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ABSTRACT  

Intra-European migrants reported lower job satisfaction levels than native workers, in three 

rounds of the European Social Survey. This deficit was also experienced by their descendants 

(the second generation), despite the latter generation achieving native levels of household 

income. At least some part of these lower levels of jobs satisfaction was associated with a 

clustering into lower-productivity industries. There are striking gender differences in 

experiences: among men the first generation is just as likely to be satisfied with their jobs as 

the ‘native’ population, whilst it is the second generation who are less likely to achieve job 

satisfaction. For women, both generations experienced a deficit in job satisfaction. This may 

reflect changing expectations of work among men, and integration for women, across 

generations and contrasts with general ‘assimilation’ for incomes received. The country of 

origin, within Europe, did not seem to be associated with levels of job satisfaction. 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 International migration 
This article examines the job satisfaction levels reported by international migrants, a growing 

segment of the labour market, and compares them with non-migrants (‘natives’). Our own 

research findings, and that of many other studies, finds a general convergence of incomes and 

wage levels over time. However, there is a clear penalty in terms of job satisfaction among 

European migrants moving within Europe. After controlling for socio-economic differences, 

first generation migrant men do not face this job satisfaction deficit, but their descendants do. 

Among women, both the first and the second generation trail the native population in 

achieving job satisfaction. For both genders, incomes are lower for first generation migrants, 

but at native levels or higher for second generation migrants. 

 

Our paper takes a strongly empirical approach. It adds to our knowledge of differences in job 

satisfaction between European countries, and in particular how job satisfaction varies by 

migration status and by gender. We do not seek to add directly to the theoretical literature, 

but we do seek to draw on the extant literature to help frame the sets of variables likely to be 

relevant to job satisfaction. We also take an exclusively quantitative approach but 

acknowledge that mixed methods studies are somewhat lacking in this field and can be 

insightful (e.g. Liu et al., 2007, on job stress). 

 

Much of the literature on migration and labour markets is focused on traditional measures of 

economic wellbeing such as levels of earnings, and particularly in the destination countries. 

A pre-occupation of analysts has been the extent to which migrant inflows affect the wage 

distribution of the destination country, especially for lower-skilled workers. Standard 

economic models hypothesise that labour will move location to the extent that wages in the 

destination country exceed those in the origin country (e.g. Bansak et al., 2015). However, 

the analysis of differences in wages is limited in labour market terms as it ignores non-wage 

benefits, whether financial (e.g. pensions) or non-financial (e.g. autonomy). We therefore 

extend the literature on migration and labour market outcomes by looking at variations in job 
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satisfaction. We extend the analysis by looking at the corresponding differences in household 

incomes, which may be seen as a more tangible measure by some readers.  

 

Migrants form a significant proportion of the labour force in many countries, with the ILO 

(2015) suggesting that there are 150 million migrant workers across the globe among 230 

million international migrants. The number of international migrants is rising, and increased 

by some 60% between 1990 and 2015 (UN, 2016), suggesting that this group is of increasing 

relevance and importance for research on labour market outcomes and behaviour. Around 

three-quarters of migrant workers live in high-income countries, where the employment rate 

of migrants often exceeds that of the native population (ILO, 2015: 10). Research on migrants 

forces us to confront issues about labour market rewards Whilst migrants may be negatively 

affected by discrimination, perhaps particularly on arrival, they may also comprise an 

unusually highly-motivated set of individuals. Strong economic and demographic pressures 

unsurprisingly indicate a likely preference for migration in less developed countries, 

exceeding observed movements by some margin (Clemens, 2011), and reflecting significant 

barriers to international migration. Indeed, as international movements continue at high levels 

there are pressures for greater barriers (‘walls’) to prevent them moving.  

 

1.2 Intra-European migration 
The continent of Europe contains many countries with high rates of international migration. 

Around one in six workers in North, West and Southern Europe are migrants, along with nine 

per cent in Eastern Europe (ILO, 2015: 16). The pace of international migration within the 

European Union (EU) has been prompted by recent expansions – particularly the largely 

Eastwards expansion to include the ‘A8 countries’ – and increasingly by refugee movements. 

Nevertheless, Europe does not comprise ‘countries of migration’ in the same sense as the US 

and Australia (Castles et al., 2014). 

 

This study uses recent data from three rounds of a large repeated cross-section design, the 

European Social Survey (ESS). Job satisfaction was collected in rounds 3, 5 and 6, which 

broadly corresponds to fieldwork conducted in 2006, 2010 and 2012. This time window 

covers periods both before and after the global financial crisis, but does not capture the large 

increases in migrant and refugee flows from the ‘European migrant crisis’ of 2015 onwards, 

albeit that was a crisis relating to asylum applications rather than flows of workers, at least in 
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the short run. In 2015 there were over 1.2 million asylum applications in the EU, or twice the 

number of the previous year. There are no questions about job satisfaction in the other rounds 

of this survey, including those taking place after 2012, so far. 

 

The article begins by summarising the literature on this topic. It then describes the data and 

key statistical methods, before presenting the key empirical results and reaching a number of 

conclusions. 
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

 

In this section we review the most relevant literature looking comparatively at job 

satisfaction, and differences experienced by migrant populations. This remains a relatively 

under-explored field, perhaps given the lack of comparative focus in many studies of job 

satisfaction (although see Gallie, 2007; Pichler and Wallace, 2009). 

 

It is perhaps no longer necessary to justify studies focusing on job satisfaction as an outcome 

of broad academic interest in analyses of employment. Studies have been making use of such 

information since at least the 1970s, with important early work by Hamermesh (1977) and 

Freeman (1978). More recent research has provided further insight into the meanings and 

interpretations of job satisfaction, with Brown et al. (2012) identifying five key research 

motivations for studying job satisfaction, whilst acknowledging its divergence from objective 

measures of job quality. A further development has been that studies are increasingly adding 

a comparative dimension to our knowledge with wider geographic coverage sometimes 

overturning or at least challenging past results established through single country studies 

(Donegani and McKay, 2012). 

 

Comparative studies have found that individual-level explanations of differences in job 

satisfaction between countries tend to be more important than either country-level or 

institutionally-based factors (Pichler and Wallace, 2009). Countries with better jobs have 

higher levels of job satisfaction, with any bivariate country-based differentials the result of 

differences in the compositions of workforces rather than relating to some kind of national 

culture or more ‘macro’ kinds of influences. 

 

Migrants often work in jobs that do not take full account of their level of qualifications or 

past labour market experience, particularly where gained in their country of origin (Friedberg, 

2000). This may be described as the low portability of immigrants’ human capital: returns to 

human capital are generally lower for migrants compared to those of the native-born. 

Migrants may also have a higher than average risk of facing labour market discrimination in 

the destination country (de Beijl, 2000). Immigration may re-awaken age-old fears about 
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strangers being responsible for society’s issues and with foreign workers being blamed for 

domestic unemployment (de Beijl, 2000: chapters 6-7). Partly as a result, migrants are 

disproportionately employed in labour-intensive sectors, with lower wages and poorer 

working conditions (e.g., for the UK, Shields and Wheatly Price, 1998), and with riskier 

working conditions (Orrenius and Zavodny, 2009, for the US). 

 

This rather negative set of factors might lead one to suspect that migrants would have lower 

levels of job satisfaction than the native-born in the destination country, given their poorer 

prospects. Conversely, migrants may have moved location to seek higher wages, and in richer 

countries such earnings may easily exceed those in the country of origin even if the returns to 

human capital are lower than the native-born. This wage advantage (compared with the 

country of origin, rather than of the destination) could be associated with higher levels of job 

satisfaction, and particularly if migrants’ motivations are instrumental. Such an effect would 

be likely to be more important for migrants moving to countries richer than those that they 

left. Moreover, migrants may have chosen to move owing to the expected opportunities for 

advancement not present in their home countries, irrespective of any differences in national 

levels of GDP. For instance, higher youth unemployment in Southern Europe could motivate 

emigration. Underlying any decision to migrate may be an economic calculus, that the 

perceived benefits of migration outweigh the costs. The models of Borjas (1990) assume 

rational individuals calculating the relative benefits and costs of staying relative to those of 

finding employment in a foreign destination. However, the reasons for migration are often 

rather complex in practice (Masset et al., 1998). In recent work Perales and Tomaszewsk 

(2016) showed that disadvantaged workers in the UK expressed higher levels of job 

satisfaction than other workers working in the same jobs. Although their study did not look at 

migrant status, it is plausible that migrants are over-represented among disadvantaged groups. 

 

Therefore, there is no clear theoretical presumption that the job satisfaction of migrants will 

either be higher or lower than that of the native population – there are reasons to suspect it 

will be higher, and reasons why it might be lower. Moreover, any ‘raw’ differences between 

migrant and native rates of job satisfaction will of course reflect compositional differences 

between these two sets of people. Migrants across borders may tend to be younger, and more 

of them male, than other workers in both the origin and destination countries. They may also 

be less likely to have children, at least at the point of entering the new country. These kinds 

of compositional factors may directly contribute to any observed differences in job 
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satisfaction, independently of migration status. Migration may also be ‘selecting’ a particular 

group of highly motivated individuals. 

 

Migrants do not face a textbook neoclassical labour market where workers are free to move, 

McGovern (2007) has argued that the standard economic model ascribes a highly rational 

model of human behaviour to migrants and their employers, when in fact they are among the 

groups most likely to be facing labour market segmentation (and discrimination). Moreover, 

Piore (1979) points out the active and deliberate role of some employers in recruiting 

migrants to lower wage work in a segmented labour market.  

 

2.1 Research questions 

Given the prevailing literature, there are three important research questions which are 

addressed in the analysis. 

 

[RQ1]. First, how (if at all) do levels of job satisfaction vary between migrants and 

non-migrants? Whilst there are arguments in both directions, overall the lower wages 

generally received by migrants, and the links between earnings and job satisfaction, lead to 

the expectation that migrants will report lower levels of job satisfaction than non-migrant 

workers, certainly before controlling for the range of other differences between migrants and 

non-migrants, and probably after such controls, too. 

 

[RQ2]. Second, how far can any differences in job satisfaction between migrants and 

others be explained by observed differences in personal characteristics and in types of job? 

Past research indicates that a range of factors affect job satisfaction – such as age (Clark et 

al., 1996), gender (although see Zou, 2015, for some caveats) industry, education, and so on. 

How does controlling for such differences between migrants and others affect levels of job 

satisfaction? For example, is the (anticipated) lower job satisfaction of migrants the result of 

their migration status or instead the result of being segmented into lower productivity 

sections of the labour market? (bad jobs). 

 

[RQ3]. Among migrants as a group, what are the impacts of the characteristics of the 

country of origin, and the destination country? Indicators at country-level are used to explore 
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this issue. This analysis necessarily excludes the native-born group, for whom destination and 

origin countries are obviously the same. 
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3 DATA AND METHODS 

 

3.1 Overview of research design 

In line with several influential studies of migration this study adopts a ‘double comparative 

design’, where there are multiple destination countries, and with people coming from a large 

number of countries. This kind of study offers the ability to look at the effects both of the 

current context, and of different kinds of origins. Smaller-scale studies, of which there are 

many, often have a much smaller scope. Some examine the experience of migrants within 

particular countries (e.g. Ireland – Dundon et al., 2007), or from particular countries (El-

Jardali et al., 2008 for Lebanon), or even from a particular country to another specific country 

(French and Lam, 1988 – domestic workers from the Philippines working in Hong Kong). 

 

3.2 Origins, destinations, community and individual-level effects 

Research on migrants as a group highlights several different influences on their current status. 

These include the country of birth, details of the current country, the community within 

which they are now located, and factors relating to the individual. This strategy of exploring 

variables of this kind has been successfully applied to health (Huijts and Kraaykamp, 2012), 

and to educational progress (Levels et al., 2008). This approach is only possible when 

looking at migrants as a group, but much of the time migrants are compared with the non-

migrant population – though see Table A3 for a separate analysis with details of the origin 

country. 

 

3.3 Data: The European Social Survey 

The data is from the European Social Survey (ESS). The ESS is an academically driven 

research project which has been conducted every two years across Europe since 2002. It is a 

repeated cross-sectional survey that aims to be representative of the populations in a large 

number of European countries. The number of participating countries varies from round to 

round, depending on access to funding in different countries, but averaging around 25 at each 

biennial wave. The survey measures the attitudes, beliefs and behaviour patterns of these 

diverse populations. Its main goals are to depict the developments in social structure, 
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conditions and attitudes in Europe and to interpret how Europe’s social, political and moral 

fabric is changing. In each round of ESS a representative sample of individuals in each of the 

participating countries is interviewed, with larger sample sizes in the more highly populated 

countries. The research design is that of a repeated cross-section, with no panel element. An 

international scientific team is responsible for the several stages of sample selection, 

translation of the questionnaire and of all methods and processes associated with data 

collection and processing. The ESS attempts to ensure that the fieldwork is conducted and 

documented to the same standards cross-nationally.  

 

The questionnaire contains a core of questionnaire topics asked in each round of the survey, 

plus a series of question blocks that are asked on a rotating or one-off basis. Questions about 

subjective well-being and job satisfaction were asked in rounds 3 (2006), 5 (2010) and 6 

(2012). Therefore, there is an earlier wave of data collection of relatively prosperity (just 

before the global financial recession), a second round of data of more austerity (recession) 

and a latter wave of data collection during a persistent period of stagnation. This is an 

important aspect of the data, to be considered with respect to how the state of the economic 

cycle may be affecting our results. 

 

In these waves, 30 countries participated in at least one round, with 19 participating in all 

rounds. There is a sample of around 51,000 European people in paid work. The Technical 

Appendix presents a list of countries and relevant sample sizes.  

 

Respondents are asked for their country of birth, and also that of their mother and father. This 

enables analysis of migrant status (those not born in the country where they are currently 

living) and identification of the second generation of migrants (those born in the current 

country, but with one or both parents born elsewhere). There is no information on legality of 

migration status, but since the respondents are voluntary survey participants who are in paid 

employment (and not self-employment), it seems unlikely that many would be illegal or 

undocumented migrants.  

 

Dependent variable: job satisfaction 

The key dependent variable is job satisfaction, which we contrast in due course with 

household income. Job satisfaction may be measured in different ways, using alternative 
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coding schemes. However, the approach taken by the European Social Survey was that those 

working in paid jobs were asked the following question: 

 

[SHOWCARD for responses, shown below] 

All things considered, how satisfied are you with your present job? 

INTERVIEWER NOTE: if more than one job, respondent should answer about their main 

job. (In 2010 the question pre-empted any issues about multiple jobs, and asked: ‘How 

satisfied are you in your main job?’.) 

 

 

Respondents were asked to select their response from a list of options provided on a ‘show 

card’ having equally spaced numbers from zero to 10 (presented as above). Hence, valid 

responses range from 0 to 10 – see Figure 1 for the distribution of results. Responses were not 

labelled, except for the two points at either end. In practice, labelling particular points can 

draw people towards those responses somewhat compared with a card where more codes are 

labelled (Conti and Pudney, 2011). There are more points than in some surveys, where 7-

point or 5-point scales, so-called Likert scales, are often used, and where more points may 

also be labelled (e.g. completely satisfied, very satisfied, etc.). 

 

< Fig 1 about here > 

 

The answers provided are thus clearly on an ordinal scale, where a higher answer indicates a 

higher level of satisfaction. The outcomes may be ranked, so that 10 is higher than 9, and 9 is 

better than 8, but the real ‘distance’ between each category is unknown. It is better to treat 

such data as ordinal rather than being on an interval scale and therefore to run regressions 

based on ordered models rather than standard ‘ordinary least squares’ (OLS) linear regression 

models. Nevertheless, both approaches are seen in the literature. For reasons explained 

below, we run binary logistic regression models for those expressing a job satisfaction rating 

of more than 7. We use the same set of independent variables to examine effects on 

household income. 
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Migration status and other independent variables. 

The analysis includes a range of independent variables, relating to the origin and destination 

country, as well as to the workplace. There are also several individual-level control variables, 

to capture well-known factors accounting for differences in job satisfaction. 

 

Migrant status is defined by the country of birth. In this sample, for each round, about 5% of 

employees are migrants. Appendix 2 shows the number of migrant workers in each ESS 

wave. One of the key classifications is according to the generational status of the respondent 

with respect to migration (though there are also challenges and issues in classifying people in 

this way, see Rumbaut, 2004). Given the data, concerning the birth countries of the 

respondent and their mother and father, respondents are classified as one of: 

 Natives – born in the country in which they are living, and with both parents also 

born there. For the regressions models this is our ‘reference group’. 

 First generation migrant – not born in the country in which they are living. 

 Second generation migrant – born in the host country, but with either parent born in 

a different country. 

 Ex-patriate; born outside of the country, but with both parents born in the current 

country. 

 Status not known – those with missing data on their own, or more commonly their 

parents’, country of birth. 

 

The other individual-level variables comprise 

 Age and age-squared; in past research job satisfaction has been argued to be quite 

clearly U-shaped with respect to age (Clark et al., 1996). 

 Gender – in past research there have been small gender differences noted (e.g. women 

reported higher levels of job satisfaction in Pichler and Wallace, 2009).  

 Education (Clark, 1996) – which often affects people’s ability to access higher level 

employment. Some educational conversion may suffer from potential measurement 

errors in some countries within our dataset, although the ESS team does work to 

ensure broad consistency of educational attainments across countries. 
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 Health: in general those with better health report higher levels of job satisfaction, 

though the causal connection is unclear (bad health may limit career choices; 

undesirable jobs may damage health). 

 and, marital status and family size captured by number of children. 

 

The models also include several different features of the job and the workplace, specifically: 

 industry of employer. 

 total weekly hours worked (though links with fewer hours can be complex – see Iske 

2014). 

 duration of employment contract (whether of unlimited or limited duration, or no 

contract). 

 establishment size in terms of numbers of workers. 

 how far the person can decide how their daily work is organised (Cotti et al., 2014, for 

the US), which we regard as a measure of job autonomy. We are aware that 

management practices may also play a role in job satisfaction (Böckerman et al., 

2012) but do not have direct measures of these. 

 

In later models the focus is on just on those migrating, which means we can also include 

information relating to the country of origin, and the destination country. For such models the 

relevant new variables are the HDI (2005), the unemployment rate (2005) for the country of 

origin, the natural logarithm of the per capital GDP (2010 basis) in the destination country 

and an index of migrant integration policies (MIPEX). 

 

Sample selection. 

Respondents were chosen from the countries of Europe (dropping Russia and Israel) and 

migrants from those countries. Clearly there are important issues concerning those migrating 

to Europe from other parts of the world, but also a great deal of diversity and small sample 

sizes for many of these groups. The analysis looks only at employees (see Binder and Coad, 

2016, for analysis of the self-employed and satisfaction). 

 

3.4 Statistical methods 

Two different types of methods are used to analyse job satisfaction. First, descriptive 

approaches are used, such as tables of means and standard deviation and graphs. These show 
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the associations between migration and job satisfaction, and quantify differences in job 

satisfaction. Secondly, statistical models are used which aim to take account of several 

variables at the same time, allowing us to investigate the migrants’ reported levels of job 

satisfaction once we control for differences in age, occupation, education and so on. The 

basic regression equation is the following:  

  

job sati = β0 + β1migranti +  β2demographicsi

+ β3firm/job featuresi + β4host country featuresi + εi 

[1] 

 

A separate model of migrants, not for natives, also looks at the effect of different features of 

the country of origin. 

 

The underlying level of job satisfaction of individuals in equation [1] is not directly observed. 

Instead, only the actual categories of response are observed, namely 0, 1 and so on up to 10 

as employees rank their job satisfaction on an 11-point scale. Therefore, the natural first 

approach was to use ordered logistic. However, the ordinal logistic regression model makes 

strong assumptions about similarity of coefficients across the different levels of the 

dependent variable. It is assumed that the relationship between each pair of outcomes (e.g. 2 

and 3+, or 7 and 8+) are the same and hence may be described by just one set of coefficients. 

This is called the proportional odds assumption or the parallel lines assumption. However 

diagnostic testing (Brant test) strongly rejected this assumption – the full set of test results is 

shown in Table A of the Annex, indicating that rather few variables (but including age) are 

consistent with this assumption. Violation of the parallel lines tests turns out to be quite 

frequent (Long and Freese, 2005: p.221), but there are also a number of possible plans to deal 

with this issue. This led to a re-consideration of approach. Linear regression (OLS) doesn’t 

adequately capture the ordinal/categorical data collected. Generalised ordered logistic 

regression is an alternative (Williams, 2016), but one which leads to a large number of 

coefficients owing to the number of levels of the dependent variable (results for the 

generalised ordered logistic regression model are available at the second author’s Open 

Science Framework website at https://osf.io/acnfk/). Analysts looking at these data in future, 

and at measures of job satisfaction with many levels, might be interested to learn that there is 

general consistency in the regression coefficients at different thresholds, except at a threshold 

of 9 at which point (i.e. 1-9 vs 10) there are large changes in the magnitude and sign of many 

https://osf.io/acnfk/
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variables. The best remaining choice is therefore to run simpler logistic regression models, 

dividing people into those expressing a satisfaction level of less than 8, or 8 and higher (7 

being the median level of job satisfaction). In fact, the results tend to be similar to those of 

the (statistically dubious) standard ordered logistic regression model. 
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4 RESULTS 

 

This section analyses levels of job satisfaction among migrants and non-migrants. It starts 

with some descriptive analysis to show the size of the ‘raw’ differences between migrants, 

and including at different generations, and native populations. It goes on to then present 

results from regression analysis (binary logistic models) taking account of a range of different 

characteristics.  

 

4.1 Descriptive analysis 

Figure 2 shows the average (mean) level of job satisfaction expressed by the native 

population (the horizontal or x-axis) and that reported by those not born in those particular 

countries. The figure includes a dotted line of x=y (which would be a 45° line, if the box was 

square) and a ‘loess’ (locally weighted least squares) solid blue line. In most countries shown 

the points fall below the dotted line, indicating that the job satisfaction expressed by migrants 

was lower than that of the native population. This was most true in some of the richer 

countries of Western Europe, such as Switzerland, Belgium and the Netherlands, where there 

was a clear deficit in the job satisfaction expressed by migrants compared with the host 

population. Conversely in the Scandinavian nations (Sweden, Denmark and Norway) the 

results for migrants and non-migrants were almost indistinguishable. In a minority of 

countries, including the UK and Austria, migrants appeared to have higher levels of job 

satisfaction than the native population. Any gaps were, however, relatively small. There were 

larger advantages in migrants’ job satisfaction in some Eastern European countries such as 

Hungary, the Czech Republic and Bulgaria, although these are countries with relatively few 

migrants.  

 

< Fig 2 about here > 

 

For a few countries (six) there were sufficient emigrants (40 or more) in the sample to 

consider their level of job satisfaction. Whilst some of the differences are small, for each 

country those leaving the country had higher levels of job satisfaction than those remaining. 
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Many studies look at ‘second generation’ migrants as well as actual migrants. That is, those 

whose parents (or just one parent) were born in another country, not the host country, even if 

the person was born in the (now) host country. The sons and daughters of migrants often 

continue to experience worse outcomes (Heath and Cheung, 2007). In Table 1 we show the 

reported average levels of job satisfaction for different combinations of the person’s and their 

parents’ countries of birth, and by gender. It is worth noting that these raw differences are 

often quite small. So, among men the job satisfaction reported by men was similar among 

migrants and non-migrants, whereas for women the migrants reported lower levels of job 

satisfaction for the migrants. However, among women job satisfaction was similar comparing 

first and second generation migrants, whereas for men the first generation migrants expressed 

slightly higher job satisfaction than those in the second generation. 

 

< Table 1 about here > 

 

 

Occupations were coded according to the 1988 International Standard Classification of 

Occupations (ISCO) produced by the International Labor Office (ILO 1990). The ISCO 

classification is the result of detailed investigation of national coding of occupations in the 

European countries and organizes them into a standard and common grouping of occupations 

(Elias and McKnight, 2001). The ISCO-88 occupations were grouped into four tiers, as 

shown in Table 2. This shows the strong link between job satisfaction and occupation. 

Managers and professionals report job satisfaction around 1.1 points higher than those in 

more elementary roles. Moreover, this kind of gap was also found among migrants, and those 

within the different migrant generations. Therefore, if migrants are clustered into lower status 

occupations, as other research has found, this could be an important reason for below-average 

levels of job satisfaction. 

 

< Table 2 about here > 

 

4.2 Statistical analysis – migrants and natives 

The above analysis is clearly only bivariate in nature, and hence cannot capture the 

independent effects of migrant status after controlling for a range of other differences 

between migrants and native workers – such as differing ages, qualifications and labour 

market experience. For that reason, it is important to use a statistical model to look at a range 

of independent variables. The outcome of interest, self-reported job satisfaction, is measured 
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on a 0 to 10 scale, but grouped into those expressing a level of 8 or higher, or 0-7 Hence the 

most appropriate model with which to start is regression that takes account of this new binary 

dependent variable. Table 3 presents results from a binary logistic regression model. 

 

There are three separate models presented across the columns of Table 3: a simple model, and 

then two alternative (non-nested) more complex specifications. The basic model simply 

includes: migration/generation status; country-level dummies (not shown), and the specific 

wave of the European Social Survey. In this first model, a familiar result appears. First 

generation migrants show a reduced chance of being satisfied with their jobs than the native 

population (born, along with both parents, in the country where they are now – see above for 

more detail about how these groups are defined and categorised from the data) and the same 

applies to the second generation. The coefficient of -0.32 for first generation migrants 

corresponds to an odds ratio of 0.72 for having a good level of job satisfaction, whilst the 

coefficient of -0.21 equates to an odds ratio of 0.81 for the second generation. This results 

parallels that of the literature on earnings that shows continued disadvantage for the second 

generation, but with an improvement relative to the first generation of migrants, perhaps the 

result of greater ‘assimilation’. Indeed, in this model the extent of discrepancy with the job 

satisfaction of the native population is smaller for the second generation migrants than those 

in the first generation, but with still a large penalty.  

 

The second and third models introduce a range of socio-demographic factors (age, health, 

education where we display the results, and number of children and marital status, where 

results are not shown as they are mostly of interest as control variables). The second model 

includes results relating to industrial sector, firm size, and hours of work. The third model 

looks instead at the degree of control that the respondent has over their daily work activities.  

Additional variables that have been included are whether the respondent is responsible for 

supervising other employees and the number of people responsible for, whether they are 

allowed to decide how daily work is organized as well as whether they have influence over 

policy decisions.  These additional variables are related to concepts such as work 

accountability, workload and autonomy. 

 

This latter model offers higher overall explanatory power than the second. Whether 

controlling for industrial sector or control over work, the same key results appear. The 

migrant population (first and second generation migrants) experienced a lower level of job 
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satisfaction than the native population. The deficit in achieving job satisfaction, for the first 

generation migrants, is roughly equal to that the second generation after controlling for a 

number of differing circumstances. In other words, a large proportion of the disadvantage 

experienced by the first generation relates to their occupational clustering and type of job or 

their education. However, the negative experienced by the second generation migrants (born 

in the country with parents born elsewhere) persists throughout these models, and at roughly 

the same level (and an odds ratio of achieving job satisfaction of around 0.82 compared to the 

native population). This is a robust and important feature of our models, unaffected by 

removing the country fixed-effect. It is difficult to explain this feature, though we might 

speculate that the second generation might have raised expectations of their jobs that do not 

get realised in practice. 

 

As found in other studies, having poorer health tended to reduce levels of job satisfaction. 

Living in richer countries was associated with higher job satisfaction, looking the country-

level variables (not shown, but with clear lower levels in the East and South of Europe). 

There were some tentative signs of higher levels of job satisfaction among women. It is 

standard in the workforce literature to provide separate analysis of men and women, given 

their different connections to the labour market. So, Table 4 breaks down the results of the 

third model of Table 3 by gender. 

 

<Table 3 about here> 

 

Splitting results into separate genders in fact results in few changes for most of the relevant 

coefficients (see Table 4), but with the crucially important exception of migration status. As 

before, there is a negative effect of being a second generation migrant, and that applies for 

both men and women. Now, however, there is no effect on job satisfaction for men who are 

first generation migrants, but a large negative for women. These two opposing effects were 

clearly obscured, by being averaged-out, in the model relating to the whole population.  

 

 

< Table 4 about here > 

 

These differences in job satsifaction by gender, among migrants, do not reflect what other 

studies show about trends in earnings, which have long been shown to generally converge 
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over time with those of the native population (e.g. Gagliardi and Lemos, 2015). Hence, we 

also look at reported incomes in this sample to consider if it diverges from standard 

experience. Household income is banded in the ESS, with a slighly different approach in 

waves 5/6 compared with wave 3. We ran ordinal logistic regression equations on income 

using the same set of independent variables as above. Whilst there are some differences in 

statistical significance, the message was clear (see Tables 5a/5b) that the data supports the 

common view, of a possible deficit for the earlier arrivers (first generation) and a strong 

degree of equality, at least, for the second generation compared with the native population. 

 

< Tables 5a/5b about here > 

 

 

4.3 Statistical analysis – among migrants 

There are some characteristics of migrants that are likely to be important in affecting job 

satisfaction but which are not defined for the native population, such as the characteristics of 

the country of origin. Key possibilities that are included are the level of the Human 

Development Index (HDI), the unemployment rate and the GDP per capita (logarithm) as 

constituting key elements of the home country, and perhaps indicating any kind of ‘push’ 

factor in the decision to migrate across borders. Also included is an overall index of how far 

policy attempts to integrate migrants, such as provided by the composite measure ‘MIPEX’ 

(the migrant integration policy index, see http://www.mipex.eu/). A limitation of such 

measures is that they are sometime hard to relate to when the person left their native country 

for the first time. Even so, few of these seemed to affect levels of job satisfaction among 

migrants in any meaningful way. 

 

The results, however, did not find any statistically important effects from these country-level 

factors, or from the generation of the migrants. For completeness these results are presented 

in the Appendix as Table A3. Again there were no statistically discernible effects.  This may 

relate to the particular situation of migrants, and particularly for those in the next generation, 

not necessarily being well-reflected by average economic conditions at a more contemporary 

point in time. 

 

  

http://www.mipex.eu/
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5 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

Key findings 

This study sought to examine job satisfaction among migrants. Past research has tended to 

focus on migrants’ earnings, and how these compare with non-migrants over time. Binary 

logistic regression models were used to analyse a broad range of independent variables, and a 

dependent variable that divided job satisfaction at a level of 7 (on a 0-10 scale). The analysis 

fits into the increasing number of studies that looks at measures of well-being, as well as 

direct financial rewards. Migrants are also analysed using a standard division according to 

their generational status (or whether native workers), their own characteristics and the 

features of their jobs and workplaces. These have all been found to be significant in past 

studies.  

 

Migrants did generally report lower levels of job satisfaction than non-migrants.  Naturally 

some of this difference related to lower levels of qualifications, and perhaps to discrimination 

against particular groups of migrants. What has been shown, above, is that controlling for 

several factors can certainly reduce the size of the effect, but does not eliminate it.  The 

analysis of migrants as a group, to track effects of the country of origin, found that only 

individual-level characteristics were associated with job satisfaction, and not country-level 

measures such as GDP, HDI or measures of migrant integration. This reflects other research 

(Gallie, 2007) emphasising the important of individual-level differences and compositional 

differences between countries in apparently differing levels of job satisfaction. 

 

Whilst the extensive literature on earnings among migrants has shown that earnings tend to 

converge over time with those of natives (Gagliardi and Lemos, 2015), we found a different 

pattern of disadvantage with respect to job satisfaction, and especially when broken down by 

gender. Women are disadvantaged in terms of attaining job satisfaction, but perhaps less so 

among the second generation (odds ratios of 0.74 and 0.84 respectively). Among men, the 

first generation of migrants do not experience a lower chance of having a satisfying job, but 

there is a significant negative for the second generation (OR = 0.80). Whilst lacking specific 

evidence, it seems plausible that the second generation men might have higher expectations 

of their employment than the first, which may not be met in practice. This is something that 

future research might want to explore, both in quantitative and qualitative studies. 
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Limitations 

The overall approach is limited by using secondary data without the opportunity to pose new 

questions to migrants. There were also no details on the motivations for why people migrated. 

There is little established literature on this particular topic so the approach has necessarily 

had exploratory as well as hypothesis-testing elements, so results will hopefully receive 

further testing by other researchers working in this area. The analysis treated job satisfaction 

as having been achieved, or not. 

 

Future research 

Future analysts might seek to relax some of the limitations that we have identified, and to use 

a broader range of research methods on this topic, In particular, the extent of qualitative 

research, and especially of a comparative kind, remains limited. They may also find it useful 

to note that the associates of job satisfaction may change when considering the very top 

levels of the measures, particularly the ten-point scale found in the European Social Survey. 

Other analysts might seek to verify our results concerning the lack of any effect of macro 

characteristics compared to the strong effects of individual differences. 
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Tables and Figures 
 

Figure 1 Distribution of levels of job satisfaction 

 
 

Figure 2 Mean levels of job satisfaction by country and migration status (with 45° 

line and loess fit) 
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Table 1 Generations of migrants and job satisfaction 

 

      
 Natives Migrants 

= A + C 

First 

generation 

(A) 

Second 

generation 

(B) 

Ex-patriat 

(C) 

      
      
Male workers 7.3 7.3 7.4 7.2 7.4 

 (0.013) (0.036) (0.061) (0.048) (0.211) 

Female workers 7.3 7.1 7.1 7.1 6.9 

 (0.014) (0.037) (0.065) (0.050) (0.173) 

      
Mean level of job satisfaction, from a 0-10 scale; standard errors in brackets. 

 

Table 2b Generations of migrants and job satisfaction over the years 

 

      
 Natives Migrants 

= A + C 

First 

generation 

(A) 

Second 

generation 

(B) 

Ex-patriat 

(C) 

      
      
2006 7.1 6.9 6.9 6.9 6.7 

 (0.017) (0.046) (0.080) (0.060) (0.223) 

2010 7.4 7.4 7.6 7.4 7.5 

 (0.017) (0.047) (0.079) (0.062) (0.251) 

2012 7.4 7.3 7.3 7.2 7.5 

 (0.015) (0.041) (0.073) (0.055) (0.217) 

      
Mean level of job satisfaction, from a 0-10 scale; standard errors in brackets. 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2a Generations of migrants and job satisfaction by broad occupation 

 

       Native Migrants First 

generation 

Second 

generation 

Ex-pat 

      
      
Elementary 6.6 6.6 6.6 6.4 7.1 

 (0.040) (0.137) (0.143) (0.149) (0.723) 

Clerical and Craft 7.1 7.1 7.1 6.9 7.0 

 (0.143) (0.062) (0.067) (0.055) (0.202) 

Technical and Associate 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.4 7.5 

 (0.021) (0.093) (0.105) (0.066) (0.321) 

Managers and Professionals 7.7 7.7 7.7 7.6 7.5 

 (0.016) (0.067) (0.073) (0.056) (0.0226) 

      
Mean level of job satisfaction, from a 0-10 scale; standard errors in brackets. 
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Table 2b Generations of migrants and job satisfaction by occupational groups 

 

       Native Migrants First 

generation 

Second 

generation 

Ex-pat 

      
      
Armed forces 8.0 - - 8.3 - 

 (0.189) - - (0.574) - 

Elementary occupations 6.6 6.7 6.7 6.0 6.4 

 (0.066) (0.225) (0.241) (0.253) (1.252) 

Plant and machine operators 

and assemblers 

7.0 6.9 7.1 6.9 6.3 

 (0.578) (0.236) (0.248) (0.214) (1.225) 

Craft and related trades 

workers 

7.2 7.2 7.1 7.0 8.3 

 (0.478) (0.207) (0.225) (0.160) (0.496) 

Skilled agricultural and 

fishery workers 

7.5 7.6 7.6 6.9 - 

 (0.178) (0.375) (0.429) (0.857) - 

Service workers and shop and 

market sales workers 

7.2 7.1 7.1 7.1 7.4 

 (0.039) (0.164) (0.184) (0.137) (0.592) 

Clerks 7.4 7.4 7.6 6.9 7.0 

 (0.049) (0.251) (0.272) (0.233) (0.728) 

Technicians and associate 

professionals 

7.6 7.7 7.5 7.5 7.9 

 (0.332) (0.150) (0.173) (0.109) (0.449) 

Professionals 7.8 7.7 7.7 7.6 7.6 

 (0.028) (0.106) (0.122) (0.108) (0.287) 

Legislators, senior officials 

and managers 

8.0 7.6 7.6 8.0 8.2 

 (0.044) (0.227) (0.252) (0.161) (0.490) 

      
Mean level of job satisfaction, from a 0-10 scale; standard errors in brackets. 
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Table 3 Logistic regression models of job satisfaction 

     Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) 

 Coefficients Coefficients Coefficients 

    
Round (reference = 

3) 

   

Round 5 0.4478*** 0.3524*** 0.3245*** 
Round 6 0.3348*** 0.2412*** 0.1731*** 
    
Migration status (ref=native born)   

First generation  -0.3238*** -0.1952*** -0.1923*** 
Second generation -0.2097*** -0.1862*** -0.1856*** 
Ex-pat -0.2413 0.2395 -0.1543 
Status not known -0.1912 -0.1134 -0.0891 
    
    
Gender=female  -0.0713** -0.0455 
Gender=NK  -0.3332 -0.1427 
    
Health (ref=good)    
Fair  -0.4430*** -0.4592*** 
Bad  -0.8521*** -0.8780*** 
    
Education 

(ref=1/high) 

  
 

2  -0.1635*** -0.1145** 
3  -0.3261*** -0.1318** 
4  -0.1747** -0.1397* 
    
Location 

(ref=Germany) 

   

Country dummies Yes Yes Yes 

    
Other control 

variables 

(coefficients not 

shown) 

 Number of children, 
Marital status,  

 

Occupation groups, 
Working hours, Firm 

size 

Number of children, 
Marital status, 

 

Degree of control 
over work, 

workload, work 
accountability and 

autonomy 
Observations (N) 51,317 51,004 51,317 

Pseudo R-sq  0.0308 0.0651 0.0859 

LR chi-sq 959.34 2061.62 2675.17 

Note *** = p<0.01; ** = p<0.05; * = p<0.10 
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Table 4                    Logistic regression models of job satisfaction – by gender 

    Men Women 

 Coefficients Coefficients 

   
Round (reference = 3)   

Round 5 0.2952*** 0.3731*** 
Round 6 0.1574** 0.2096* 
   
Migration status (ref=native 

born) 

  

First generation  -0.0330 -0.1916* 
Second generation -0.2246*** -0.1598** 
Ex-pat -0.2555 -0.0478 
Status not known -0.2338 -0.0189 
   
Health (ref=good)   
Fair -0.4746*** -0.4094*** 

Bad -0.8445*** -0.8496*** 
   
Education (ref=1)   
2 -0.1279 -0.3702*** 
3 -0.0135 -0.6869*** 
4 -0.1155 -0.3665*** 
   
Location (ref=Germany)   

Country dummies Yes Yes 

   
Other control variables Age, Number of children,  

Marital status, 

Occupation groups, Working 
hours, Firm size, Degree of 

control over work, 
workload, work 

accountability and 
autonomy 

Age, Number of children,  
Marital status, 

Occupation groups, Working 
hours, Firm size, Degree of 

control over work, 
workload, work 

accountability and 
autonomy 

Observations 25,139 25,767 

Pseudo R-sq 0.0974 0.0983 

LR chi-sq 1435.49 1590.86 

Note *** = p<0.01; ** = p<0.05; * = p<0.10. 
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Table 5a         Ordered Logistic regression models of household's total net income, men 

    Round 3 Round 5 & 6 

 Coefficients Coefficients 

   
   

Round 5 - - 
Round 6 - -0.0835*** 
   
Migration status (ref=native born)  

First generation  0.0595 -0.4360*** 
Second generation 0.1969** 0.0001 
Ex-pat 0.3196 -0.1536 
Status not known -0.5975** -0.2741* 
   
Health (ref=good)   

Fair -0.4232*** -0.2487*** 
Bad -0.7102*** -0.5464*** 
   
Education (ref=1)   
2 0.2152** 0.3986*** 
3 0.5478*** 1.0037*** 
4 -0.1482* 0.3390 
   
Location (ref=West Europe)   

European area dummies Yes Yes 

   
Other control variables Age, Number of children,  

Marital status, 

Occupation groups, Working 
hours, Firm size, Degree of 

control over work, 
workload, work 

accountability and 
autonomy 

Age, Number of children,  
Marital status, 

Occupation groups, Working 
hours, Firm size, Degree of 

control over work, 
workload, work 

accountability and 
autonomy 

 
Observations 6,646 13,817 

Pseudo R-sq 0.1469 0.0622 

LR chi-sq 4296.33 3822.37 

Note *** = p<0.01; ** = p<0.05; * = p<0.10. 
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Table 5b        Ordered Logistic regression models of household's total net income, 

women 

    Round 3 Round 5 & 6 

 Coefficients Coefficients 

   
   

Round 5 - - 
Round 6 - -0.0858*** 
   
Migration status (ref=native born)  

First generation  0.2172* -0.1678** 
Second generation 0.2204** 0.1906*** 
Ex-pat 0.4533 -0.1263 
Status not known 0.7687*** -0.0663 
   
Health (ref=good)   
Fair -0.3723*** -0.2678*** 
Bad -0.8272*** -0.5463 *** 
   
Education (ref=1)   
2 0.0067*** 0.4223*** 
3 0.2548** 0.8418*** 
4 -0.5484 0.4102 
   
Location (ref=West Europe)   

European area dummies Yes Yes 

   
Other control variables Age, Number of children,  

Marital status, 

Occupation groups, Working 
hours, Firm size, Degree of 

control over work, 
workload, work 

accountability and 
autonomy 

Age, Number of children,  
Marital status, 

Occupation groups, Working 
hours, Firm size, Degree of 

control over work, 
workload, work 

accountability and 
autonomy 

Observations 6,543 13,897 

Pseudo R-sq 0.1554 0.0578 

LR chi-sq 4554.28 3631.27 

Note *** = p<0.01; ** = p<0.05; * = p<0.10. 
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6 ANNEX 1– FURTHER RESULTS.  

 

Table A: Brant test of parallel lines (‘proportional odds’) assumption. 

 chi2 p>chi2 df 

All 4925.32 0.000 410 

5.essround 23.68 0.000 5 

6.essround 6.09 0.298 5 

Firstgen 32.32 0.000 5 

secondgen 11.32 0.045 5 

expat 2.64 0.755 5 

statusnk 7.08 0.215 5 

2.gndr 30.65 0.000 5 

9.gndr 6.20 0.288 5 

finalage 8.23 0.144 5 

agesq 9.31 0.097 5 

2.health 77.33 0.000 5 

3.health 49.23 0.000 5 

4.health 9.87 0.079 5 

2.marstatus 15.28 0.009 5 

3.marstatus 8.43 0.134 5 

4.marstatus 7.55 0.183 5 

2.educ 74.03 0.000 5 

3.educ 203.96 0.000 5 

4.educ 30.47 0.000 5 

2.chldhm 25.13 0.000 5 

9.chldhm 4.60 0.466 5 

2.wrkctr 77.35 0.000 5 

3.wrkctr 23.85 0.000 5 

4.wrkctr 6.32 0.276 5 

1.wkdcorga 8.42 0.134 5 

2.wkdcorga 25.40 0.000 5 

3.wkdcorga 20.12 0.001 5 

4.wkdcorga 38.87 0.000 5 

5.wkdcorga 24.28 0.000 5 

6.wkdcorga 85.33 0.000 5 

7.wkdcorga 143.60 0.000 5 

8.wkdcorga 126.89 0.000 5 

9.wkdcorga 148.87 0.000 5 
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10.wkdcorga 11.74 0.039 5 

77.wkdcorga 2.31 0.804 5 

88.wkdcorga 3.36 0.644 5 

99.wkdcorga 11.34 0.045 5 

1.iorgact 45.13 0.000 5 

2.iorgact 63.54 0.000 5 

3.iorgact 82.14 0.000 5 

4.iorgact 66.58 0.000 5 

5.iorgact 63.37 0.000 5 

6.iorgact 153.17 0.000 5 

7.iorgact 139.46 0.000 5 

8.iorgact 92.51 0.000 5 

9.iorgact 56.26 0.000 5 

10.iorgact 7.29 0.200 5 

77.iorgact 1.82 0.873 5 

88.iorgact 2.19 0.823 5 

99.iorgact 9.40 0.094 5 

2.jbspv 14.60 0.012 5 

7.jbspv 36.46 0.000 5 

8.jbspv 6.71 0.243 5 

9.jbspv 2.88 0.719 5 

njbspv 9.50 0.091 5 

_Ination_2 19.68 0.001 5 

_Ination_3 75.39 0.000 5 

_Ination_4 12.70 0.026 5 

_Ination_5 60.98 0.000 5 

_Ination_6 28.66 0.000 5 

_Ination_7 43.34 0.000 5 

_Ination_8 39.78 0.000 5 

_Ination_9 38.77 0.000 5 

_Ination_10 35.37 0.000 5 

_Ination_11 27.64 0.000 5 

_Ination_12 138.39 0.000 5 

_Ination_13 25.91 0.000 5 

_Ination_14 22.66 0.000 5 

_Ination_15 9.97 0.076 5 

_Ination_16 12.87 0.025 5 

_Ination_18 41.88 0.000 5 
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_Ination_19 10.33 0.066 5 

_Ination_20 61.12 0.000 5 

_Ination_21 105.69 0.000 5 

_Ination_22 57.64 0.000 5 

_Ination_23 28.26 0.000 5 

_Ination_24 40.43 0.000 5 

_Ination_26 44.82 0.000 5 

_Ination_27 30.65 0.000 5 

_Ination_28 56.47 0.000 5 

_Ination_29 12.09 0.034 5 

_Ination_30 17.96 0.003 5 

Note that A significant test statistic provides evidence that the parallel regression assumption 

has been violated. 
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7 TECHNICAL APPENDIX 
 

Table A1 Sample sizes by ESS Round and Country (N employees, unweighted). 

Country ESS round 3 ESS round 5 ESS round 6 Total % of Total 

Albania 0 0 192 192 0.38% 

Austria 1,195 0 0 1,195 2.34% 

Belgium 732 675 740 2,147 4.21% 

Bulgaria 511 785 801 2,097 4.11% 

Swiss 865 681 749 2,295 4.50% 

Cyprus 388 0 395 783 1.53% 

Czech Republic 0 989 850 1,839 3.60% 

Germany 1,205 1,258 1,313 3,776 7.40% 

Denmark 815 706 798 2,319 4.54% 

Estonia 782 755 1,092 2,629 5.15% 

Spain 766 654 590 2,010 3.94% 

Finland 853 719 941 2,513 4.92% 

France 941 719 789 2,449 4.80% 

Great Britain 1,070 909 805 2,784 5.46% 

Hungary 561 642 827 2,030 3.98% 

Ireland 737 0 812 1,549 3.04% 

Iceland 0 0 393 393 0.77% 

Italy 0 0 328 328 0.64% 

Latvia 0 0 877 877 1.72% 

Holland 895 746 787 2,428 4.76% 

Norway 1,050 794 942 2,786 5.46% 

Poland 671 671 745 2,087 4.09% 

Portugal 793 599 658 2,050 4.02% 

Sweden 1,054 640 824 2,518 4.93% 

Slovenia 590 531 417 1,538 3.01% 

Slovakia 826 0 748 1,574 3.08% 

Ukraine 761 0 790 1,551 3.04% 

Kosovo 0 0 289 289 0.57% 

Total 18,061 13,473 19,492 51,026 100.00% 

Source: own analysis of ESS rounds 3, 5 and 6. 
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Table A2 European migrants within European countries, ESS rounds 3, 5 & 6. 

Country Migrant % Migrant 

Austria 55 1.96 

Belgium 130 4.64 

Bulgaria 7 0.25 

Swiss 438 15.63 

Cyprus 54 1.93 

Czech Republic 28 1 

Germany 229 8.17 

Denmark 80 2.86 

Estonia 356 12.71 

Spain 95 3.39 

Finland 73 2.61 

France 75 2.68 

Great Britain 156 5.57 

Hungary 42 1.5 

Ireland 183 6.53 

Iceland 13 0.46 

Italy 10 0.36 

Latvia 19 0.68 

Holland 69 2.46 

Norway 185 6.6 

Poland 8 0.29 

Portugal 47 1.68 

Sweden 173 6.17 

Slovenia 133 4.75 

Slovakia 29 1.03 

Ukraine 98 3.5 

Kosovo 17 0.61 

Total 2,802 100 
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Table A3    Country abbreviations (ISO 3166-1 alpha-2 codes) 

     Country 

Country 

letters Country 

Country 

letters 

Albania AL Israel IL 

Austria AT Italy IT 

Belgium BE Kosovo XK 

Bulgaria BG Lithuania LT 

Cyprus CY Netherlands NL 

Czech 

Republic CZ Norway NO 

Denmark DK Poland PL 

Estonia EE Portugal PT 

Finland FI 

Russian 

Federation RU 

France FR Slovakia SK 

Germany DE Slovenia SI 

Great Britain GB Spain ES 

Hungary HU Sweden SE 

Iceland IS Switzerland CH 

Ireland IE Ukraine UA 
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Table A4 Logistic regression models of job satisfaction among migrants only 

     Model (1) Model (2) Model (3) 

 Coefficients Coefficients Coefficients 

Round (ref = 3)    

Round 5 0.6426*** 0.6731*** 0.6156*** 
Round 6 0.3554*** 0.3464*** 0.2576** 
    
Migration status (ref=first gen)   

Second gen 0.3020* 0.2004 0.2116 
Expat 0.0805 0.0039 0.0638 
Statusnk 0.1753 0.1245 0.1870 
    
    
HDI 0.2790 0.2194 0.2296 
Unemployment rate 0.0023 0.0034 0.0039 
Ln GDP per capita 0.0319 0.0492 0.0080 
    
Gender=female  -0.0216 -0.0516 
Gender=NK  -0.4462 -0.8546 
    
Health (ref=good)    
Fair  -0.3409*** -0.3734*** 

Bad  -0.6507*** -0.7528*** 
    
Education (ref=1)    
2  -0.1443 -0.1304 
3  -0.2535 -0.0941 
4  -0.0234 0.0062 
    
Location 

(ref=Germany) 

  
 

Country dummies yes yes yes 
    Other control 

variables 

 Age, Health status, 
Number of children, 

Marital status 
Industry 

Working hours 
Firm size 

Age, Health status, 
Number of children, 

Marital status,  
Degree of control 

over work 
 

Observations 6,522 6,472 6,506 

Pseudo R2  0.0360 0.0732 0.0906 

LR chi2 162.73 329.35 409.04 

    
Note *** = p<0.01; ** = p<0.05; * = p<0.10 

 

 

 


