple descriptive statistics highlight the socio-demographic particularities of the pop-
ulation group of second-generation migrants. Since labour market outcomes are likely to be 
impacted by specific characteristics, especially those related to age and education, taking the 
socio-demographic composition of second-generation migrants into account is essential when 
comparing their outcomes with those of the rest of the native-born population. In section 4.1, we 
accordingly discuss a methodology for comparing the labour market outcomes of second-gen-
eration migrants with those of the rest of the population while controlling for factors that could 
potentially skew the results.
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XX 4	Employment of second-generation migrants

 

4.1. A methodology for analysing the differences in employment 
outcomes between second-generation migrants and other 
native born people
The labour market outcomes observed for second-generation migrants may differ from those of 
the rest of the population born in the same country because of differences in socio‑demographic 
characteristics between the two population groups. For instance, lower educational attainment 
may reduce their chances of securing a job. On the other hand, the over‑representation of young 
people among second-generation migrants could also have an impact on labour force partici-
pation rates. When analysing discrepancies in labour market outcomes, it is therefore crucial to 
take into account the socio-demographic structure of the second-generation migrant population.

To that end, the econometric technique of logistic regression was applied to the data set con-
structed from the pooled country surveys selected for our analysis (see box 4.1 for details of the 
technique). This makes it possible to assess how being a second‑generation migrant influences 
the likelihood of various labour market outcomes, while simultaneously disentangling this ef-
fect from other observed factors such as educational attainment and age.10 In other words, the 
analysis aims to assess the differences in labour market outcomes between second-generation 
migrants and the rest of the native-born population, controlling for educational attainment and 
age.  Such a methodology is critical for proper analysis, as existing studies have emphasized the 
role played by human capital variables, such as education, in the labour market integration of 
migrants and their descendants.

While certain other variables are also likely to drive the labour market outcomes of second‑gen-
eration migrants to some extent, they were not included in the present regression analysis. In 
particular, as noted in our literature review (see Chapter 1), ethnicity and country of origin may 
help to explain some of the observed differences between second-generation migrants and the 
rest of the native-born population. However, such information was not available in every country 
survey included in the sample.11 The average values presented in this paper may therefore not 
necessarily reflect the situation of each subgroup of second‑generation migrants when bro-
ken down by country of origin. To ensure maximum comparability across countries, only varia-
bles indicating education and experience were used when estimating the regressions.12 Thus, 
it is important to emphasize that the estimates presented here do not take into account poten-
tial unobservable characteristics that could influence the labour market participation of sec-
ond-generation migrants. A further caveat has to do with the issue of endogeneity due to selec-
tion bias. When estimating the probability of unemployment (or the probability of being a wage 
employee), we considered only people participating in the labour market (or those employed 
when estimating the probability of being a wage employee), which may have skewed the results. 

10 Controlling for education is essential here, as the existing literature indicates that second-generation migrants from low-skilled waves 
of migration are more likely to enter lower vocational tracks and to have an early transition into working-class occupations. This has, 
in particular, been observed in Switzerland (Laganà, Chevillard and Gauthier 2014).

11 For example, the information available to the ILO on the country of birth of a respondent’s mother in the EU-SILC surveys refers to 
only two options in the case of birth abroad: “European Union” and “Other countries”.

12 In the estimation of the probability of wage employment, however, the occupational category was also added to these variables.
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Consequently, we can only deduce controlled association, but not pure causality, between being 
a second-generation migrant and the various labour market outcomes studied.

XX Box 4.1. Estimating the effect of being a second-generation migrant on the probability of selected labour 
outcomes

To quantify the effect of being a second-generation migrant on the probability of labour 
force participation, unemployment and wage employment, a logistic regression model is 
estimated separately for the whole population, for men and for women for each country 
in the sample (listed in table A1 in the appendix). This econometric approach involves es-
timating the parameters α, γ and β in the following equation:

where P(Y) is the probability that Y happens, with Y referring, variously, to labour force 
participation, unemployment and being a wage employee (as opposed to being self-em-
ployed). In equation (1), α is a constant, SGM is a dummy indicating whether a survey re-
spondent is a second-generation migrant or not, and X denotes a set of control variables.

For labour market participation and unemployment, the control variables are educational 
attainment (lower secondary level or below = “basic”; upper secondary level = “intermedi-
ate”; and above secondary level = “advanced”) and age group (15–24 years, 25–55 years 
and 55+ years).

When estimating the probability of wage employment, the control variables also include 
the respondent’s occupation according to the International Standard Classification of 
Occupations (ISCO 08), with the ISCO-08 major groups aggregated into six categories 
(“Managers, professionals and technicians”, “Clerical support, services and sales work-
ers”, “Skilled agricultural, forestry, fishery, craft and related trades workers”, “Plant and 
machine operators, and assemblers”, “Elementary occupations” and “Armed forces”). This 
allows one to control for possible differences in employment status that could be due to 
the type of occupation pursued.

The above model is used to estimate the results reported in table 4.1 for each country, 
which are presented in the form of “average marginal effects”. They correspond to the 
average increase (or decrease) in the likelihood of the event Y (that is, labour force par-
ticipation, unemployment or wage employment) induced by the event “SGM = 1” (being a 
second-generation migrant).

We also perform a pooled analysis covering all the 32 countries in our sample and another 
pooled analysis covering just the European countries. This estimation additionally uses a 
country dummy to allow for country-fixed effects. These results are presented in the two 
rows with all values in bold in table 4.1, again as average marginal effects.
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4.2. Employment outcomes of second-generation migrants

On average across countries, second-generation migrants are less likely to 
participate in the labour force and more likely to be unemployed
In most countries, being a second-generation migrant has a negative impact on the likelihood 
of labour market participation compared with other people born in the same country, even after 
controlling for age and educational attainment. As may be seen in table 4.1, in all the 16 countries 
with statistically significant estimates, except for Austria, Czechia, Sweden and Switzerland, sec-
ond-generation migrants are less likely to participate in the labour force than other native-born 
people. This pattern is also strongly reflected in the sex-disaggregated estimates. 

On average across countries, being a second-generation migrant reduces the likelihood of labour 
market participation by 7.5 percentage points in the overall population, with a decrease of 9.5 
percentage points for men and 5.8 percentage points for women (see the very last row in table 
4.1). This trend can be observed both for European countries as a whole and in the United States.

Considerable heterogeneity is nevertheless observable across countries where second‑genera-
tion migrants are less likely to participate in the labour market. For example, compared with oth-
er such countries, second-generation migrants in Poland, Iceland, Norway and Denmark appear 
much less likely to participate in the labour market than other native-born individuals. This ap-
pears to be in line with previous analysis based on a sample of OECD countries, which showed, 
in particular, that Scandinavian countries (in this case including Sweden) had a relatively large 
gap between the employment rates of natives and second‑generation migrants, even after con-
trolling for educational attainment (OECD 2007).

Several reasons may be adduced to explain the lower participation rates of second-generation 
migrants. In particular, labour market barriers created by factors such as discrimination, rela-
tively low returns to participation in the workforce and specific institutional arrangements could 
all negatively affect their labour market attachment and deter some of them from participating, 
analogously to the mechanisms that have been described for groups such as women and older 
workers (Winkler 2016; Watermann, Fasbender and Klehe 2023). Automatic birthright citizenship 
in Australia and the United States could be one reason why being a second-generation migrant 
in those two countries is slightly less detrimental to the likelihood of participating in the labour 
market than is the case in Europe on average, where such schemes are rarely used.

However, low labour force participation may also be explained by additional factors. For instance, 
the fact that the likelihood of second-generation migrants in Denmark being unemployed is rela-
tively similar to that of other native-born workers (see the middle panel in table 4.1) despite their 
being less likely to participate in the labour force could suggest that the latter phenomenon is 
partly due to factors such as their enrolment in education or training. In that regard, recent anal-
ysis has found that the descendants of migrants are over‑represented in Danish universities and 
business schools (European Commission 2021).

As a robustness check, we performed a similar analysis using our second definition of “sec-
ond‑generation migrant” (that is, where paternal country of origin is used to identify migrant 
background). Table A2 in the appendix shows the results.

When it comes to unemployment, being a second-generation migrant appears to have a positive 
impact on unemployment outcomes in most countries. Indeed, the likelihood of being unem-
ployed increases in a statistically significant manner when the respondent is a second-generation 
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migrant in 13 countries of the sample and decreases in only 3 countries (see the central panel of 
table 4.1).13 On average across countries, the probability of being unemployed, when education-
al attainment and age are taken into account, is higher by 1 percentage point for second‑gen-
eration migrants.

Like the estimates related to labour market participation, those for unemployment are likely to 
be reflected in the overall income gap between second-generation migrants and the rest of the 
native-born population, with the challenges of reduced job search opportunities possibly com-
pounded by their being less well-integrated into society. In that regard, some studies have already 
highlighted that second-generation migrants experience lower employment rates and often find 
themselves in less stable job situations (Corluy et al. 2015). Minorities from less developed coun-
tries have been found to be particularly disadvantaged with regard to education, access to the 
labour market and occupational attainment (Heath, Rothon and Kilpi 2008).

In the present analysis, the variables included in our econometric model do not allow one to take 
into account all the aspects of human capital that can help to explain the higher levels of unem-
ployment observed among second-generation migrants, including such factors as language pro-
ficiency (Crul and Vermeulen 2003). Behavioural characteristics in the labour market may also 
play a role: for instance, second-generation migrants were found by Constant et al. (2011) to be 
significantly more willing than other native-born persons to take risks and less likely to have a low 
amount of “positive reciprocity”.14 The same authors point out that individuals with a greater will-
ingness to take risks have a lower employment probability after unemployment entry. This may 
be explained by the fact that such individuals, when faced with a job offer, tend to expect higher 
gains of continuing to look for a job. Such behaviour is usually reflected in a higher “reservation 
wage”, that is the lowest wage someone is willing to accept for a job. Finally, discrimination by 
employers against certain groups may be another factor behind the higher unemployment lev-
els of second-generation migrants. Field experiments conducted in various countries have paired 
curricula vitae featuring native names and similar curricula vitae featuring names from different 
origins, shedding light on the discrimination faced by various ethnic groups in the course of the 
recruitment process (Ahmad 2020; Midtbøen 2016; Arnoult 2023).

13 By definition, a person of working age is unemployed if he or she was (a) without work during a specified recent period, that is, was 
not in paid employment or self-employment; (b) available for work, that is, was available for paid employment or self-employment 
during the reference period; and (c) seeking work, that is, had taken specific steps during the reference period to seek paid employ-
ment or self-employment.

14 As noted by Constant et al. (2011, 831), positive reciprocity arises when individuals respond to nice behaviour in a much nicer way 
than standard models would predict. Fehr and Gächter (2000) illustrate the concept by noting that “Uninvited favors, in general, are 
likely to create feelings of indebtedness obliging many people to repay the psychological debt.”
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XX Table 4.1. Effect of being a second-generation migrant on the probability of labour force participation, unemployment and wage employment, by 
country (percentage points)

Country
Labour force participation Unemployment Wage employment

All Men Women All Men Women All Men Women

Europe

Austria 1.7* -0.1 3.6*** -0.8 -0.7 -1.0 13.3*** 13.3*** 13.4***

Belgium -3.7** -2.9 -4.9** 4.0*** 3.0** 5.0*** 2.3 2.6 2.5

Bulgaria -8.1 -11.5 -4.7 -5.0 4.9 0*** 3.4 4.2 -0.1

Croatia -0.3 2.1 -2.3 9.8*** 14.7*** -0.2 -0.6 0.3 -1.2

Cyprus -2.1 2.1 -6.6* -6.1* -4.0 -11.1 3.8 -1.9 16.4*

Czechia 4.8** 4.3* 5.1* -0.2 -0.2 -0.4 0.1 0.8 -0.9

Denmark -19.3*** -21.0*** -17.1*** 0.1 0.1 -0.1 -2.4** -2.1 -2.8**

Estonia -11.5*** -17.4*** -5.0*** 1.8 4.4** -1.0 -0.7 2.9 -3.9*

Finland -3.2 -10.0* 2.3 4.9 6.5 2.4 14.3*** 18.3** 9.8*

France -0.9 -0.3 -1.4 3.9*** 4.4*** 3.3*** 0.7 2.1 -0.5

Germany -3.5*** -3.3*** -3.9*** 0.7* 0.5 0.9* 0.1 0.9 -0.5

Greece -2.7 -3.5 -1.2 5.8 0.4 11.2* 15.4** 31.3*** -1.7

Hungary 0.1 -6.5* 6.5 -0.8 2.0 -5.5 -1.1 -4.1 1.7

Iceland -28.6*** -27.8*** -28.7*** 1.8* 1.8 2.0 -4.5** -6.1** -2.0

Ireland -6.2** -13.1*** -1.8 3.9*** 4.3** 4.2** 0.7 2.8 -1.3

Italy -4.9 -3.8 -5.2 0.9 1.4 0 1.8 3.2 0.3

Latvia -4.8*** -3.2** -4.6*** 1.4 -0.3 2.7** -0.1 -0.9 0.8

Lithuania -2.1 -1.9 -1.8 -0.1 -2.1 1.6 1.2 4.3 -0.7

Luxembourg -3.2 -2.5 -4.3 2.2** 1.5 3.5* 1.0 2.7 -0.2

Netherlands -4.1** -3.9* -4.2* 1.7* 1.0 2.4* -2.9 -5.0 -0.7

Norway -23.4*** -25.3*** -20.8*** 1.5*** 2.6*** 0 -1.0 2.1 -2.9**

Poland -31.4*** -36.2*** -23.9*** -0.5 0.2 -1.5 2.3 3.0 -1.0

Portugal -7.8*** -7.3*** -8.3*** 1.2 2.9* -0.3 0.7 1.7 -0.1

Romania 7.4 -4.2 20.6** 0*** 0*** 0*** -2.7 0*** -11.0

Serbia 0.2 1.1 -0.7 -5.9** -6.4* -4.3 2.5 3.5 2.2

Slovakia 4.0 -0.4 6.2 -15.7** -12.2* 0*** -2.8 -8.1 0

Slovenia -1.2 -4.1 2.1 1.7* 0.2 2.7** 2.2 2.4 1.1

Spain -0.1 -1.1 0.7 3.7* 4.9* 2.1 1.7 1.7 1.2

Sweden 5.0*** 3.7* 6.1*** -0.8 0.5 -2.5 4.8*** 5.2* 4.2*

Switzerland 7.1*** 9.3*** 4.3* 0.5 0.8 0 0.5 3.4* -2.4

Europe -7.9*** -10.2*** -5.9*** 1.1*** 1.4*** 0.9** 2.1*** 3.3*** 0.9*

Rest of the world
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Country
Labour force participation Unemployment Wage employment

All Men Women All Men Women All Men Women

Australia -0.3 1.0 2.2 -0.9 -0.2 -1.9* 1.1 0.8 2.0

United States -2.4*** -1.8*** -3.1*** 0.7*** 0.9*** 0.5*** 0.7*** 0.6*** 0.9***

All countries -7.5*** -9.5*** -5.8*** 1.0*** 1.3*** 0.8** 2.0*** 3.0*** 1.0*

     

Note 1: ***, ** and * indicate that the result is statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5% and 10% level of significance, respectively.

Note 2: The results for labour force participation refer to the whole working-age population. Those for unemployment refer to the population in the labour force. Those for 
status in employment (wage employment versus self-employment) refer to the employed population.

Note 3: The labour force participation and unemployment models control for age and education. The model used to analyse status in employment (wage employment versus 
self-employment) features occupational category as an additional control.

Source: Analysis based on ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year. See table A1 in the appendix for more details.
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Second-generation migrants tend to work as employees
The third set of results from the econometric models estimated here is presented in the right-
most panel of table 4.1 (for a robustness check using the alternative definition of “second‑gen-
eration migrant”, see table A2 in the appendix). These estimates indicate that second-generation 
migrants who are in employment are often more likely to be employees than to be self-em-
ployed, even after controlling for education, age and occupational category. On average across 
countries, being a second-generation migrant increases the likelihood of wage employment by 
2 percentage points for the overall population, with the magnitude of the effect reaching 3 per-
centage points for men (compared with 1 percentage point for women).15

Partly owing to the small sample size of surveys, few country-level results are statistically signif-
icant. Nevertheless, being a second-generation immigrant significantly increases the likelihood 
of being an employee in five countries (Austria, Finland, Greece, Sweden and the United States), 
whereas the opposite effect can be observed in only two countries (Denmark and Iceland). In 
table 4.1, some gender-related differences are also noticeable: for example, being a second-gen-
eration migrant appears to have, on average, a relatively smaller effect on the likelihood of wage 
employment for women in Europe.

These overall findings are in line with the results from existing studies, including those that have 
focused on Europe. One such study found that second-generation migrants in 2014 were the mi-
gration status group least likely to be self-employed (Eurostat 2016). Similarly, a case study con-
ducted in Vienna revealed that the share of entrepreneurs was lower among second-generation 
migrants than among Austrians without a migration background, naturalized persons and im-
migrants (Eurofound 2010). As shown by the averages for European countries and all countries 
in table 4.1, the trend is towards wage employment, despite the cross-country heterogeneity.

The greater likelihood of second-generation migrants being employees may be attributed in part 
to their greater zeal and upskilling enthusiasm as they seek to make up for a lack of networks. 
For instance, Chiswick (1977) pointed to the selectivity bias in migration, whereby first-genera-
tion immigrants may have been better equipped to navigate the labour market and were more 
motivated than non-immigrants – qualities that they subsequently transmitted to their children.

On another note, self-employment has been found to be an employment status characterized 
by a significant need for integration with the host society, which is vital when running one’s own 
business, and for having a strong established network.16 Second-generation migrants may be at 
a severe disadvantage compared with the rest of the population in that regard, accounting for 
their greater representation in wage employment and lower participation in self-employment.

To sum up our findings on employment outcomes: we have observed that second-generation 
migrants fare worse than other people born in the same country when it comes to labour force 
participation. On average, they are also more likely to be unemployed. Finally, when they are em-
ployed, it is found that second-generation migrants are on the whole more likely to be employees 

15 In this paper, status in employment is based on the classification adopted by the 15th International Conference of Labour Statisticians 
(ICLS) in January 1993, namely the International Classification of Status in Employment, 1993 (ICSE-93). However, the 20th ICLS in 
October 2018 adopted a resolution that includes a new classification (ICSE-18) aimed at reflecting the increasing uncertainty regard-
ing the boundary between self-employment, paid employment and non-standard forms of employment, such as “dependent” con-
tractors and short-term and zero-hour contracts (ILO 2023). ICSE-18 is structured around the two categories of “independent” and 
“dependent” workers, with the latter including employees.

16 Analysing the likelihood of migrants being self-employed across multiple countries, van Tubergen (2005, 709) concluded that “self-em-
ployment is more frequent among immigrant communities that are small, highly educated and have a longer settlement history.”
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than self-employed, even though several estimates at the country level are not statistically sig-
nificant.

XX Box 4.2. Comparing the working hours of second-generation migrants and other native born workers

In addition to labour force participation and unemployment, the number of hours worked 
is also an important determinant of an individual’s overall employment outcome (what is 
sometimes referred to as the “intensive employment margin”). Although working time is 
not the main focus of this study, the average number of hours worked by employees who 
are second-generation migrants has been estimated in order to identify possible specifi-
cities among that population group.

Figure A7 in the appendix shows the average number of weekly hours worked by sec-
ond-generation migrants who are wage employees versus other native-born wage em-
ployees, broken down by sex and country. Across our sample of countries, second-genera-
tion migrants tend to work similar hours to other native-born workers, although there are 
some countries with small disparities in working time observed between the two population 
groups (for example, Czechia and Ireland). Given that the working hours of second-gener-
ation migrants in some cases differ from those of the rest of the native born population, 
the analysis in Chapter 5 looks at gross hourly wages as well as monthly wages, so as to 
eliminate variation in earnings due to differences in working time.
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XX 5	Earnings of second-generation migrants

 

5.1. A methodology for analysing the differences in earnings 
outcomes between second-generation migrants and other 
native-born people
In addition to labour force participation and employment, earnings are a key labour market 
outcome that has a significant impact on livelihoods. However, relatively few empirical analyses 
have focused on earnings. In Europe, a host of studies have examined this specific labour mar-
ket outcome in Sweden. For example, Behrenz, Hammarstedt and Månsson (2007) found that 
male second-generation migrants with parents born in other Nordic countries, Eastern Europe 
or southern Europe have statistically lower incomes than their native counterparts. No significant 
differences were observed for male second-generation migrants with parents born in Western 
countries or non-European countries. For female second‑generation migrants, there were no dif-
ferences in income in any group, except for women with parents born in other Nordic countries. 
In contrast, an earlier Swedish study found that second-generation migrants with a non-Euro-
pean background had lower earnings as well as a lower probability of being employed than the 
children of natives (Rooth and Ekberg 2003). However, Hammarstedt and Palme (2012) found 
an overall convergence in average earnings between immigrants and natives across genera-
tions in Sweden. As for other European countries, a review of the relative situation of first- and 
second-generation migrants in France, Germany and the United Kingdom yielded a mixed pic-
ture regarding upward mobility among the second generation: the United Kingdom was found 
to have made considerable progress in closing the immigrant–native pay gap between the first 
and second generations, whereas progress was less clear-cut for France and Germany (Algan 
et al. 2010). In contrast, a more recent study based on UK data found no statistically significant 
progress across generations relative to natives (Ochmann 2024). Finally, in recent studies look-
ing at the United States, the earnings of second‑generation migrants have often been compared 
with those of white men from later (“third+”) generations, revealing substantial disparities across 
ethnic groups. For example, Duncan and Trejo (2018) observed small or non-existent wage pre-
miums (relative to third+‑generation whites) for second‑generation whites and Asians, but wage 
penalties for blacks and Hispanics.

Building on evidence from the existing literature, we now focus on the earnings outcomes of 
second-generation migrants across a selection of countries for which data on earnings are avail-
able.17 Section 5.2 examines the hourly and monthly wages and income from self‑employment 
received by workers who are second-generation migrants. This analysis is based on findings 
from a subsample of 29 countries for wages and 21 countries for self‑employment earnings, the 
reduced number of countries being due to the limited availability of data on earnings in house-
hold surveys (see section 2.2).

To assess the impact of specific socio-demographic characteristics of second-generation mi-
grants on their wages (or self-employment income) relative to other employees (or self‑employed 
persons), an econometric technique based on the Mincer model is applied to the data from the 
various country surveys selected for analysis (see box 5.1 for details). This technique allows us 

17 Regarding earnings, previous ILO analysis has focused on the wage differences between migrants and nationals (Amo-Agyei 2020).
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to examine the effect of being a second-generation migrant on earnings by incorporating age, 
educational attainment and occupational category as controls.

As with second-generation migrants’ employment outcomes in Chapter 4, it is important to note 
that the estimates related to their earnings outcomes presented here do not account for poten-
tial unobservable characteristics that could influence those outcomes. Therefore, only controlled 
association and not pure causality can be established through this analysis.

XX Box 5.1. Estimating the effect of being a second-generation migrant on the earnings from wage employ-
ment and self-employment

To further explore inequalities in the labour market, we estimate the relationship between 
being a second-generation migrant and earnings separately for the entire population of 
employees (or self‑employed) and for the male and female populations across our sub-
sample of countries (29 countries for wage employment and 21 for self-employment), us-
ing the following Mincer model:

This econometric approach involves estimating the parameters α, γ and β, where γ is our 
parameter of interest. The dependent variable is ln Y, where Y stands for the outcome ex-
amined:

●● hourly wages

●● monthly wages

●● monthly income from self-employment.1

In equation (2), α is a constant, SGMi is a dummy variable equal to 1 if a survey respond-
ent is a second‑generation migrant, and Xi

′ denotes a vector of observable characteristics 
that are used as control variables.

In our specification, the control variables are educational attainment (lower secondary 
school or below = “basic”; upper secondary school = “intermediate”; and above second-
ary level = “advanced”), age and age squared, and the respondent’s occupation according 
to the International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO-08), with the ISCO-08 
major groups aggregated into six categories (“Managers, professionals and technicians”, 
“Clerical support, services and sales workers”, “Skilled agricultural, forestry, fishery, craft 
and related trades workers”, “Plant and machine operators, and assemblers”, “Elementary 
occupations” and “Armed forces”). When estimating averages across countries, we also 
use country dummies to allow for country-fixed effects.

The model is estimated using the method of ordinary least squares.2 As already mentioned, 
the coefficient of interest is γ, which provides an estimate of the difference in earnings 
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between second-generation migrants and other native-born workers. Its estimated val-
ues are reported in the tables of chapter 5.

1 For income from self-employment, we only look at monthly income, as the quality of the information on hours worked 
is often lower for this subset of the population. However, analysis of hourly income has also been undertaken and the 
trends look very similar. These results are available upon request.
2 Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) is an econometric technique that allows the parameters α, γ and β of equation (2) above 
to be estimated.

5.2. Wages of second-generation migrants
The results of estimating equation (2) are presented in table 5.1 below for hourly wages as the 
outcome examined (see box 5.1).18 The estimates in the table correspond to the effect of being 
a second-generation migrant on hourly wages. On average across the countries studied, a small 
hourly wage gap between second-generation migrants and other native-born employees can be 
observed, with the former being paid slightly less than the latter once their socio‑demographic 
characteristics are taken into account (specifically 4.6 per cent less on average). This result is es-
sentially driven by the wage penalty observed across the European countries in the sample (-5.1 
per cent on average). However, at the country level, the estimates are not statistically significant 
in most cases, which is probably due in part to the small number of observations used in the 
analysis. The wage penalty is nevertheless statistically significant in Belgium, Estonia, Portugal 
and Slovakia, as well as in Austria and Ireland for men only, and in Cyprus for women only. In 
the United States, a statistically significant wage premium is observed, with second-generation 
migrants earning 4.8 per cent higher hourly wages than other native-born employees.

Thus, from the survey data analysed here it emerges that there is a wage penalty for either male 
or female second-generation migrants in several countries, while a wage premium is observed 
only in the United States and – with a lower statistical significance – also in Hungary.

Table A3 in the appendix presents the result of the estimation for monthly wages as the out-
come examined instead of hourly wages. As with hourly wages, an average wage penalty is ob-
served for Europe, namely 4.4 per cent, contrasting with a wage premium of 4.9 per cent for the 
United States. The slight differences between the values in tables 5.1 and A3 may potentially be 
accounted for by certain specificities in the working time of second-generation migrants (see 
box 4.2 in Chapter 4).

The pay gaps observed between second-generation migrants and their peers born in the same 
country are due to various factors not taken into account in the analysis through the use of edu-
cational attainment, age and occupational category as control variables. In particular, wage pen-
alties among second-generation migrants may reflect the challenges faced by this group that 
are often highlighted in the literature on migration, such as poor integration, lack of networks, 
limited proficiency in the majority language and discrimination (Devos et al. 2025). As for the 
wage premium observed in the United States, the available evidence points to how second-gen-
eration migrants there are relatively well endowed in terms of education and skills. Indeed, a US 
study based on longitudinal childhood data indicates that the initial gap in mathematics scores 
between second-generation migrants and natives closes by the end of primary school, while for 

18 Descriptive statistics related to the earnings distribution can be found in two figures in the appendix. Figure A5 shows the share of 
second-generation migrant wage employees in the different quintiles for hourly wages. On average, second-generation migrants 
tend to be over‑represented at the bottom end of their country’s wage distribution. Figure A6 shows the corresponding distribution 
for the monthly self-employment income of self‑employed second‑generation migrants. In Europe, an over-representation of the 
self-employed at the lower end of the income distribution can also be observed.
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non-cognitive, or “soft”, skills there is a positive gap in favour of second-generation migrants by 
the third year of primary school (Hull and Norris 2020). This could help to explain the slightly 
higher wages earned later in life by second-generation migrants, consistent with the estimates 
presented in table 5.1. In that regard, the relatively high performance of second-generation mi-
grants in the United States when it comes to education and wages has been emphasized by a 
number of previous studies (Card 2005). As a robustness check, we applied the same economet-
ric methodology using our second definition of “second-generation migrant”. The results are 
presented in tables A4 and A5 in the appendix.

XX Table 5.1. Effect of being a second-generation migrant on hourly wages (percentage)

Country All Men Women

Europe

Austria -3.3 -4.5* -1.0

Belgium -8.7** -7.3 -11.0**

Bulgaria -18.2 25.1 -33.3

Croatia 2.1 -2.6 3.8

Cyprus -7.1 6.4 -30.5*

Czechia 1.5 2.7 -0.6

Denmark 0.1 2.3 -3.1

Estonia -11.0** -8.0 -13.6**

Finland 11.4 -0.5 21.2

France 4.0 5.8 2.2

Germany 1.3 2.6 -1.7

Greece -1.9 -6.7 4.7

Hungary 18.0* 10.3 25.6*

Ireland -6.1 -16.7* 5.0

Italy -1.1 5.1 -8.8

Latvia -1.7 -3.2 -0.3

Lithuania 9.5 11.2 9.5

Luxembourg -6.9 -9.3 -3.0

Netherlands -1.9 -4.1 -0.4

Poland 3.5 1.5 5.7

Portugal -5.2* -0.7 -11.1**

Serbia 3.0 0.6 3.2

Slovakia -9.1** -18.0*** 1.1

Slovenia -1.1 -5.9 5.8

Spain -7.1 -10.0 -3.9

Sweden -1.6 -2.5 -1.7

Switzerland 2.2 -0.8 2.8

Europe -5.1*** -6.5*** -3.8***

Rest of the world
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Country All Men Women

Australia 2.3 1.3 2.1

United States 4.8*** 2.0** 7.3***

All countries -4.6*** -6.0*** -3.4***

Note: ***, ** and * indicate that the result is statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5% and 10% level of significance, respectively.

Source: Analysis based on ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year. See table A1 in the 
appendix for more details.

5.3. Self-employment income of second-generation migrants
Estimates of the effect of being a second-generation migrant on monthly self-employment in-
come (obtained using equation (2) from box 5.1 with monthly self-employment income as the 
outcome examined) are presented in table 5.2 for a subsample of countries for which relevant 
data are available.19 It appears that almost all the statistically significant estimates point to an 
earnings penalty for second-generation migrants who are self-employed. For European coun-
tries, we observe an average penalty of 22.3 per cent for second-generation migrants (16.5 per 
cent among male entrepreneurs and 27.5 per cent among their female counterparts). Overall, 
these results tend to confirm the potential challenges that second‑generation migrants face in 
setting themselves up as self-employed, as discussed in Chapter 4.20

A robustness check was performed by applying the same methodology to our second definition 
of “second-generation migrant”. Table A6 in the appendix shows the results.

XX Table 5.2. Effect of being a second-generation migrant on monthly self-employment income (percentage)

Country All Men Women

Europe

Austria -14.6 8.1 -54.5**

Belgium -10.7 -27.1 42.7

Czechia 6.7 2.5 15.5

Denmark -21.2 -32.8 -3.8

France -9.4 -6.7 -18.0

Germany -20.1** -23.9** -15.6

Hungary -79.1 50.6 -281.7*

Ireland -24.3 -33.4 -7.2

Italy -36.2 -3.0 -142.2***

Latvia -7.1 -22.1 7.6

Lithuania -16 -15.7 1.6

19 Not all national surveys contain reliable data on self-employment income on a monthly/hourly basis. Some countries were therefore 
excluded from this analysis, especially if the sample size was too small.

20 In line with these results, Bijedić and Piper (2018), using data from the German Socio-Economic Panel, found that first-generation mi-
grant entrepreneurs had lower rates of job satisfaction than the native population. A similar pattern was observed for second-gen-
eration male migrant entrepreneurs.
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Country All Men Women

Luxembourg -33.1 -15.9 -144.8

Netherlands -100.3* -74.2 -141.4

Poland -5.2 -1.5 -24.1

Portugal -29.4** -23.6 -34.5

Serbia 22.5 8.8 102.3***

Slovenia -30.8 -57.7 -14.8

Spain -27.3 8.7 -59.4

Sweden 8.8 -1.6 19.0

Switzerland -0.3 3.3 -6.2

Europe -22.3*** -16.5* -27.5**

Rest of the world

Australia 13.7 11.1 6.1

All countries -20.0*** -14.6* -25.7**

Note: ***, ** and * indicate that the result is statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5% and 10% level of significance, respectively.

Source: Analysis based on ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year. See table A1 in the 
appendix for more details.
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XX 6	Legal frameworks shaping the labour market 
experience of second-generation migrants 

 

In the previous chapter we analysed the labour market outcomes of second-generation migrants 
in a large number of countries, focusing on labour force participation, unemployment, status in 
employment, wages and self-employment income. Although we cannot assert a direct causal re-
lationship between being a second-generation migrant and these outcomes, the controlled asso-
ciations that we have established provide a picture of their labour market experience. Specifically, 
a lower rate of labour force participation compared with the rest of the native-born population 
has been highlighted. Similarly, second‑generation migrants seem, on average, to be more likely 
to be unemployed. Furthermore, except in a few countries, second-generation migrants tend to 
be wage employees rather than self-employed when they are in employment, which is probably 
due to a lack of integration and limited access to the networks that are necessary to operate as 
an entrepreneur. With regard to earnings, statistically significant wage penalties were observed 
for second-generation migrants in a number of European countries, whereas a wage premium 
was noted in the United States.

Building on this analysis, it is essential to understand how legal frameworks can act as a further 
influence on the labour market experience of second-generation migrants. Such frameworks, 
which include international labour standards21 and national laws, play a crucial role in estab-
lishing the rights and protections afforded to workers, thereby shaping their opportunities and 
treatment in the job market. This chapter will explore key standards that lay the foundation for 
inclusive labour markets which can benefit both second-generation migrants and the rest of the 
population. Section 6.1 first outlines the various sets of international labour standards relevant 
to promoting equality of opportunity and fair labour market outcomes. These instruments are 
then analysed in detail, together with the related supervisory work of the Committee of Experts 
on the Application of Conventions and Recommendations (CEACR).22 Finally, national practices 
aimed at ensuring equal employment opportunities and treatment are examined in section 6.2, 
which provides a brief overview of how international standards are applied in different countries.

6.1. International legal standards ensuring equal employment 
opportunities and treatment 
Before embarking on our analysis of relevant legal frameworks, it is important to clarify that sec-
ond-generation migrants are not considered to be migrant workers. Indeed, they do not meet 
the definition of “migrant worker” contained in the Migrant Workers (Supplementary Provisions) 

21 Conventions, together with any Protocols thereto, are legally binding international treaties that may be ratified by Member States, 
while Recommendations serve as non-binding guidelines. In many cases, a Convention lays down the basic principles to be imple-
mented by ratifying countries, and the related Recommendation supplements the Convention by providing more details on how it 
could be applied. However, Recommendations can also be autonomous – that is, not linked to a Convention.

22 The CEACR is one of the two bodies comprising the regular system of supervision developed by the ILO to help ensure that countries 
implement the Conventions they ratify. It examines the reports that governments are required to submit regularly on the implemen-
tation of ratified Conventions, along with the comments of employers’ and workers’ organizations on these reports. The Committee 
makes two kinds of comments on the reports received – “observations” and “direct requests” – and issues an annual report, which 
includes a General Survey on a specific subject selected by the Governing Body of the International Labour Office. The comments of 
the CEACR are non-binding, being intended to guide the actions of national authorities. They derive their persuasive value from the 
legitimacy and rationality of the Committee’s work based on its impartiality, experience and expertise. For more information, see the 
web page entitled “ILO supervisory system/mechanism”.

https://www.ilo.org/global/about-the-ilo/how-the-ilo-works/ilo-supervisory-system-mechanism/lang--en/index.htm
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Convention, 1975 (No. 143), namely “a person who migrates or who has migrated from one 
country to another with a view to being employed otherwise than on his own account”, which 
“includes any person regularly admitted as a migrant worker” (Art. 11(1)). However, second-gen-
eration migrants have a migration background and they are often perceived as “foreigners” by 
a vast majority of the population, as a consequence of their belonging to ethnic minorities and, 
in some cases, not possessing the nationality of the country where they live and work (Bhimji 
2008; Beaman 2017). These factors can lead to discriminatory treatment, creating challenges for 
second-generation migrants when it comes to both social integration and labour market partic-
ipation, as outlined in the quantitative analysis in Chapters 4 and 5. As discussed further down, 
the Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Convention (No. 111) and Recommendation 
(No. 111), 1958,23 provide crucial orientation on how to tackle discrimination and improve inte-
gration into the labour market.

Other international labour standards are relevant in addressing the discrimination and ine-
qualities that second-generation migrants may face at work – for instance, the Employment 
Policy Convention (No. 122) and Recommendation (No. 122), 1964,24 and the Human Resources 
Development Convention, 1975 (No. 142).

Alongside the above-mentioned instruments, international labour standards dealing with wages 
are key to ensuring equality of treatment in employment for second‑generation migrants. These 
include the Minimum Wage-Fixing Machinery Convention, 1928 (No. 26), the Minimum Wage 
Fixing Convention (No. 131) and Recommendation (No. 135), 1970, and the Protection of Wages 
Convention, 1949 (No. 95) (see box 6.1).25

The focus of this section will be mainly on standards related to non-discrimination and equal 
treatment, given the role that they play in shaping the employment outcomes of second‑gen-
eration migrants.

Finally, it is important to look at the supervisory work of the CEACR as it supports the implemen-
tation of international labour standards at the national level. The category of workers considered 
in this study falls within the scope of the Committee’s comments concerning workers in general. 
On some occasions, the CEACR has explicitly referred to second-generation migrants and work-
ers with a migration background in its observations and direct requests. Such references have 
occurred mainly when the Committee is reviewing the application of provisions on non-discrim-
ination and equality of opportunity and treatment.

     

     

23 International labour standards of general application concern second-generation migrants as well as the rest of the population. 
Among these standards, a central role is played by the 11 “fundamental” instruments, which cover subjects considered to be funda-
mental principles and rights at work. Convention No. 111 is one such instrument.

24 Convention No. 122 is one of the four Conventions designated by the Governing Body of the International Labour Office as “govern-
ance” (or “priority”) instruments. Consequently, Member States are encouraged to ratify it because of its importance for the function-
ing of the international labour standards system.

25 Minimum wages have been an important topic at the ILO ever since its inception. Indeed, the original ILO Constitution of 1919 called 
in its Preamble for an urgent improvement of conditions of labour, including “the provision of an adequate living wage”. In 1944, the 
Declaration of Philadelphia referred to the importance of ensuring “a minimum living wage to all employed and in need of such pro-
tection”. This was reiterated in the ILO Declaration on Social Justice for a Fair Globalization (2008). In addition to international labour 
standards, a relevant tool for the design, implementation and review of minimum wages is the Minimum Wage Policy Guide (ILO 2016), 
which emphasizes key principles of good practice and provides examples to illustrate the pros and cons of different policy options.
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XX Box 6.1. International labour standards dealing with non-discrimination, equal treatment and wages

Non-discrimination and equal treatment

�� Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Convention, 1958 (No. 111)
�� Employment Policy Convention, 1964 (No. 122)
�� Human Resources Development Convention, 1975 (No. 142)
�� Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Recommendation, 1958 (No. 111)
�� Employment Policy Recommendation, 1964 (No. 122)

Wages

�� Minimum Wage-Fixing Machinery Convention, 1928 (No. 26)*
�� Minimum Wage Fixing Convention, 1970 (No. 131)
�� Protection of Wages Convention, 1949 (No. 95)
�� Minimum Wage Fixing Machinery (Agriculture) Convention, 1951 (No. 99)*
�� Minimum Wage Fixing Recommendation, 1970 (No. 135)
�� Minimum Wage-Fixing Machinery (Agriculture) Recommendation, 1951 (No. 89)*

* Instrument with interim status.

Source: ILO NORMLEX database.

International labour standards dealing with non-discrimination and equal 
treatment
Second-generation migrants tend to experience poor integration and face discriminatory treat-
ment, which may partly explain their lower labour market participation and slightly higher unem-
ployment rates on average, although outcomes vary substantially across countries, as described 
in section 4.2. International labour standards aimed at countering discrimination on the grounds 
of race, colour and national extraction play a crucial role in enabling the participation and equal 
treatment of second-generation migrants in the labour market, particularly in countries with a 
pattern of ethnic discrimination and citizenship schemes based on descent.

The Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Convention, 1958 (No. 111), provides signifi-
cant guidance on this score. It seeks to eliminate any discrimination in respect of employment 
and occupation and to promote equality of opportunity and treatment (Art. 2). Discrimination 
on the basis of “race, colour, sex, religion, political opinion, national extraction or social origin” is 
covered (Art. 1(1)(a)). Convention No. 111 also stipulates that special measures designed to meet 
the particular needs of persons who, for reasons such as social or cultural status, require special 
protection or assistance shall not be regarded as discrimination (Art. 5(2)). The accompanying 
Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Recommendation, 1958 (No. 111), recommends 
that all persons should, without discrimination, enjoy equality of opportunity and treatment in 
respect of, inter alia, remuneration for work of equal value (para. 2(b)(v)).

The same principles are reiterated in the Employment Policy Convention (No. 122) and 
Recommendation (No. 122), 1964. These instruments call upon Member States to pursue an ac-
tive policy aimed at ensuring “freedom of choice of employment and the fullest possible oppor-
tunity for each worker to qualify for, and to use his skills and endowments in, a job for which he is 
well suited, irrespective of race, colour, sex, religion, political opinion, national extraction or social 
origin” (Arts 1(1) and 1(2)(c) of the Convention and paras 1(1) and 1(2)(c) of the Recommendation).
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Finally, the Human Resources Development Convention, 1975 (No. 142), promotes non‑discrim-
ination in the field of vocational guidance and training. It specifically requires Member States to 
adopt vocational guidance and training policies and programmes that “encourage and enable 
all persons, on an equal basis and without any discrimination whatsoever, to develop and use 
their capabilities for work” (Art. 1(5)). Moreover, it stipulates that comprehensive employment 
information and guidance are to be made available to everyone (Art. 3).

The supervisory practice of the Committee of Experts on the Application of 
Conventions and Recommendations
The CEACR has dealt with inequalities at work affecting second-generation migrants mainly in 
the context of Convention No. 111, when considering discrimination against individuals with a 
migration background26 on the grounds of race, colour or national extraction (see box 6.2). The 
selection of comments related to Convention No. 111 offered here is based on the results pre-
sented in section 4.2, with a particular focus on comments addressed to those countries where 
being a second-generation migrant was associated with a reduction in the likelihood of labour 
market participation (table 4.1). Among these, relevant comments expressly mentioning sec-
ond-generation migrants or individuals with a migration background were found, in particular, 
for Denmark, Germany and the Netherlands.

XX Box 6.2. How “race, colour and national extraction” are understood in the supervisory practice of 
the Committee of Experts on the Application of Conventions and Recommendations related to the 
Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) Convention, 1958 (No. 111)

In a general observation on discrimination based on race, colour and national extrac-
tion adopted in 2018, the Committee of Experts on the Application of Conventions and 
Recommendations (CEACR) explained the meaning of the grounds of “race, colour and 
national extraction” in the context of the Discrimination (Employment and Occupation) 
Convention, 1958 (No. 111). Furthermore, it provided examples of people affected by dis-
crimination in employment on grounds that fall within the scope of the Convention.

In particular, the CEACR recalled that, under Convention No. 111, “the term ‘race’ includes 
any discrimination against linguistic communities or minority groups whose identity is 
based on religious or cultural characteristics or national or ethnic origin.” Additionally, it 
specified that discrimination on the basis of race and colour were generally examined to-
gether, as “colour” was one of the ethnic characteristics of human beings. The Committee 
also reiterated that national extraction covered “distinctions made on the basis of a per-
son’s place of birth, ancestry or foreign origin”.

When reviewing the application of Convention No. 111, the Committee has therefore been 
seeking to address discrimination in the workplace experienced, inter alia, by “ethnic mi-
norities, indigenous and tribal peoples, migrant workers, including migrant domestic work-
ers, afro-descendants, national minorities and Roma people” (CEACR 2019a).

26 The expression “person with a migration background” is being used with growing frequency, especially in German-speaking European 
countries (Kuptsch and Mieres 2021). This notion encompasses first- and second-generation migrants. As a result, national legal 
frameworks often do not directly address the situation of second-generation migrants at work and the CEACR, too, has mainly con-
sidered that issue indirectly, through the prism of the broader category of “individuals with a migration background”, with specific 
references to second-generation migrants being rare.
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In its observations and direct requests related to Convention No. 111 that expressly mention sec-
ond-generation migrants or individuals with a migration background, the CEACR has called upon 
States to strengthen their efforts to effectively address discrimination and ensure equality of op-
portunity and treatment. In an observation, it notably urged the Government of the Netherlands 
to provide information on the measures implemented to that end (CEACR 2024a). In a direct re-
quest addressed to the same Government, the Committee noted that various steps needed to 
be taken,27 including positive action measures (CEACR 2024b). In the same vein, the CEACR re-
quested the German Government to provide information on the specific affirmative measures 
taken to ensure improved access to employment opportunities for “persons with a minority or 
migrant background”, including information on the impact of such measures (CEACR 2019b).

Among the concrete measures to be adopted by Germany to tackle discrimination based on eth-
nic origin or national extraction affecting second-generation migrants, the Committee referred 
to recruitment and selection processes. In particular, it acknowledged the introduction of pilot 
projects on depersonalized job applications in private enterprises and public administration with 
a view to reducing discrimination in recruitment, and noted the Government’s statement that, 
compared to the traditional process, depersonalized applications ensured that applicants with a 
migration background had a better chance of being invited to an interview. The Committee re-
quested further information on these anonymous application methods and their results (CEACR 
2019c, 2021a).

Taking up another aspect related to labour market outcomes, the CEACR inquired about equal-
ity of opportunity in training, skills development and career guidance when considering the 
situation of individuals with a migration background in Denmark and the Netherlands (CEACR 
2018, 2016). In that regard, it has welcomed initiatives taken to improve the qualifications and 
skills of that population group, such as the establishment of regional skilled worker networks in 
Germany (CEACR 2021b).

In its most recent direct request on Convention No. 111 addressed to the Netherlands, the 
Committee also referred to the concern expressed by the United Nations Committee on the 
Elimination of Racial Discrimination about the stigmatization of people of African descent and 
the lack of disaggregated data on their social and economic situation. Subsequently, it asked for 
information on any assessment made of the impact of the measures undertaken to promote 
equality of opportunity and treatment of persons of African descent, and on cases of discrimina-
tion in employment and occupation against them dealt with by the national authorities (CEACR 
2024b). Furthermore, to address discrimination in employment and occupation effectively, the 
Committee has requested or welcomed on several occasions the gathering of information on 
workers with a migration background in Denmark, particularly through the collection of employ-
ment and unemployment statistics disaggregated by origin (CEACR 2016, 2013a).

In addition to calling for specific measures to advance equality in the workplace, when assess-
ing the situation of workers with a migration background in the light of Convention No. 111, 
the Committee has also addressed the root causes of discrimination. It thus encouraged the 
German and Dutch Governments to take action to combat racial stereotypes and prejudices and 
tackle systemic and structural discrimination against minority groups (CEACR 2021b, 2018). In 
particular, the Committee has noted the adoption of national programmes in Germany seeking 
to raise awareness of xenophobia and racism in the labour market and in society more broadly 
(CEACR 2013b).

27 In its 2012 General Survey, the CEACR emphasized that a range of measures had to be adopted to effectively respond to “the com-
plex realities and varieties of ways in which discrimination occurs” (ILO 2012, para. 731).
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In its observations and direct requests concerning discrimination in employment and treatment 
faced by second-generation migrant workers in the context of both Convention No. 111 and 
Convention No. 122, the Committee has also discussed vulnerable groups affected by intersec-
tional discrimination, such as women and girls (CEACR 2023a, 2016) and young people (CEACR 
2017, 2013b). Accordingly, it has reiterated the importance of statistical information on employ-
ment and unemployment rates, disaggregated by sex, age and origin (CEACR 2016, 2017).

6.2. National practices regarding non-discrimination and equal 
treatment of second-generation migrants
Countries sometimes do not have specific labour laws addressing the unique situation of sec-
ond‑generation migrants. Nonetheless, various existing policy and legal frameworks can help 
to promote equality in employment outcomes for this category of workers. In most countries, 
second-generation migrants fall within the remit of national laws and policies aimed at fostering 
equality for workers generally. Legislation targeting individuals on the basis of national origin 
or ethnic background may also be indirectly relevant to second-generation migrants, reflecting 
an approach grounded in non-discrimination principles. Such laws and policies include non-dis-
crimination measures and affirmative action policies that promote equality of opportunity and 
treatment. Although not always explicitly tailored to second‑generation migrants, these instru-
ments contribute to broader efforts to advance fair treatment and equality of opportunity in 
the workplace.

The analysis in this section will focus on such measures and their relevance to second‑genera-
tion migrants in different countries. However, it should be noted that most countries with robust 
non-discrimination frameworks aimed at promoting equitable labour markets are middle- and 
high-income countries. In low-income countries, labour market integration for second-genera-
tion migrants may not be perceived as a significant issue or may manifest itself differently be-
cause of different socio-economic conditions and labour market structures. Recognizing these 
contextual differences is essential for a nuanced understanding of national practices that may 
affect second-generation migrants. 

A first step in addressing the disparities in employment opportunities and treatment faced by sec-
ond-generation migrants is the adoption of non-discrimination legislation,28 that is, laws which ex-
plicitly prohibit discrimination at work on the basis of national extraction or ethnic origin (Fugazza 
2003). However, to achieve a positive impact on the labour market inclusion of second-genera-
tion migrants, such laws need to be enforced through adequate complaint and redress mecha-
nisms that are accompanied by legal protections against retaliation.29 Box 6.3 below provides an 
example of a comprehensive national legal framework against racial and ethnic discrimination 
in employment and occupation that is supported by robust enforcement mechanisms.

XX Box 6.3. The legal and institutional framework in Luxembourg for combating ethnic and racial discrimina-
tion at work

Luxembourg is a multicultural country, in which 47.4 per cent of the population did not 
hold Luxembourgish nationality in 2023; indeed, the country’s population encompasses 

28 While anti-discrimination laws alone cannot eliminate discrimination in the workplace, studies have shown that they do indeed have 
a positive impact on the labour market experience of minority workers (Collins 2003). 

29 Evidence shows that having legal protections against retaliation in place helps to increase reporting rates by reassuring workers that 
their careers will not suffer if they report instances of discrimination (Busetta and Staglianò 2024).
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individuals from 170 different nationalities (Luxembourg, STATEC 2023). To foster social 
cohesion and promote inclusivity, the Government has enacted a comprehensive legal 
framework regulating intercultural coexistence that includes action plans to combat rac-
ism and discrimination at all administrative levels.1,2 With regard to tackling discrimina-
tion based on national, ethnic and racial grounds at work, the Labour Code,3 as amend-
ed by the 2006 Act on Equal Treatment,4 enshrined specific legal guarantees, established 
enforcement mechanisms and created an equality body.

The Labour Code of Luxembourg prohibits any direct or indirect discrimination based, inter 
alia, on “a real or assumed national, ethnic or racial affiliation” (art. L 251-1(1)). Thus, both 
direct and indirect discrimination are taken into account, with the latter defined as occur-
ring “where a prima facie neutral provision, criterion or practice would put persons with 
... a real or assumed national, ethnic or racial affiliation at a disadvantage compared with 
other persons” (art. L 251-1(2)). The prohibition of discrimination at work on the grounds of 
both real and perceived affiliation to a nationality, race or ethnic group reinforces the pro-
tection offered by this provision. Moreover, harassment related to one of the above-men-
tioned prohibited grounds of discrimination is also explicitly referred to as a form of dis-
crimination (art. L 251-1(3)).

The prohibition of discrimination applies to a broad spectrum of aspects of an individual’s 
labour market experience, namely: “(a) conditions of access to employment, unpaid ac-
tivities, or work, including selection criteria and terms of hiring, regardless of the sector 
of activity and for all occupational ranks, including with regard to promotion; (b) access 
to all types and all levels of vocational guidance, vocational training, vocational advanced 
training and retraining, including practical work experience; (c) employment and working 
conditions, including dismissals and pay; (d) membership or involvement in an organiza-
tion of employees or of employers or any organization whose members engage in a giv-
en occupation, including such benefits as may be provided by this type of organization” 
(art. L 251-2).

With regard to the implementation of these legislative provisions, the Labour Code states 
that employees who believe that they have been discriminated against and report such 
acts should not be subject to reprisals as a consequence (art. L 253-1). Additionally, it is 
sufficient for the complainant to provide evidence of direct or indirect discrimination be-
fore the civil or administrative courts.5 After that, the burden of proof is on the defendant 
(usually the employer), who must prove that there has not been a violation of the principle 
of equal treatment (art. L 253-2). The law allows trade unions and certain associations to 
take legal action against an employer, provided that the employee whose rights they are 
defending does not object (art. L 253-4). The Labour and Mines Inspectorate is responsible 
for ensuring compliance with the rules on non-discrimination (art. L 254-1).

Furthermore, the Act on Equal Treatment of 28 November 2006 established an independ-
ent body responsible for combating discrimination, namely the Centre for Equal Treatment 
(art. 8).6 This equality body is tasked mainly with providing counselling and information 
to both the victims of discrimination and the national authorities. In particular, the Centre 
can issue opinions and recommendations on all issues relating to discrimination based 
on race, ethnic origin, sex, religion or belief, disability and age (art. 10).

Assessing the impact of all this legislation is not an easy task, as racial discrimination is 
not very visible in Luxembourg according to the European Network Against Racism. The 
country’s relatively good economic situation probably explains the fact that few cases of 
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discrimination in employment are reported (ENAR 2018). Nevertheless, Luxembourg serves 
as a relevant example of the adoption of comprehensive legislation and supporting imple-
mentation mechanisms to tackle the discrimination faced, among others, by foreign and 
ethnic minority workers and, therefore, also by second‑generation migrants.

1 Luxembourg, Act of 23 August 2023 on Intercultural Living Together, amending the Act of 8 March 2017 on Luxembourgish 
Nationality.
2 Luxembourg, Ministry of Family Affairs, Solidarity, Living Together and Reception of Refugees, draft legislation of 7 
February 2023 amending the Act of 8 March 2017 on Luxembourgish Nationality.
3 Luxembourg, Labour Code, consolidated version of 27 February 2024.
4 Luxembourg, Act of 28 November 2006 on Equal Treatment.
5 In many cases, the treatment of the victim may also qualify as a discrimination offence under the Criminal Code of 
Luxembourg (arts 454–457).
6 However, the European Network Against Racism has noted that in countries such as Cyprus, Finland and Luxembourg, 
where equality bodies were created following the adoption of non-discrimination legislation, there is a lack of aware-
ness of these bodies (ENAR 2018).

In addition to strong enforcement mechanisms, non-discrimination legal frameworks in some 
countries have also been accompanied by more comprehensive policies focused, in particular, 
on creating the conditions for equal work opportunities and outcomes by compensating for or 
preventing discrimination in employment through specific measures. These measures are either 
enforced by the national authorities or their implementation can be requested of employers, 
and they cover a wide range of aspects.

The Dutch approach illustrates efforts to effectively enforce non-discrimination laws, comple-
mented by systemic interventions enhancing the labour market outcomes of vulnerable groups. 
An advisory report published by the country’s Social and Economic Council in April 2014 point-
ed out that, while the national legal framework for preventing and addressing discrimination 
in the labour market was adequate, its implementation was not always effective (Netherlands, 
Social and Economic Council 2014). In response to the Council’s recommendations, the Ministry 
of Social Affairs and Employment shortly afterwards drew up an Action Plan against Labour 
Market Discrimination (Netherlands, Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment 2014). As part of 
the Action Plan, the Government committed itself to terminating contracts with companies con-
victed of discrimination and excluding them from public tenders for four years. The Inspectorate 
SZW30 (now the Netherlands Labour Authority) was tasked with enhancing monitoring by analys-
ing labour market data and initiating compliance investigations, while the police were instructed 
to focus their efforts on refining the reporting of discrimination incidents and training officers 
to respond effectively.

The Action Plan also provides for schemes to support the employment of groups that are vul-
nerable to discrimination. It prioritizes awareness-raising through a public information cam-
paign aimed at enhancing knowledge of rights and encouraging the reporting of discrimination. 
Similarly, it promotes the sharing of best practices that highlight successful employer initiatives. 
Works councils are encouraged to be representative of the diversity within the company and to 
develop a diversity charter. In accordance with the action plan, research must underpin these 
efforts, with studies of labour market discrimination to guide future policies. Taken together, 
these measures constitute a comprehensive framework for combating discrimination and up-
holding equitable labour practices.

30 SZW = Sociale Zaken en Werkgelegenheid (“Social Affairs and Employment”).

https://legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/loi/2023/08/23/a545/jo
https://legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/loi/2023/08/23/a545/jo
https://mfsva.gouvernement.lu/fr/actualites.gouvernement+fr+actualites+toutes_actualites+communiques+2023+02-fevrier+07-cahen-loi-vivre-ensemble-interculturel.html
https://mfsva.gouvernement.lu/fr/actualites.gouvernement+fr+actualites+toutes_actualites+communiques+2023+02-fevrier+07-cahen-loi-vivre-ensemble-interculturel.html
https://legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/code/travail/20240227
https://legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/loi/2006/11/28/n1/jo
http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/code/penal/20240308
http://data.legilux.public.lu/eli/etat/leg/code/penal/20240308
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Another example of equality legislation designed to enhance the labour market outcomes of 
second-generation migrants is the Canadian Employment Equity Act of 1995.31 Central to the Act 
are measures addressing systemic discrimination and fostering integration for four designated 
groups. Among these are “members of visible minorities”, which include second‑generation mi-
grants meeting the Act’s definition of visible minorities as “persons, other than Aboriginal peo-
ples, who are non-Caucasian in race or non-white in colour” (section 3). The measures provided 
for by the Act to address labour discrimination against visible minorities include specific obliga-
tions for employers to eliminate barriers and promote equitable representation. Employers are 
required to analyse their workforce in order to determine the degree of under-representation of 
visible minorities and other designated groups across occupational groups, and to identify dis-
criminatory employment systems, policies and practices (section 9). Based on this analysis, they 
must prepare and implement an employment equity plan that sets out policies, practices and rea-
sonable accommodations to rectify those disparities (section 10). As part of this plan, employers 
must establish concrete short-term goals to address gaps and periodically update them (sections 
10 and 12–13). These measures are designed to achieve a degree of representation for people 
from designated groups reflecting their share in the broader Canadian workforce (section 5).32

Interventions can sometimes focus on specific aspects or stages of the labour market experi-
ence of second-generation migrants. That is the case with active employment policies geared to-
wards meeting the needs of individuals with a migration background. By way of illustration, the 
National Employment Agency in the Republic of Moldova has organized job fairs and campaigns 
to raise awareness of the services of its territorial employment subdivisions available to young 
jobseekers, with special attention given to those with a migration background (CEACR 2022).

Another type of measure seeks to reduce discrimination in recruitment and hiring. In that re-
gard, the UK Commission for Racial Equality has produced a statutory Code of Practice on Racial 
Equality in Employment that sets out guidelines for employers on good practices in the selection 
and assessment of candidates. The Code of Practice addresses discrimination in job advertise-
ments, selection tests, interviews and language requirements (United Kingdom, Commission 
for Racial Equality 2005). Similarly, the use of anonymous application procedures is one of the 
practices for non-racially biased hiring recommended by the UK Equality and Human Rights 
Commission, which holds that “job descriptions, person specifications and application forms 
shouldn’t ask candidates to give unnecessary personal details or state requirements that aren’t 
directly related to the job” (cited in Åslund and Skans 2012, 83).

Specific measures adopted by countries also include the collection of data on ethnicity, which 
paves the way for the design and implementation of equal opportunity policies that benefit 
second-generation migrants. In the United States, employers with more than 100 employees 
are mandated to report their workforce demographics to the Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission.33 Similarly, in the United Kingdom, the Race Disparity Unit provides clear, albeit 
non-mandatory guidance and recommends the use of a harmonized standard to any employ-
ers wishing to analyse the racial/ethnic distribution of their workforce for diversity, equality and 
inclusion monitoring in general or for the identification of potential ethnicity pay gaps (United 
Kingdom, Race Disparity Unit 2023).

31 The full text of the Act is available in English and French at https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/e-5.401/.
32 The Employment Equity Act Review Task Force recently issued a report entitled A Transformative Framework to Achieve and Sustain 

Employment Equity, which is intended to advise the Minister of Labour on strategies to strengthen employment equity measures un-
der the Act. The Transformative Framework identifies three pillars for achieving equity in the workplace, namely implementation 
through the removal of barriers, meaningful consultations and regulatory oversight, and makes a series of recommendations under 
these pillars to guide the Minister’s work (Canada, Employment Equity Act Review Task Force 2024).

33 For more information on how such reporting works, see EEO Data Collections.

https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/acts/e-5.401/
https://www.eeoc.gov/data/eeo-data-collections
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With regard to wages, a recent ILO study has underscored how pay transparency reporting con-
tributes to more equitable work outcomes (ILO 2022). Such reporting is essential for employ-
ees to be able to recognize disparities in compensation and challenge them. At the same time, 
employers can use it as a tool for identifying and addressing pay gaps and fostering inclusivi-
ty within their organization. There are now many countries taking proactive measures to tack-
le pay inequity between male and female workers through the introduction of gender pay gap 
reporting with specific legal obligations for employers (Pearson and Pritchett 2023). Although 
similar reporting on ethnicity pay gaps is still rare, South Africa’s employment equity legislation 
serves as a relevant example, as it obligates designated employers (those who have more than 
50 employees or meet a certain annual turnover threshold) to report income differentials across 
both race and gender groups. Indeed, as pointed out by Fredman et al. (2021), the South African 
Employment Equity Act of 1998 requires the disaggregation of pay statistics in order to capture 
the differences in social and economic status among racial and ethnic groups.34

To sum up, national legal and policy frameworks addressing ethnic discrimination at work, which 
can also affect second-generation migrants, vary considerably but often focus exclusively on a 
particular aspect. Countries have developed a number of mechanisms to strengthen the im-
plementation of these frameworks. Each country’s specific socio-economic context and the re-
sources that are available to it should inform the adoption of such measures. Further research 
to examine not only which laws and policies are in place in different countries but also what im-
pacts they are having can support the development of effective context-sensitive approaches.

34 South Africa, Employment Equity Act, 1998 (Act No. 55, 1998), arts 19, 21 and 27.

https://www.gov.za/sites/default/files/gcis_document/201409/a55-98ocr.pdf
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XX Conclusion

This empirical study of a sample comprising 30 European countries, Australia and the United 
States has highlighted disparities in the labour market outcomes of second-generation migrants 
vis-à-vis the rest of the native-born population, with a focus on labour force participation, unem-
ployment, status in employment, wages and self-employment income.

Although previous studies have shown that second-generation migrants generally perform bet-
ter than their first-generation counterparts in terms of labour force integration, the findings pre-
sented here indicate that there are still disparities in many countries between their labour market 
outcomes and those of other native-born workers. Significantly, the econometric models used in 
our analysis suggest that these employment and earnings disparities can only partly be explained 
by the socio-demographic characteristics of individuals such as educational attainment and age.

In particular, second-generation migrants consistently exhibit lower labour market participation 
and higher unemployment rates than other individuals born in the same country, even after 
taking age and education into account, with larger gaps often observed among the male pop-
ulation. With regard to status in employment, second-generation migrants, especially men, are 
more likely to be in wage employment than self-employed in many countries. As for wages, sec-
ond-generation migrants tend to be paid less on average than other native-born workers, with a 
wage penalty evident in many European countries when controlling for educational attainment, 
age and broad occupational category. In contrast, a wage premium is observed in the United 
States for second-generation migrants. When it comes to self-employment income, second-gen-
eration migrants tend to lag behind other native-born self-employed individuals in many of the 
countries studied, confirming the obstacles that they often face in starting their own business.

To varying degrees across countries, these findings may reflect broader challenges faced by sec-
ond generation migrants, including restricted opportunities, discrimination, inadequate social 
integration, lack of networks, limited linguistic proficiency and ethnic penalties in the labour mar-
ket. On the other hand, existing studies have pointed to factors that may help to explain cases 
where second-generation migrants fare relatively well on certain labour market outcomes, in-
cluding a higher level of skills formation, for example with regard to soft skills.

Finally, the legal and regulatory framework is a key dimension shaping the labour market outcomes 
of second-generation migrants. International labour standards dealing with non discrimination 
and wages can provide guidance on how to ensure equal work outcomes. Comprehensive laws 
and policies have also been adopted at the national level, together with strong implementation 
and accountability mechanisms, to achieve equality of opportunity and treatment for workers 
with a migration background. While the prohibition of discrimination is an essential first step, 
both to remedy specific situations and to change norms and attitudes, many countries have also 
adopted complementary approaches, such as proactive employment and pay equity measures 
aimed at fostering the socio-economic inclusion of ethnic minority workers.
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Annex

Figures

XX Figure A1. Share of second-generation migrants (based on alternative definition) in the working-age popu-
lation in each of the sampled countries

Note: This figure was prepared using our second working definition of a “second generation migrant”, that is, where a native-born 
individual has a foreign-born father (see section 2.1).

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.
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XX Figure A2. Age composition of working-age second-generation migrants (based on alternative definition) 
and the rest of the native-born working-age population, by sex (percentage)

Note: This figure was prepared using our second working definition of a “second‑generation migrant”, that is, where a native-born 
individual has a foreign-born father (see section 2.1). The values reported are averages for the 32 countries in the sample.

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.

XX Figure A3. Distribution of working-age second-generation migrants (based on alternative definition) and 
the rest of the native-born working-age population by education level and sex (percentage)

Note: This figure was prepared using our second working definition of a “second generation migrant”, that is, where a native-born 
individual has a foreign-born father (see section 2.1). The values reported are averages for the 32 countries in the sample.

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.
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XX Figure A4. Distribution of second-generation migrant workers (based on alternative definition) and other 
native-born workers in employment by occupational category and sex (percentage)

Note: This figure was prepared using our second working definition of a “second generation migrant”, that is, where a native-born 
individual has a foreign-born father (see section 2.1). The values reported are averages for the 32 countries in the sample.

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.

XX Figure A5. Earnings distribution (based on hourly wages) of second-generation migrant wage employees, 
by region or country (percentage)

Note: The European average refers to the following countries: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czechia, Denmark, 
Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, 
Serbia, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland.

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.
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XX Figure A6. Earnings distribution (based on monthly self-employment income) of self-employed second-gen-
eration migrants, by region or country (percentage)

Note: The European average refers to the following countries: Austria, Belgium, Czechia, Denmark, France, Germany, Hungary, 
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Serbia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland.

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.
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XX Figure A7. Average number of weekly hours worked by second-generation migrants who are wage employees versus other native born wage em-
ployees, by sex and country

      

Note: Only countries are shown for which there are sufficient observations to estimate the mean number of weekly hours worked by second-generation migrants (according 
to our main working definition, that is, where a native-born individual has a foreign-born mother – see section 2.1).

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.
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Tables

XX Table A1. National data sources used to analyse the employment and earnings outcomes of second-gener-
ation migrants

Country Survey Year OECD status EU status

Australia HILDA 2021 OECD member Non-EU

Austria EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Belgium EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Bulgaria EU-SILC 2022 OECD candidate EU member

Croatia EU-SILC 2022 OECD candidate EU member

Cyprus EU-SILC 2022 Non-OECD EU member

Czechia EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Denmark EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Estonia EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Finland EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

France EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Germany EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Greece EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Hungary EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Iceland EU-LFS 2022 OECD member Non-EU

Ireland EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Italy EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Latvia EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Lithuania EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Luxembourg EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Netherlands EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Norway EU-LFS 2022 OECD member Non-EU

Poland EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Portugal EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Romania EU-SILC 2022 OECD candidate EU member

Serbia EU-SILC 2021 Non-OECD Non-EU

Slovakia EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Slovenia EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Spain EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Sweden EU-SILC 2022 OECD member EU member

Switzerland EU-SILC 2021 OECD member Non-EU

United States CPS 2023 OECD member Non-EU

CPS = Current Population Survey. EU-LFS = European Union Labour Force Survey. EU-SILC = European Union Statistics on Income 
and Living Conditions. HILDA = Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia.

Source: ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year.
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XX Table A2. Effect of being a second-generation migrant (based on alternative definition) on the probability of labour force participation, unemploy-
ment and wage employment, by country (percentage points)

Country
Labour force participation Unemployment Wage employment

All Men Women All Men Women All Men Women

Europe

Austria 1.2 0.1 2.5* -0.8 -0.9 -0.7 14.0*** 13.5*** 14.6***

Belgium -3.5** -2.5 -4.3* 4.3*** 2.5** 6.1*** 3.6* 5.1* 1.7

Bulgaria -0.2 2.4 -6.2 -1.8 -9.8 3.7 4.5 0*** -7.3

Croatia 0.5 -0.5 1.1 7.1** 9.7** 3.3 -2.6 -1.6 -3.9

Cyprus 0.7 4.2 -1.3 -2.1 -4.3 0.8 6.2 9.3 5.3

Czechia 3.9** 1.1 6.3** 1.6 0.9 2.5 1.9 1.2 2.0

Denmark -12.0*** -13.0*** -10.1*** 0.3 2.0 -1.7 -1.3 -1.9 -0.8

Estonia -10.2*** -14.7*** -4.9** 1.2 2.5 -0.1 -0.9 2.3 -3.6*

Finland -10.4** -10.3* -9.8 3.3 2.1 4.1 -5.6 -0.6 -9.1*

France -0.6 0.7 -1.6 4.5*** 5.9*** 3.0*** 0.1 2.1 -1.7

Germany -2.5*** -2.7*** -2.7*** 1.1*** 1.1** 1.0* 0.7 2.1** -0.8

Greece -3.8 -5.7 -1.3 5.7 1.1 10.7* 13.0* 25.8** -0.8

Hungary -5.3* -9.9** -0.3 -3.3 -2.8 -4.1 -9.2*** -11.2** -7.4*

Iceland -27.2*** -26.0*** -27.2*** -0.2 -1.0 0.5 -5.7*** -9.2*** -0.3

Ireland -7.2*** -9.6*** -6.3* 1.5 1.5 1.7 2.7 7.9** -2.1

Italy -0.1 2.7 -4.2 -1.2 3.0 -9.1 30.5*** 48.6*** 16.1**

Latvia -5.0*** -0.9 -6.5*** 1.8* 2.0 1.6 -0.8 -1.7 -0.1

Lithuania -2.0 3.7 -4.9 4.1 2.1 5.4 -7.1** -11.8** -3.2

Luxembourg -0.6 1.2 -1.6 0.8 0.3 1.3 -0.7 1.8 -2.6

Netherlands -0.4 -1.9 1.0 1.8* 0.8 2.6** 0.6 -2.9 3.7

Norway -25.1*** -26.3*** -23.2*** -0.3 0 -0.8 1.5 3.2 0

Poland -35.4*** -39.8*** -28*** -3.5** -2.9* -4.4 -1.2 -4.0 2.4

Portugal -7.7*** -7.4*** -8.0*** 2.8*** 5.6*** 0.1 0.5 0.5 0.6

Romania 0.7 -14.5 22.0 0*** 0*** 0*** -1.2 0*** -8.4

Serbia -3.1* -2.3 -3.9* -0.8 -0.7 0.1 -0.7 -0.3 0.8

Slovakia 10.7* 8.1 13.4 0 1.7 -4.3 13.5* 40.0** -4.2

Slovenia 1.9 -5.1* 9.3*** 1.7* -0.2 2.9** -2.0 -2.9 -1.9

Spain -1.5 -4.1 1.2 1.1 2.5 -1.0 -1.7 -1.3 -1.6

Sweden 5.3*** 4.5** 5.8*** 0.6 1.7 -0.8 1.9 2.7 0.5

Switzerland 6.3*** 8.2*** 4.7** 1.4* 1.6 1.2 0.3 3.6* -2.5

Europe -7.1*** -9.0*** -5.4*** 1.5*** 1.8** 1.1** 1.8*** 2.7*** 0.8

Rest of the world
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Labour force participation Unemployment Wage employment

All Men Women All Men Women All Men Women

Australia -0.7 0.1 -1.6 -0.5 0.7 -2.2** 0 0 0.4

United States -2.6*** -2.3*** -2.9*** 0.8*** 1.1*** 0.5*** 0.9*** 0.6*** 1.2***

All countries -6.7*** -8.3*** -5.2*** 1.4*** 1.8** 0.9** 1.6*** 2.4*** 0.8*

Note 1: This table was prepared using our second working definition of a “second-generation migrant”, that is, where a native-born individual has a foreign-born father (see 
section 2.1).

Note 2: ***, ** and * indicate that the result is statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5% and 10% level of significance, respectively.

Note 3: The results for labour force participation refer to the whole working-age population. Those for unemployment refer to the population in the labour force. Those for 
status in employment (wage employment versus self-employment) refer to the employed population.

Note 4: The labour force participation and unemployment models control for age and education. The model used to analyse status in employment (wage employment versus 
self employment) features occupational category as an additional control.

Source: Analysis based on ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year. See table A1 for more details.
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XX Table A3. Effect of being a second-generation migrant on monthly wages (percentage)

Country All Men Women

Europe

Austria -1.2 -0.4 0.2

Belgium -9.3** -9.2 -11.5*

Bulgaria -16.9 26.5 -31.9

Croatia 3.9 -0.2 4.6

Cyprus -3.0 10.4 -26.5

Czechia -3.2 -1.3 -6.4

Denmark 2.3 3.3 -0.3

Estonia -10.5** -7.3 -13.3**

Finland 1.6 0.6 -2.5

France 2.6 5.1 0.1

Germany 2.0 1.9 -0.8

Greece 2.0 -8.1 15.3

Hungary 6.5 -1.6 16.2

Ireland -5.2 -20.8** 9.2

Italy 2.9 12.4 -9.7

Latvia -2.6 -2.0 -2.5

Lithuania 7.4 9.7 6.5

Luxembourg -6.4 -9.9 -3.0

Netherlands 0.1 -5.3 4.5

Poland 3.7 -0.5 8.1*

Portugal -5.3* -1.1 -11.4**

Serbia 4.6 2.5 4.4

Slovakia -5.7 -13.1** 2.2

Slovenia -0.7 -4.8 5.6

Spain -6.0 -8.3 -3.5

Sweden -0.6 -1.3 -1.5

Switzerland 9.1*** 0.1 10.1**

Europe -4.4*** -6.6*** -2.8**

Rest of the world

Australia -0.1 -4.0 1.9

United States 4.9*** 1.0 8.0***

All countries -3.7*** -6.0*** -2.0

      

Note: ***, ** and * indicate that the result is statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5% and 10% level of significance, respectively.

Source: Analysis based on ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year. See table A1 for 
more details.
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XX Table A4. Effect of being a second-generation migrant (based on alternative definition) on hourly wages 
(percentage)

Country All Men Women

Europe

Austria -3.2 -4.6* -0.4

Belgium -6.6** -4.6 -9.5***

Bulgaria 36.6*** 39.5*** 15.5

Croatia -4.4 -21.7*** 13.9***

Cyprus -1.4 -6.5 -3.5

Czechia 1.1 -4.2 7.0*

Denmark -4.9* -8.6** -1.1

Estonia -9.8** -8.0 -10.9**

Finland 11.3 -9.6 44.1

France 0.9 1.0 1.4

Germany 0.9 2.8 -2.0

Greece 4.9 8.1 -3.4

Hungary 3.3 -2.6 10.3

Ireland -4.1 -9.0 0.9

Italy -12.0 10.9 -37.1

Latvia -2.7 2.1 -7.9***

Lithuania 3.9 -8.3 13.4*

Luxembourg -10.9** -16.0** -2.6

Netherlands -1.4 -2.0 0.2

Poland 1.1 4.3 -1.6

Portugal -3.6 1.2 -8.2

Serbia 8.2** 6.0 6.4

Slovakia 2.3 3.6 -17.2*

Slovenia 2.6 4.1 2.9

Spain 6.2 8.5 1.5

Sweden -5.7** -9.6*** -2.0

Switzerland 1.4 1.1 0

Europe -4.7*** -5.6*** -3.6***

Rest of the world

Australia -0.4 -1.5 0.1

United States 3.7*** 1.0 6.5***
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Country All Men Women

All countries -4.3*** -5.3*** -3.3***

      

Note 1: This table was prepared using our second working definition of a “second generation migrant”, that is, where a na-
tive-born individual has a foreign-born father (see section 2.1).

Note 2: ***, ** and * indicate that the result is statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5% and 10% level of significance, respectively.

Source: Analysis based on ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year. See table A1 for 
more details.

XX Table A5. Effect of being a second-generation migrant (based on alternative definition) on monthly wages 
(percentage)

Country All Men Women

Europe

Austria -1.2 -0.1 0.2

Belgium -8.1** -7.0 -10.9**

Bulgaria 39.7*** 42.1*** 19.0

Croatia -3.4 -21.5*** 15.8***

Cyprus -0.7 -6.9 -2.4

Czechia -1.8 -5.9 2.4

Denmark -7.5** -12.1** -2.4

Estonia -9.9** -9.4 -9.7*

Finland -3.5 -8.1 -3.6

France -0.7 -0.1 0.2

Germany 2.0 2.8 -0.5

Greece 10.0* 10.3 4.3

Hungary -3.9 -7.1 2.3

Ireland -7.1 -11.7 -5.8

Italy -10.1 6.3 -29.0

Latvia -3.3 1.6 -8.3***

Lithuania -1.1 -8.6 5.2

Luxembourg -10.2* -16.5*** -0.3

Netherlands -1.1 -5.0 6.6

Poland 1.8 2.8 1.9

Portugal -3.8 0.5 -8.3

Serbia 10.2** 8.1 7.9**

Slovakia 2.1 3.8 -22.1

Slovenia 1.4 3.2 1.6

Spain 6.1 6.3 2.4

Sweden -5.4** -9.1** -1.9

Switzerland 4.7 -3.5 8.1*

Europe -5.0*** -6.8*** -3.1**
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Country All Men Women

Rest of the world

Australia -2.4 -4.6 -1.2

United States 3.8*** -0.3 7.9***

All countries -4.3*** -6.2*** -2.5**

      

Note 1: This table was prepared using our second working definition of a “second generation migrant”, that is, where a na-
tive-born individual has a foreign-born father (see section 2.1).

Note 2: ***, ** and * indicate that the result is statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5% and 10% level of significance, re-
spectively.

Source: Analysis based on ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year. See table A1 for 
more details.

XX Table A6. Effect of being a second-generation migrant (based on alternative definition) on monthly self-em-
ployment income (percentage)

Country All Men Women

Europe

Austria -12.3 14.0 -57.8**

Belgium -26.9 -39.6 9.1

Czechia -0.1 -4.0 12.9**

Denmark -17.4 25.9 -72.9

France -27.8 -38.0 -20.5

Germany -17.8** -11.0 -23.3

Hungary 61.3** 77.4** 48.2

Ireland -6.4 -12.2 20.5

Italy -32.5*** -48.5*** 0***

Latvia -0.1 -9.5 -1.8

Lithuania 44.3* 59.4*** -43.0

Luxembourg -108.0 -114.8 -22.2

Netherlands -74.6* -39.3 -240.5**

Poland 11.4 -0.5 38.0***

Portugal -30.2** -19.3 -44.3

Serbia 19.7 15.5 28.9

Slovenia -72.3 -68.9 -85.0*

Spain -8.1 -12.9 3.3

Sweden 4.7 0.9 15.7

Switzerland 1.2 9.5 0.7

Europe -11.4** -2.3 -25.4***

Rest of the world

Australia 3.1 -2.4 8.6
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Country All Men Women

All countries -10.5** -2.4 -23.4**

      

Note 1: This table was prepared using our second working definition of a “second generation migrant”, that is, where a na-
tive-born individual has a foreign-born father (see section 2.1).

Note 2: ***, ** and * indicate that the result is statistically different from zero at the 1%, 5% and 10% level of significance, re-
spectively.

Source: Analysis based on ILO Harmonized Microdata collection (ILOSTAT), 2022 or the latest available year. See table A1 for 
more details.
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