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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The recent decade marked two quite important trends in the economic landscape of the European Union. 

The first one was the expansion of the Union to include former Soviet bloc countries, including the big 

enlargement of 2004 followed by the accession of Bulgaria and Romania in 2007. This was a huge challenge 

for the EU, as the impact of opening the economic space to markets so divergent in terms of economic 

development was largely unknown.  

The economic impact of the EU enlargement started to unravel, to a great extent, amidst the global financial 

crisis and the ensuing recession in Europe. This was a period of significant strain for public finances. Weak 

economic activity, increased unemployment combined with the relatively wide social welfare protection in 

most EU countries resulted in a sharp worsening of the fiscal balance. In fact, social expenditure (including 

old-age pensions) currently takes more than half of all government spending in most EU countries. As a share 

of GDP, its share has gradually grown to exceed 30%. In some countries, the last five years saw an increase in 

social expenditure of 5 percent (of GDP). 

At the same time, in recent years the free movement of people in the EU has gained speed. It has been 

facilitated by the gradual removal of all barriers to the employment of workers from the new Member States 

which were applied to a different extent by some of the old Member States. As a result, the number of EU 

migrants increased substantially between 2005 and 2013. By 2013, there were 13.7 million EU citizens living 

in another EU country, which is 2.7% of the entire population of the Union.  

This raises the valid question about the impact of the free movement of people on the economy of the 

destination country. Migrants change the demographic profile of cities and regions, they affect the labour 

market, they pay taxes and they claim benefits. The evaluation of the net fiscal impact of non-native EU-

citizens residing in other EU countries is a complex task, requiring a number of credible key assumptions, 

detailed data on various items of public spending and revenues, in addition to precise information on 

migration flows and population, and this information is not always available. Most of the recent studies 

ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ǎƳŀƭƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ Ƙƻǎǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜǎΦ bƻǘǿƛǘƘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ 

the methodologies used, coverage or assumptions, the bulk of academic research estimates the net fiscal 

impact of immigrants to vary in the range of ± 1% of GDP. 

The fiscal impact of migrants depends ,to a great extent, on the way social security systems are financed; 

there is a different mix of social security contributions and general taxation in each EU country. The reliance 

on these contributions has been gradually eroding, as less than half of the social expenditure can be covered 

by the contribution. This is a result of both the introduction and enlargement of non-contributory benefit 

schemes and the demographic challenges faced by the health and pension systems in most countries. 

Moreover, even supplementing social contributions with personal income tax revenues cannot cover the 

entire cost of the welfare systems. The revenues from social contributions together with the taxes on 

individual or household income were 21.7% of GDP in EU-27 in 2005, and remained relatively stable 

throughout the years until 2012 when they reached 22.5% of GDP, according to Eurostat. At the same time, 

total social expenditure stood at 27% of GDP in the EU-27 in 2004, while in 2010 it exceeded 29%. The 

transfer from other government revenue (i.e. other taxes and levies) grew from 5.3% to 7.1% between 2005 

and 2011. If direct taxes and contributions alone are taken into account, a typical employee in the EU is a net 

beneficiary of the social security system. 

This study was undertaken to estimate some aspects of the net fiscal impact of EU migrants in four EU 

countries ς Austria, Germany, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. The report outlines the role of 
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migrants from EU countries as participants in the labour market, as taxpayers and as benefit recipients also. 

With regard to social expenditures received by EU migrants, the study focuses on public spending according 

to key benefit functions. All major social programs are included ς pension, health, and social protection ς as 

reported by national governments and Eurostat. These schemes include benefits that are both contributory 

(e.g. pensions) and non-contributory (e.g. income support). With regard to the contribution of EU migrants 

to national budgets, we estimate both the direct and indirect taxes, which can be attributed to the migrant 

population. In regard to direct taxes, we estimate taxes on labour including personal income tax and social 

security contributions. Indirect taxes are levied on consumption (both VAT and other duties such as fuel, 

tobacco, alcohol taxes, etc.). As the migrants are living in the destination country, they consume goods and 

services and therefore contribute to the overall fiscal revenues. 

Through communication with the various institutions responsible for revenue collection and different benefit 

payments in each country, and after a review of the limited information available, it was revealed that there 

are no statistical databases, which keep the nationality (citizenship) of individual contributors or recipients. 

Therefore, these government institutions could not deliver actual data on contributions and outlays related 

to EU-migrants in the respective country. 

Therefore, the study can provide an expert estimate which relies on available statistical data. The key 

variables that we used include: 

¶ Data on the migrant population, including age structure and level of education.  

¶ 5ŀǘŀ ƻƴ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭŀōƻǳǊ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΣ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 

unemployment rates.  

¶ Data on average income of migrants and the local population. 

¶ Data on income and living conditions, including the share of migrants who are at risk of poverty.  

¶ Data on total public expenditure on the major types of benefits. 

¶ Data on wages by occupation. 

¶ Data on total tax revenues from direct and indirect taxes. 

¶ Data and estimates on the age determinants of some benefit programs. 

The study also uses several key assumptions when precise calculation is not possible. Whenever possible, 

conservative assumptions were used. These, for example, include the assumption that all migrants who are 

unemployed have claimed unemployment benefits at an amount equal to the country average, or that 

migrants have equal access to healthcare services that country nationals enjoy. 

About 810 000 EU citizens moved to Germany during 2005-2013, and there were more than three million EU 

citizens living in Germany as of 2013. The Netherlands is home to 380 000 non-Dutch EU citizens in 2013. 

Their number has increased by 63%, or 148 000, between 2005 and 2013. EU citizens living in Austria have 

almost doubled from 2005-2013, reaching 415 000. The United Kingdom had more than 2.4 million EU 

citizens in 2013, as their number has more than doubled since 2005. 

EU migrants between 20-44 years old make up half or more than half of all EU migrants in Germany, the 

Netherlands, Austria and the United Kingdom. For example, 49% of EU migrants in Germany are between 20 

and 44 years old. Moreover, EU migrants are on average younger than the native population. In the 

Netherlands, as low as one-third of the total population is between 20 and 44 years old, while 58% of the EU 

migrants living in the country are in this age group.  

Overall, the share of people under 18 years old is lower among EU migrants than the native population in 

each of the four EU countries. For example, children make up just 10% of the migrant population in Germany 
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compared to 17% of the total population. The situation in the Netherlands is similar: the under-18 

population of EU migrants is 13%, while the same age group makes up 22% of the total population. 

EU migrants consist, on average, of people with higher education than the population of the country they 

move into. People with a university-level education are more prevalent among EU migrants when compared 

to the total population. 28.7% of the migrants coming from EU member states have university degrees as 

opposed to just 24.2% of the total population of the receiving country. The differences are especially 

pronounced in Austria and the United Kingdom. For example, in Austria 17% of the total population have a 

university-level degree compared to 30% of the EU migrants there. 

Furthermore, employment rates for EU migrants are higher (68%) than the population (64%) of the entire 

EU. Employment rates are only slightly lower for EU immigrants compared to the local population in the 

Netherlands and Germany. On the other hand, employment rates are higher for EU migrants in Austria and 

particularly in the United Kingdom. 76.6% of the working age EU migrants are employed in the UK as 

opposed to 70.8% of the total population. These statistics largely confirm that job opportunities are the main 

driver of migration within EU. 

The fiscal contribution of EU foreigners has increased substantially in the past several years. Compared to 

2009, inn 2013 EU migrants paid 31% more in direct taxes as their wages increased and more EU workers 

found employment opportunities in Austria, Germany, the Netherlands, and the UK. As migration 

accelerated, EU foreigners also paid 44% more on indirect taxes, as they spent more onconsumer purchases. 

EU foreigners in Austria, Germany, the Netherlands and the UKreceived 35% more benefits than they did in 

2009, due to the overall expansion of the welfare state in addition to the inflow of EU migrants.  

In Austria, EU migrants paid 70% more taxes in 2013 than they did in 2007. Over the same time period, 

benefits received by EU citizens in Austria have more than doubled. However, EU migrants in Austria receive 

fewer benefits compared to the typical Austrian household. EU migrants claim just 2.6% of total benefits, 

although they make up 4.9% of the total population. EU citizens in Austria receive fewer sickness and health, 

disability, old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭ !ǳǎǘǊƛŀƴΦ hƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƘŀƴŘΣ 9¦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ !ǳǎǘǊƛŀ 

are twice aslikely to claim unemployment benefits and also receive relatively higher amounts of 

family/children and housing benefits. Despite this, however, the net fiscal contribution of EU migrants in 

!ǳǎǘǊƛŀ ǿŀǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŀǘ ϵнΦрф ōƛƭƭƛƻƴΣ ŀǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǘŀȄŜǎ ǇŀƛŘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻǘŀƭ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƛƴ нлмоΦ 9ǾŜƴ if 

ǿŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ ƴŜǘ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ 9¦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ǿŀǎ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƴ нлмоΣ ŀǘ ϵснт 

million. 

CǊƻƳ нллтΣ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǘŀȄŜǎ ǇŀƛŘ ōȅ 9¦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ƛƴ DŜǊƳŀƴȅ ǿŜǊŜ ǳǇ ōȅ ϵфΦр ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ όом҈ύ ƛƴ нлмоΦ .ŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ 

received by EU citizens have gone up by 51%. Still, EU migrants in Germany are less likely to receive benefits 

than the average German. EU foreigners make up 3.7% of the total population, but they claim just 1.9% of 

the total benefits. EU migrants in Germany are more likely to claim unemployment benefits, but are less 

likely recipients of sickness, health and disability benefits. EU migrants have made a positive contribution to 

ǘƘŜ DŜǊƳŀƴ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǇŀƛŘ ϵплΦм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘŀȄŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵмпΦу ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƛƴ 

201оΦ 9¦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ƘŀŘ ŀ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ϵмм ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ нлмо ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǿŜ ŜȄŎƭǳŘŜ ƻƭŘ-age pensions 

from the calculation. 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ bŜǘƘŜǊƭŀƴŘǎΣ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǘŀȄŜǎ ǇŀƛŘ ōȅ 9¦ ŎƛǘƛȊŜƴǎ ŀƳƻǳƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ ϵптт Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ нлмоΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ мр҈ ƘƛƎƘŜǊ 

than it was in 2009. At the same time, EU migrants received 39% more benefits. EU migrants in the 

Netherlands received 1.1% of the total benefits, although they made up 2.3% of the population in 2013. EU 

migrants claimed fewer health and old-age benefits than the average Dutch citizen, but tended to receive 

more unemployment benefits, as joblessness was slightly higher than average. Still, EU citizens made a 
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ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƴŜǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 5ǳǘŎƘ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ōǳŘƎŜǘ ŀƳƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ϵмΦр ōƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ нлмоΦ LŦ ǿŜ ƴŜƎƭŜŎǘ 

old-age pensions, the fiscal contribution of EU foreigners in the Netherlands was negative in 2013, as EU 

ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ϵорл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƳƻǊŜ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ όŜȄŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƻƭŘ-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎύ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜȅ ǇŀƛŘ ƛƴ 

direct taxes (excluding old-age pension contributions). 

In the UK, EU foreigners paid almost 50% more taxes in 2013 than they did in 2009, but they also claimed 

45% more benefits during the same period. Still, EU foreigners in the UK are half as likely to receive benefits 

than the total population. EU migrants constitute 3.8% of the total population but receive just 1.9% of the 

total benefits. EU migrants tend to claim fewer sickness benefits than the typical local citizen and less than 

1% of all old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ƭŜǎǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƻ ŎƭŀƛƳ ŎƘƛƭd benefits but are more likely 

recipients of unemployment benefits than the typical local citizen. Overall, however, EU citizens had a 

ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦Y ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ōǳŘƎŜǘΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ǘŀȄŜǎ ǘƘŜȅ ǇŀƛŘ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ōȅ ϵтΦт 

billion in 2013. TƘŜ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9¦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ǿŀǎ ǎǘƛƭƭ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ όŎƭƻǎŜ ǘƻ ϵслл Ƴƛƭƭƛƻƴ ƛƴ нлмоύΣ ƛŦ ǿŜ 

exclude pensions from the calculation.  

The study outlines several trends and key findings that can help us to understand the role of EU migrants 

with respect to fiscal revenues and expenditures: 

¶ As migration intensified, both fiscal revenue and social expenditure on EU migrants has grown in the 

past few years. 

¶ From a demographic perspective, migration consists mostly of people in the 20-44 age group; the 

migrants are generally younger with fewer children and their main objective is to find jobs. 

Moreover, their overall education level is equal or higher than the average for the destination 

country. 

¶ The demographic profile suggests that migrants tend to receive significantly less in benefits that are 

linked to age and health. 

¶ Migrants are active on the labour market as both employment and unemployment rates are higher 

than those for the country nationals.  

¶ On the labor market, migrants tend to receive lower wages. Moreover, they are more likely to be at 

risk of poverty and therefore claim means-tested benefits. At the same time, lower income typically 

translates to lower fiscal contributions (through taxes on employment). 

In conclusion, in all four countries, EU migrants made a positive contribution to the government budget, as 

the total taxes they paid exceeded the total benefits they received during 2007-2013 period. This is true for 

Austria, Germany and the UK, even if pensions are excluded from the calculation. The only exception is in the 

Netherlands, where the fiscal contribution of EU foreigners was negative because old-age pensions were not 

taken into consideration. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The recent decade marked two quite important trends in the economic landscape of the EU. The first one 

was the expansion of the Union to include former Soviet bloc countries, including the big enlargement of 

2004 followed by the accession of Bulgaria and Romania in 2007. This was a huge challenge for the EU, as 

the impact of opening the economic space to markets so divergent in terms of economic development was 

to a great extent unknown. In particular, the creation of a common labour market in an economic area 

where nominal wages differed five- or even ten-fold was seen as a great experiment by many. At the same 

time, social security systems, or the so-ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ΨǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ǎǘŀǘŜΩ ƛƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜŘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅΦ 9ŀŎƘ ƳŜƳōŜǊ 

state has its own policy in regard to labour legislation, social benefits, access to public goods and income 

transfers.  

The economic impact of the EU enlargement happened to a great extent amidst the global financial crisis 

and the ensuing recession in Europe. Weak economic activity, combined with the relatively wide social 

welfare protection in most EU countries, resulted in a sharp worsening of the fiscal balance. Social 

expenditure (including old-age pensions) takes more than half of all government spending in most EU 

countries. As a share of GDP, it has gradually grown to exceed 30%. In some countries, the last five years saw 

an increase in social expenditure of five percent of GDP.  

The financing of social spending is becoming an ever-growing concern. The reliance on social security 

contributions is gradually eroding, as less than half of social expenditures can be covered by contributions. 

This is a result of both the introduction and enlargement of non-contributory benefit schemes and the 

demographic challenges faced by the health and pension systems in most countries. Moreover, even 

supplementing social contributions with personal income tax revenues cannot cover the cost of the welfare 

systems. In other words, taxes on labour are far from sufficient to finance the cost of benefits that are 

available to the population as a whole. Thus, the typical employee is a net beneficiary of the social security 

system if the taxes on labour alone are taken into account. 

 

BOX: FINANCING SOCIAL EXPENDITURE 

The financing of social benefits varies significantly across countries. In EU countries it is a 
different mix of social security contributions and general taxation. Typically, social contributions 
are levied on labour income. Both employers and employees pay but each country decides 
differently on how to spread the cost. Some countries have created separate social security (or 
insurance) funds to collect the revenue and thus finance various benefit schemes. Others levy 
payroll contributions which then go into the general government revenue. In all cases, financing 
through social contributions depends on the employment rates and the level of income to be 
taxed. Income tax on labour income is also directly dependent on the employment status and the 
income level of the person.  

As data shows, social contributions alone are far lower than the social expenditures in the EU. 
Even after adding the income tax, the revenue from direct taxation falls short of the total amount 
of benefit spending. The revenues from social contributions together with the taxes on individual 
or household income were 21.7% of GDP in the EU-27 in 2005, and remained relatively stable 
throughout the years until 2012, when they reached 22.5% of GDP, according to Eurostat. At the 
same time, total social expenditure stood at 27% of GDP in the EU-27 in 2004 while it exceeded 
29% in 2010. The transfer from other government revenue (i.e. other taxes and levies) grew from 
5.3% to 7.1% between 2005 and 2011. This means that taxes levied on labour income as a whole 
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were insufficient to cover the cost of the social benefit programs. This transfer amounted to from 
one-fifth to one-sixth of the total social expenditure. 

The dynamics across countries show a different path. We can see similar developments in 
Germany and Austria. Both countries kept their social expenditure levels steady between 2005-
2012 apart from a minor decrease in Germany and a slight increase in Austria. Also, despite the 
adverse effect that the global crisis had on the labour market, the transfer from other taxes that 
was necessary to finance the difference between social expenditure and employment income 
taxes was kept at low levels of around 5% of GDP. 

In the UK and the Netherlands, on the other hand, social expenditure as a share of GDP grew 
during that period. At the same time, the transfer from other taxes was much larger in 2005 (8% 
and 8.4% of GDP respectively) and further increased until 2011-2012 to exceed 10% of GDP in the 
UK, or more than one-third of the total amount of social spending.  

Chart 1: Social contributions and employment tax revenues in Germany 

 

Chart 2: Social contributions and employment tax revenues in the Netherlands 
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Chart 3: Social contributions and employment tax revenues in Austria 

 

Chart 4: Social contributions and employment tax revenues in the UK 

 

Source: Eurostat, data on government revenue and expenditure, data on social protection 
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increased substantially between 2005 and 2013. In 2013 there were 13.7 million EU citizens living in another 

EU country, or 2.7% of the entire population of the Union.  
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A closer look at some key demographic and behavioral characteristics of EU migrants provides some 

interesting insights into their role in the economy. Migrants are on average younger than the native 

population. They consist mostly (more than 50%) of people between the ages of 20-44; both children and 

elderly people are a much smaller proportion compared to the average share in the receiving country as a 

whole. On average, EU migrants also have a higher level of education than the population of the country 

they move into. With regards to their economic activity, they have both higher employment and 

unemployment rates, which reflects their much higher participation in the labour market. 

The objective of this study is to estimate the net fiscal impact of EU migrants in four countries within the EU. 

As this is quite an ambitious task, the research team has tried to limit the scope of the study to several major 

effects because measuring overall impact presents substantial challenges.  

With regard to social expenditures received by EU migrants, the study focuses on public spending according 

to key benefit functions. All major social programs are includedςpension, health, social protectionςas 

reported by national governments and Eurostat. These schemes include benefits that are both contributory 

(e.g. pensions) and non-contributory. 

With regard to the contribution of EU migrants into national budgets, we estimate both direct and indirect 

taxes which can be attributed to this population. Within direct taxes, we estimate the taxes on labour, i.e. 

personal income tax and social security contributions. The indirect taxes are levied on consumption (both 

VAT and other duties such as fuel, tobacco, alcohol taxes, etc.). As the migrants are living in the destination 

country, they consume goods and services and therefore contribute to the overall fiscal revenues. 

The study does not attempt to estimate the fiscal implications of the dynamic effects of EU migration. 

Various studies have tried to measure the effect that migrants have on the productivity, competitiveness and 

ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǎǘƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΦ !ƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƛƴ ǘǳǊƴ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜ ǘƘŜ ǘŀȄǇŀȅŜǊǎΩ 

base as a whole and thus fiscal revenue. At the same time, the influx of new people might require the 

άǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴέƻf additional quantities of public goods such as police, infrastructure, administrative service, 

etc. Though most of these are thought of as fixed costs (i.e. not directly linked to the number of people in 

the country), a significant increase in population might in fact increase public spending. 

In short, this report outlines the role of migrants from EU countries as part of the labour market, as 

taxpayers and also as benefit recipients. Based on information on population dynamics, demographic 

characteristics, participation on the labour market, and the existing tax and benefits regulatory frameworks, 

this study estimates the net fiscal impact of EU migrants in four EU member statesςAustria, Germany, the 

Netherlands and the United Kingdom. 
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REVIEW OF OTHER SIMILAR STUDIES 

This section provides an overview of recent studies in an attempt to outline the methodological approaches 

and main findings in estimating the fiscal impact of intra-EU migration flows. The overview is focused 

particularly on studies providing a measurement of the net fiscal impact of migration,specifically on those 

covering the period since the onset of the recent global economic crisis.  

The evaluation of the net fiscal impact of non-native EUcitizens residing in other EU countries is a complex 

task, requiring a number of credible key assumptions, detailed data on various items of public spending and 

revenues, as well as precise information on migration flows and population, and this information is not 

always available. This complexity and the existing data limitations probably explain the limited amountof 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ǘƘŀǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭ ŜǾƛŘŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǎ ƻǇǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ the availability 

of studies dealing with labour markets and the macroeconomic impact of migration.  

Most of the existing studies evaluate the fiscal impact of broader immigration inflows into a given country or 

group of countries, often differentiating between humanitarian and labour market immigrants, or foreign-

born immigrants and native-born foreign nationals. Some studies focus on immigration from high-income 

countries as opposed to those from low-income countries. There are also studies distinguishing between 

immigrants from the European Economic Area (EEA) countries and from countries outside the European 

Economic Area (non-EEA). Only a limited number concentrate on certain sub-groups of intra-EU immigrants, 

for example immigrants from CEE countries that joined the EU in 2004 (A8) or in 2010 (A2).1 

Part of the existing studies concentrate only ƻƴ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ǇǊƻǇŜƴǎƛǘȅ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ǿŜƭŦŀǊŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳs 

compared to native-born populations,2 while others measure their net fiscal impact on public finances.  

One important conceptual issue determining the scope of analysis of ƳƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ fiscal effects is the inclusion 

of second generation immigrants (native-born children of immigrants), as their inclusion is usually related to 

the estimation of educational cost that could be attributed to immigration. Several studies acknowledge 

serious methodological limitations in this respect. They are related to the fact that it is relatively easy to 

ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴ όǳƴŘŜǊ ŀƎŜ ƻŦ мсΣ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ 

household), when they absorb public funds for consumption of educational services. However, due to a lack 

of data it is an extremely complicated task to estimate the number of second generation immigrants after 

ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǇŀǊŜƴǘǎΩ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎ ŀƴŘ ŜƴǘŜǊƛƴƎ the labour market, when they become taxpayers and make 

positive fiscal contribution to the public budget.3 For this reason, most of the studies consider the native-

born children of immigrants aged 16+ as natives, thus providing for a systematic underestimation of the real 

net fiscal impact.  

In terms of methodology, there are two basic approaches for estimating the net fiscal effect of migrationς

static and dynamic. The static approach, known as the ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ƳƻŘŜƭΣ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ 

contribution and public expenditures related to immigrants over a given period of time, typically a year. In 

other wordsΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ƴŜǘ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƛǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘŜŘ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ ǘŀȄŜǎ 

and social insurance contributions they pay to the public budget and the amount of public funds they 

absorb. Most calculations consider the annual budget revenues (direct and indirect taxes and social security 

                                                           

1Dustmann, Frattini and Halls (2010). 

2See, for example, Riphahn (2004), Barrett and McCarthy (2008), Barett and Maitre (2011). 

3For example, see Dustmann and Frattini (2013). 
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contributions) paid by immigrants and annual public spending including unemployment and social assistance 

benefits, family allowances, housing support, disability payments, etc. received by immigrants. A notable 

ƛǎǎǳŜ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻǊ ŜȄŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ 

implications due to the significant time lag between pension insurance contributions and pension benefit 

payments. Some studies go beyond the direct fiscal transfers and also consider public spending related to 

ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƴǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƎƻƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎΣ ƭƛƪŜ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ƘŜŀƭǘƘ ŎŀǊŜΣ ǇǳōƭƛŎ 

infrastructure, police, etc. Some authors4 ŘƛǎǘƛƴƎǳƛǎƘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ άǇǳǊŜέ όǿƛǘƘ ŦƛȄŜŘ Ŏƻǎǘ ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǾƛǎƛƻƴ ƭŀǊƎŜƭȅ 

ƛƴŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴύ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛōƭŜέ όŜŀŎƘ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǳǎŜǊ ƛƳǇƻǎŜǎ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ Ŏƻǎǘǎύ 

public goods and services. The estimation of the consumption of congestible goods by immigrants and at 

what cost (e.g. marginal or average) depends entirely on the credibility of assumptions.  

The alternative approach in estimating the fiscal impact of immigration is the dynamic evaluation model, 

which looks at the long-term fiscal implications of immigration and calculates the net present value of the 

hypothetical life cycle contributions of immigrants.5 One possible method for quantifying the long-term 

impact is generational accounting,6 which calculates the present value of the net taxes (taxes paid minus 

transfer payments received) that the typical member of each generation and sex can expect to pay in his/her 

lifetime. Another approach used in literature is the general equilibrium overlapping generations model, 

allowing for a calculation of the present value of the net fiscal gain of admitting one additional immigrant. 

The strength of the dynamic model is that it allows fora projection of the lifelong net impact of a given 

cohort of immigrants on the ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ Ŧinances, thus providing strong support for policy 

design. However, it requires a large number of assumptions about future prospects and the behaviour of 

immigrants, and about future government policies and decisions, thus imposing a risk on the reliability of the 

projections.7 

Most recent studies evaluating the fiscal impact of immigration within EU countries suggest that immigrants 

have a rather small impact on the Ƙƻǎǘ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅΩǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜǎΦ bƻǘǿƛǘƘǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎƛŜǎ ǳǎŜŘΣ 

coverage or assumptions, the bulk of academic research estimates the net fiscal impact of immigrants to 

vary in the range of ± 1% of GDP.  

An internationally comparative overview of the fiscal impact of immigration, based on the accounting model 

(OECD, 2013)8 concludes that, depending on the methodology used and assumptions made, the fiscal impact 

of immigration is small in terms of GDP (whether positive or negative), usually being limited to 0.5% of GDP. 

The study finds that out of all 27 OECD countries considered, the net direct fiscal contributions of immigrants 

are negative only in Germany, France, Ireland, Poland and the Slovak Republic. Age is a factor considered to 

be a significant determiƴŀƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ƛƳǇƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴs, as countries with a positive fiscal impact tend to 

have a younger immigrant population, while countries with older immigrant populations usually have a 

negative fiscal impact. Another important finding from the study is that the net fiscal position of immigrants 

is less favorable than that of native-born, mainly driven by the lower taxes and social security contributions 

paid by immigrants, rather than by a higher dependency on social benefits.  

                                                           

4Loeffholz et. Al. (2004), Dustmann and Frattini (2013).  

5See Auberbach and Oreopoulous (2000) and Collado et.al. (2004). 

6Developed by Auerbach, Gokhale and Kotlikoff (1991, 1994). 

7For a more advanced overview of measurement issues related to the fiscal impact of immigration, see Rowthorn (2008). 

8Thomas Liebig and Jeffrey Mo, The Fiscal Impact of Immigration on OECD Countries, Interational Migration Outlook, OECD 2013. 
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In most countries (with the exception of those consisting of predominantly older migrants), estimates 

suggest that migrants contribute more in taxes and social contributions than they receive in individual 

benefits. Moreover, when a less favourable fiscal position exists, it is driven mainly by the fact that 

immigrants often receive lower wages and thus make lower contributions, rather than this being the result 

of a higher dependence on social benefits (OECD, 2014).9 

Dustmann and Frattini (2013) provide a large scope and long-term estimate of ǘƘŜ 99! ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ƴŜǘ 

contribution to the UK tax and benefit system over the period 1995-2011. Their approach distinguishes 

between two immigrant populationsτall immigrants residing in the UK since мффр ŀƴŘ άǊŜŎŜƴǘέ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ 

(from 2000 onwards)τas well as between immigrants from EEA and non-EEA countries. The analysis goes 

beyond the calculation of the difference between direct taxes and social security contributions paid by 

immigrants and the social benefits and tax credits they receive, and also considers the social housing, the 

Ŏƻǎǘǎ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǾƛŘƛƴƎ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ǘȅǇŜǎ όάǇǳǊŜέ ŀƴŘ άŎƻƴƎŜǎǘƛōƭŜέύ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƎƻƻŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ǘƻ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΣ ǘƘŜ 

ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǾŜƴǳŜǎ ŦǊƻƳ ƛƴŘƛǊŜŎǘ ǘŀȄŜǎ ό±!¢ ŀƴŘ ŜȄŎƛǎŜ ŘǳǘƛŜǎύΣ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅ ŀƴŘ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǘŀȄŜǎΣ 

cƻǳƴŎƛƭ ǘŀȄ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΣ άōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǊŀǘŜέ όŀ ǘŀȄ ƻƴ ƴƻƴ-domestic property paid by 

ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎύΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴs to government revenues from interests and dividends and 

ǘƻ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ƎǊƻǎǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǎǳǊǇƭǳǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƴǘǎΣ Ŝtc. The study reveals that: 

¶ Recent immigrants are less likely than natives to draw state benefits or receive tax 

credits both overall and in comparison to natives with the same age structure, 

irrespective of the country of origin (EEA and non-EEA). Recent EEA immigrants are over 

50% less likely than natives to receive state benefits or tax credits, 

¶ recent EEA immigrants are less likely than UK natives to live in social housing, and 

¶ in all fiscal years considered, both EEA and non-EEA immigrants that arrived in the UK since 2000 

have made higher contributions to the countrȅΩǎ fiscal system than the natives. Moreover, the 

recent EEA immigrants consistently have made positive net fiscal contributions, even during the 

recent period of economic crisis when budget deficits and negative net fiscal contributions of 

natives were clearly present. For the period 2001-2011 EEA immigrants made a net fiscal 

contribution of about 22.1 billion GBP (in 2011 equivalency), while the overall net fiscal 

contribution of natives was a negative figureof 624.1 billion GBP. In relative terms this means that 

in the same period, EEA immigrants contributed to the UK fiscal system 34% more than they 

ǊŜŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƛƴ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊǎ ŀƴŘ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ƴŀǘƛǾŜǎΩ ǇŀƛŘ only 89% of what they received to the 

fiscal system. The authors conclude that immigration since 2000, in particular from the EEA 

countries, has helped to reduce the fiscal burden for native workers, and contributed to reducing 

ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ŘŜŦƛŎƛǘ. 

In an earlier study, asimilar methodology was used by Dustmann, Frattini and Halls (2010) in an attempt to 

evaluate the fiscal implication of migration flows to the UK following the EU accession of 8 Central and East 

European countries (A8 countries) in 2004. The calculations are based on the static accounting model and 

consider public transfers in the form of state benefits, tax credits and social housing made to A8 immigrants 

and to native-born workers against the taxes (direct and indirect) paid, social insurance contributions made 

by both groups and expenditures for provision of public goods and services. The study concludes that for the 

period 2005-2009 the influx of A8 immigrants had a ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ¦YΩǎ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ŦƛƴŀƴŎŜs, despite the 

fact that the UK government ran a budget deficit over the period. According to the calculations made, 

immigrants from the A8 countries who arrived after EU enlargement in 2004 and who have at least one year 

                                                           

9CƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ŘŜǘŀƛƭǎΣ ǎŜŜ άaƛƎǊŀǘƛƻƴ tƻƭƛŎȅ 5ŜōŀǘŜέΣ OECD, May 2014 
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of residence, and are therefore legally eligible to claim benefits, are 59 per cent less likely than natives to 

receive state benefits or tax credits and 57 per cent less likely to live in social housing. Under all 3 scenarios 

developed, A8 immigrants are explicitly contributing more to the public purse than receiving, while natives 

are unambiguously receiving more than they contribute in taxes and social insurance contributions. 

Ruist (2014) provides evidence for the substantially positive net fiscal impact of unrestricted immigration 

from Romania and Bulgaria to Sweden after the 2007 EU enlargement. The study is based on the accounting 

method and covers all immigrants from Romania or Bulgaria who arrived in Sweden in the period 2007-2010, 

including second generation immigrants (Swedish-born children of these immigrants). His measurement 

takes into account direct taxes, student-loan repayments and individual transfers, payroll and consumption 

taxes, public expenditures for the provision of child care, schooling and health services, elderly and disability 

care and other public services. The calculations show that in 2011 the net contribution of 2007-2010 

immigrants from both countries is equal to one-sixth of the total public sector costs per capita, meaning that 

the public revenues/costs ratio relating to this group equals 1.30. This result is explained with less social 

transfers received and less average government spending for those immigrants in comparison to natives. The 

author concludes that EU15 countries where more well-known languages are spoken have reason to expect 

even more positive results than Sweden. Differences in welfare sector sizes between countries should make 

the results more positive in some countries and less positive in others as well. According to his findings, two 

countries stood out as having unambiguous reason to expect more positive results: the UK and Ireland, as 

they both shared the advantages of the English language and of their comparatively small welfare sectors. 

This conclusion also suggests that the UK ς where political efforts to reduce future immigration from 

Romania and Bulgaria are most active in recent years - is in fact the country that has the least reason to 

reduce it. 

A number of studies using dynamic evaluation models provide empirical evidence that immigration could 

potentially alleviate the burden of the welfare state caused by an aging population.  

Collado et.al. (2004) estimate the long-term implication of immigrants on Spanish fiscal policy using the 

dynamic evaluation model (more specifically, generational accounting). The study clearly indicates that a 

higher inflow of immigrants would result in a substantially lower fiscal burden for future native generations, 

especially for countries with aging populations.  

A similar approach is used for Germany in Bonin, Raffelhuschen and Walliser (2000). Based on the 

generational accounting model, their calculations suggest that if the prospective immigrants retain the fiscal 

behavior of the current migrant residents, their net contribution to the Germany public finances would be 

positive, lowering the total tax burden for future natives. Moreover, the sensitivity analysis made indicates 

that the positive impact of immigrants can be strengthened significantly by a selective immigration policy 

favoring skilled immigrants and supporting their labour market integration. These results have been 

confirmed in several follow-up studies (Bonin 2002, 2006), estimating the average net contribution to 

German public finances of EUR2 ллл ǇŜǊ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ .ƻƴƛƴΣ ǘƘŜ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ŦƛǎŎŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ 

stays positive even after accounting for demographic aging in the future (the average net tax payment is 

EUR11 600 per capita in present value terms). 

Some scholars concentrate on the question of whether and how immigrants benefit more than natives from 

the social system of the recipient country. Brücker et al (2001) explore the differences between the welfare 

dependency patterns of immigrants and native populations in 11 European countries (Germany, France, the 

United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Austria, Denmark, Belgium, Greece, Finland, Spain and Portugal) prior to 

the first wave of EU enlargement. Their simulations show that there is a slightly higher probability of 

migrants relative to natives to benefit from social assistance and related welfare programs, but that the 
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difference is weak. The authors conclude that some pressure on the welfare programmes of the more 

generous countries should be expected as a result of increased migration, but the effect is typically 

moderate. 

5ŜŦƻƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ 5ǊŀǇƛŜǊ όнлмнύ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƳƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ŘŜǇŜƴŘŜƴŎŜ ƻƴ CǊŀƴŎŜΩǎ welfare system. Their 

econometric model shows that, controlling for different characteristics between natives and migrants, 

overdependence of immigrants (and especially sub-Saharan and north-African migrants) is present only with 

regard to the unemployment benefits and the minimum guaranteed income. MigrantsΩ dependence on the 

other disposals of assistance (pensions, family benefits, health reimbursement) is not significally different 

from that of the natives.  

De Giorgi and Pellizzari (2006) investigated the issue of a welfare migration magnet across the EU-15 

countries. Their empirical analysis suggests that there is a significant but small effect of the generosity of the 

welfare system on decisions to migrate. Although there could be a migration magnet across the EU countries 

as a result of the generosity of the welfare systems, the estimates indicate that the size of these welfare 

magnets is relatively low compared to the role of labour market conditions, such as the unemployment rate 

and the level of wages. 

As a conclusion, the above findings suggest slightly positive or neutral net fiscal impact from immigration, 

meaning that they do not support a strong case against large-scale inflows. 
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RESEARCH APPROACH 

Data on actual contributions and benefits according to citizenship 

One of the key factors whichaffects the scope and method of estimating the fiscal impact of EU migration is 

the availability of detailed statistical information. In other words, it was essential to find data on both income 

taxes and social contributions revenues and expenditures on social benefit programs (including benefit 

fraud). 

During our research, we reviewed the publications and databases within public institutions, including 

governmental agencies and statistical bodies. We also identified key institutions that were responsible for 

revenue collection and the administration of various benefit payments. The findings are presented in the 

following paragraphs. 

The review included several steps: 

¶ In each country we identified the relevant institutions. 

¶ We surveyed the data they collected and published for general use.  

¶ We contacted the national statistical institutes to make inquiries about the potential sources of data 

on the topics of interest. 

¶ We requested information from a list of institutions following the freedom of information rules 

which applied in each country. 

The research team identified two major types of institutions: revenue collection institutions (i.e. tax offices) 

and institutions that were responsible for managing and distributing different benefit schemes.  

The revenue agencies were asked to provide information on the total amount of revenue from direct taxes 

for two major groups of taxpayers: the citizens of the country in question and all EU-nationals who are 

obliged to pay taxes in the country. The request noted a distinction between personal income tax and social 

security contributions.  

The social benefit institutions were asked about the number of benefit claimants, the total amount of benefit 

expenditures and identified cases of benefit fraud. The benefit recipients were divided into citizens of the 

country in question and all EU-nationals who claim benefits. 

The list of institutions to be contacted was compiled after a study of the legal framework regulating taxation 

and social systems in each country. The requests for data from the national statistical institutes confirmed 

that the identified institutions were the potential primary source of information. 

The correspondence that followed proved that none of the official government institutions collects data on 

the citizenship of taxpayers or benefit recipients through a process that would allow for the statistical use of 

such information. The answers of the institutions which confirm that conclusion are briefly discussed below. 

In the UK we contacted HM Revenue & Customs (HMRC) as the institution responsible for the collection of 

taxes and other government revenue, and the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) as the institution in 

charge of extending social benefits. 

The HMRC was asked through a standard Freedom of Information Act request to provide information, if 

available, on the income tax and national insurance contributions collected from EU-nationals who are not 

UK citizens but are taxpayers in the UK. In due time, the institution ǊŜǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά!ƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ƻŦ 
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citizenship does not in itself affect their UK tax liabilities and so information on this is not collected 

systematically.έ 

¢ƘŜ 5²t ŎƻƴŦƛǊƳŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ άThe Department checks the nationality and immigration status of benefit 

claimants to ensure the benefit is paid properly and to prevent fraud. While this information is used, it is not 

recorded as part of the benefit payment administrative systems. To consider the information request would 

require scrutiny of clerical records for all benefit recipients to identify those who are UK citizens and those 

who are citizens of other EU countries, and then collate that information. Because no central record is kept, 

this information could only be provided by examining individual investigation files.έ ¢ƘŜ 5²t ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ 

pointed us ǘƻ ŀ ǇǳōƭƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǘǘŜǊΥ άNational Insurance number 

allocations to adult overseas nationals entering the UKέόǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ōǊƛŜŦƭȅ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ later in this report). It also 

mentions its own assessment on benefit fraud10 though it does not distinguish according to nationality. 

In Austria we contacted the Federal Ministry of Finance (Bundesministerium fur Finanzen). They did not 

provide the requested information nor did they comment on the reasons for their nondisclosure. 

The Federal Social Ministry (Bundesministerium für Arbeit, Soziales und Konsumentenschutz) replied that, 

άunfortunately, [they] did not have any administrative data showing a detailed picture of social expenditure 

for migrants.έ ¢ƘŜȅ ǇƻƛƴǘŜŘ us to two assessments done by their ministry, ά!ǳǎƭŅƴŘŜǊLƴƴŜƴ ǳƴŘ ŘŜǊ 

{ƻȊƛŀƭǎǘŀŀǘ mǎǘŜǊǊŜƛŎƘέ, and ά{ƻȊƛŀƭƭŜƛǎǘǳƴƎŜƴ ǳƴŘ ςbeitraege von auslaŜƴŘŜǊƛƴƴŜƴ нлммέ,discussed briefly in 

this report. They are both based on data from the Eurostat Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (SILC) 

survey for 2008 and 2011 respectively. Additionally, Statistik Austria confirmed that no statistical body in 

Austria keeps data on the citizenship of its benefit recipients. 

In Germany, the Federal Central Tax Office (Bundeszentralamt für Steuern) replied that there is no central 

database on the tax receipts which come from individuals.  

The Federal Labour and Social Ministry (Bundesministerium für Arbeit und Soziales) acknowledged the 

receipt of the information request but despite further attempts did not send a comprehensive answer. 

The Public Information Service of Netherlands replied that all statistical inquiries should be directed at 

Statistics Netherlands. 

The Ministry of of Social Affairs and Employment in the Netherlands advised us to direct the information 

request to the Employee Insurance Agency in Netherlands (UWV) and the Social Security Bank (SVB) as the 

institutions who deal directly with benefit payments. 

¢ƘŜ 9ƳǇƭƻȅŜŜ LƴǎǳǊŀƴŎŜ !ƎŜƴŎȅ ƛƴ bŜǘƘŜǊƭŀƴŘǎ ό¦²±ύ ǊŜǇƭƛŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ά¦ƴŦƻǊǘǳƴŀǘŜƭȅ ŀ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛƻƴ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ 

ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƛǎ ƴƻǘ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜέΣ ŀƴŘ ŦǳǊǘƘŜǊ ǎŜƴǘ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƭƛƴƪǎ ǘƻ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ Řŀǘŀ ƻƴ ǎƻŎial programs and 

expenditures for the total population. The Social Security Bank (SVB) acknowledged the receipt of the 

information request and answered that they would reply if such information was available; at the date ofthe 

publication of this report, no further communication has occurred. 

The outcome of the information search confirmed that government institutions responsible for both 

revenues and expenditures do not keep databases with nationality (citizenship) being one of the key 

variables. This prevents the extraction of data breakdowns according to citizenship and therefore no actual 

data is available for in-depth analysis on the contribution and outlays related to EU-migrants in EU member 

states. 

                                                           

10άFraud and error in the benefit system: preliminary 2013 to 2014 estimatesέΦ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ŦƻǊ ²ƻǊƪ ŀƴŘ tŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΣ ¦Y DƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΣ 
15 May 2014. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/fraud-and-error-in-the-benefit-system-preliminary-201314-estimates
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Statistical data on benefits and taxes: Description of data availability 

 

BOX: FISCAL CONTRIBUTION OF FOREIGNERS IN AUSTRIA (ASSESSMENT BY THE AUSTRIAN 

MINISTRY OF SOCIAL AFFAIRS) 

The Federal Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Consumer Protection has made several 
attempts to measure the fiscal impact of foreigners on the Austrian public finances. Based on 
the Eurostat SILC 2008 data, it estimated the proportion of Austrians, EU-27 nationals and third 
country nationals in social security contributions and the monetary benefits. The calculation 
only includes fiscal revenue collected by contributory schemes (funds), while other taxes are 
excluded. It also accounts for the monetary benefits alone, which leaves only in-kind benefits to 
be accounted for(most notably ς healthcare, where in-kind sharing of expenses exceeds 75%). 

The conclusion was that foreigners are so-called net contributors. Austrians pay 89.3% of all 
contributions to the contributory social protection schemes, i.e. contributions for pension 
insurance, health insurance, accident insurance, unemployment insurance and the Family 
Burdens Equalisation Fund. Their share of the resulting cash benefits is 93.8%. Foreigners pay 
10.7% of all contributions (EU nationals pay 4.7%), while they receive only 6.2% (2.5% for EU 
nationals) of the cash benefits. 

An estimate based on the Eurostat SILC data for 2011, which was disclosed to our team, showed 
a similar picture (see Table 1). Overall, foreigners contribute twice the share in social funds (i.e. 
contributory schemes) than they receive in benefits. For pensions in particular, they contribute 
9.7% of total pension-related contributions, while they receive only 2% of total pension-related 
expenditure. However, this includes only monetary benefits, which de facto excludes health-
related costs. Also, it does not distinguish between EU and non-EU foreigners. Other tax 
contributions, e.g. income tax, are not included in the calculation either. 

 

Table 1: Social contribution and expenditure of foreign citizens residing in Austria, 2011 

Fiscal contributions Country total Foreign citizens Share of foreigners 

Health 12200 882.1 7.2% 

Unemployment 4810 509 10.6% 

Pension 24366 2357 9.7% 

Accidents 1357 135 9.9% 

FLAF contribution  4702 460 9.8% 

Total 47435 4343.1 9.2% 
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Benefit expenditure Country total Foreign citizens Share of foreigners 

Sickness  508 41 8.1% 

Unemployment 2850 434 15.2% 

Pension 39209 802 2.0% 

Accidents 380 11 2.9% 

Income support, family 

and children 
4892 935 19.1% 

Total 47839 2223 4.6% 

 Source: Federal Ministry of Labour, Social Affairs and Consumer Protection, based on Eurostat SILC 2011 data 

 

BOX: BENEFIT CLAIMANTS BY CITIZENSHIP (ASSESSMENT BY THE UK DEPARTMENT OF WORK AND 

PENSIONS) 

The UK Department of Work and Pensions (DWP) publishes an annual report on National 
Insurance Number Allocations to Adult Overseas Nationals Entering the UK.11 It provides statistics 
regarding National Insurance Numbers (NINo) allocated to adult overseas nationals entering the 
United Kingdom (UK). A NINo is generally required by any overseas national looking to work or 
claim benefits/tax credits in the UK, including the self employed or students working part time. 

As the DWP is responsible for administering various benefit schemes, it produces quarterly 
national statistics of benefit claimants in the UK. Data on nationality is not routinely published as 
the source systems used to capture and process benefit claims typically do not include a 
nationality marker. For contributory benefits, nationality is not a qualifying factor, as eligibility is 
determined by the National Insurance contributions that the claimant has made. For other 
income-related benefits where residency conditions apply and the claimant must be lawfully 
resident in the UK, nationality is a factor. Once residency has been determined, nationality is not 
required for further processing and is therefore not routinely held on DWP computer systems. 
Therefore, the DWP only provides an estimate of the number of people currently claiming 
benefits who, when they first registered for a NINo (that is, first entered the labour market), were 
non-UK nationals. 

The key findings of the DWP estimate are as follows: 

As of February 2014, 5.3 million people were claiming DWP working age benefits. Of these, 395 
000 (7.4%) are estimated to have been non-UK nationals when they first registered for a NINo. 
This compares with 397 000 (7.0%) in Feb 2013.  

Across all DWP working age benefits, 33% of those claimants who were non-UK nationals at the 
time they first registered for a NINo were from within the European Union.  

11.7% of Jobseekers Allowance claimants (as of February 2014) were non-UK nationals at their 

                                                           

11See: Statistical Bulletin: National Insurance Number Allocations to Adult Overseas Nationals Entering the UKςregistrations to June 
2014,https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/348047/NINo_Analytical_Report_Aug14.pdf 
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NINo registration, and of these, 48.4% were from within the European Union.  

As of February 2014, approximately 15% of working age UK nationals were claiming a DWP 
working age benefit compared to 7% of working age non-UK nationals. 

 

Table 1: DWP working age benefit claimants in the UK, as of February 2014 
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EU nationals 130 65 39 7 10 2 5 2 

Other foreigners 266 69 104 31 36 8 13 5 

Total 5310 1146 2459 480 545 139 462 79 

Source: DWP 
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As seen from the benefit claimants and population statistics, EU nationals of working age are on 
average about 50% less likely to claim a benefit. The only type of benefit they claim more 
frequently (3.6% of the working age population compared to 2.9 % for UK nationals) is the 
jobseeker allowance. For other benefits, e.g. income-related support, the share of EU nationals 
that claim benefits is 2.5-4 times lower than the country average. 

Chart 5: Share of population claiming benefits, in the UK as of February 2014 

 

Source: DWP, Office for National Statistics, own calculations 

 

Macroeconomic approach to assess contribution and expenditure 

The initial research confirmed that government institutions collect and keep only a limited scope of actual 

data on benefits claimed and taxes and contributions paid by EU citizens living in other countries. The 

methology for assessment of the net fiscal impact of EU migrants is therefore based upon existing statistical 

data and several assumptions which will be discussed in the following paragraphs.  

Statistical data ς indicators, sources, availability 

Data on population. Eurostat and national statistical institutes provide annual data on population in each EU 

country with a breakdown according to citizenship, age, and level of education. 

Data on labour market status.The EU Labour Force Survey (LFS) is a large household sample survey providing 

quarterly results on the labour participation and non-participation of people aged 15 and over, meaning it 

includes persons outside the labour force as well. It is conducted by the national statistical institutes in all 28 

countries. The survey generates data on employment and unemployment status according to citizenship, 

age, and education level. 

Data on income and living conditions.The European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-

SILC) is an instrument aiming tocollect multidimensional microdata on income, poverty, social exclusion and 

living conditions. It is conducted by the national statistical institutes in each country. It provides data on 

mean income according to citizenship, as well as a breakdown of sources of personal income.  
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Data on public expenditure on benefits. The European System of Integrated Social Protection Statistics 

establishes a framework for the collection of data on social protection expenditure in the member states. 

Eurostat provides access to data on total spending for each major type of social benefit in EU countries. 

Data on wages by occupation. The national stastical institutes provide data on average wages according to 

occupation group and other characterisrics. 

Data on tax revenues from direct and indirect taxes. Eurostat collects and provides data on the public 

revenue according to tax type for each member state. 

Key assumptions and calculation approach 

To determine social expenditure paid to EU-foreigners we use actual data on total social expenditure by 

benefit type in each country and then apply a specific set of assumptions to estimate the share of the total 

spending that is received by them.  

Unemployment benefits 

Key assumptions: 

¶ The number of EU-foreigners receiving benefits is equal to the number of unemployed EU-foreigners 

according to LFS data on unemployment rates. 

¶ Nationals and EU foreigners receive on average equal unemployment benefits.  

Old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴǎ 

The share of EU-foreigners who receive public pensions is equal to their share in the population aged 65 and 

older. 

The size of the pension benefit that EU migrants receive is about half of the size of the average old-age and 

survivor benefits for each country. The rationale behind this assumption is based on a few observations. 

First, EU migrants tend to receive wages that are close or lower than the average wage in these countries 

(with the exception of the Netherlands). Second, one-third to one-half of the migrant population aged 65 or 

older in 2013 has settled in the four countries after 2007. Third, statistics on the actual amount of pensions 

paid to EU migrants in Austria confirm that EU-foreigners receive half of the average pension in the country. 

According to these observations, if EU migrants qualify at all, they would receive substantially lower pension 

payments than the average.  

Family and children benefits 

The share of non means-tested benefits received by EU-foreigners is equal to their share in the population 

aged less than 18 years old. 

We assume that the best available approximation for determining the eligibility of persons for means-tested 

benefits is the at-risk-of-poverty rate; the share of means-tested family and children benefits received by EU-

foreigners is therefore derived through their share of the population aged less than 18 years old including 

adjustments for the at-risk-of-poverty rates for nationals and EU foreigners (see the box below). 

Housing and social exclusion 

As stated above, we assume that the best available approximation for the eligibility of means-tested benefits 

is the at-risk-of-poverty rate; the share of means-tested family and children benefits received by EU-

foreigners is therefore derived through their share in the total population and including adjustments for the 

at-risk-of-poverty rates for nationals and EU foreigners (see box below). 
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Health and sickness 

The health spending per capita is closely related to age, as sickness is related to age. 

EU-foreigners and nationals have equal access to healthcare services. 

We estimate the age-driven spending differences and the age structure of EU-foreigners and nationals to 

determine different spending per capita (see box below). 

We divide the total health and sickness spending according to the per capita costs. 

Disability benefits 

The occurance of disability per capita is closely related to age. 

EU-foreigners and nationals have equal access to disability bebefits provided they have equal disability. 

We estimate the age-driven spending differences and the age structure of EU-foreigners and nationals to 

determine the different spending per capita (see box below). 

We divide the total disability spending according to the per capita costs. 

To determine the direct taxes paid by EU-foreigners, we try to estimate the employment income received by 

them and the level of taxes applied on this income by using several assumptions. 

Based on data on wages in different sectors and occupations and previous research on the matter, we 

estimate the average wages that EU-foreigners typically receive. 

The direct taxes that we analyse include personal income tax and social security contributions levied upon 

employment income. 

To calculate the tax burden we use the most common statutory social security and income tax rates applied 

to specific levels of income. The sources of information include both the legislation of each country as well as 

the OECD database on tax policy and burdens on labour income. 

To assess the indirect tax contributions of EU-foreigners we estimate their income and their saving and 

consumption rate . 

We use data from Eurostat and individual governments on total revenues from consumption taxes by type of 

tax. 

Based on data from national accounts and government revenues we determine the effective consumption 

tax rates. 

We use data on median income and and saving rates to determine the consumption of EU-foreigners. 

We apply the data to the population of EU-foreigners to estimate their overall contribution through indirect 

taxes. 

 

BOX: HEALTHCARE COSTS AND AGE: AUSTRIA 

Whereas the factors determining individual health status are numerous and complex, there are 
various studies which confirm that healthcare costs for the average person in developed 
countries increase with age. A large amount of cross-sectional data shows a positive 
relationship between the age of an individual and spending on his/her health care. Empirical 
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evidence, based on data from a set of industrialized countries, shows that total health care 
provided to theaverage person over 65 years old costs from 2.7 to 4.8 times12 or from 2.8 
(Germany) to 5.3 (Japan) times13 as much as health care provided to the average person aged 0-
64. According to the other calculations, 35-50% of total health expenditure is spent on elderly 
people.14 Comparative data compiled by professor Paul Fischbeck of Carnegie Mellon University 
also shows that this relation is quite strong in the US in comparison to some EU countries (see 
Chart 6). 

Chart 6: Annual per capita healthcare cost by age 

 

Source: ForōŜǎ aŀƎŀȊƛƴŜΣ ол 5ŜŎŜƳōŜǊ нлмнΣ άнлмн ς The Year in HealthŎŀǊŜ /ƘŀǊǘǎέό 
http://www.forbes.com/sites/danmunro/2012/12/30/2012-the-year-in-healthcare-charts/)  

Using data on personal expenditure on health by age in Austria for 2011 we can derive the cost 
structure in the country. As seen from the data, spending on the population older than 65 is 
almost equal to the spending on the entire working age population (aged 15-64), despite the 
significant difference in the number of people in each group. The share of the cost related to 
children below 15 is less than 6% of total healthcare spending, or less than EUR 2 billion total. 

 

  

                                                           

12Anderson G. and P.Hussey (2000), άPopulation Aging: A comparison Among Industrialized Countriesέ, Health Affairs, vol.19(3), 
pp.191-203. 

13Reinhardt U.E. (2000), άHealth Care for the Ageing Baby Boom: Lessons from Abroadέ,  

The Journal of Economic Perspectives, vol.14(2), pp.71-83. 

14Jacobzone S. (2002), άHealthy Ageing and the Challenges of New Technologies. Can OECD Social and Health-Care Systems Provide 
for the Future?έ, inHealthy Ageing and Biotechnology: Policy Implications of New Research, OECD. 

http://www.forbes.com/sites/danmunro/2012/12/30/2012-the-year-in-healthcare-charts/
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Table 2: Personal expenditure on health by age in Austria, 2011 (in EUR million) 

Age Total spending in EUR million As a percentage share of total spending 

under 1 307 1.1% 

1-4 398 1.4% 

5-14 1009 3.5% 

15-44 6177 21.3% 

45-64 7726 26.7% 

65-74 5043 17.4% 

75-84 4864 16.8% 

85+ 3407 11.8% 

Total 28931 100.0% 

Source: Statistics Austria (http://www.statistik.at/)  

 

As seen from the data, the relative share of healthcare costs on patients aged 45 or younger is 
lower than their share of the total population of Austria, whereas after the age of 65 a smaller 
group of the population accounts for an ever-growing share of health spending. The average per 
capita spending of around EUR 3 450 per annum is very close to the average for the 45-64 age 
group. It is about EUR 1 800 for infants 0-4 years of age, then it falls to EUR 1 200 for children 5-
14 years old, and then gradually increases to reach EUR 10 000 for 75-84 year olds and EUR 
17 000 for 85 and older. 

http://www.statistik.at/
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Chart 7: Healthcare costs and age, Austria 2011 

 

Source: Statistics Austria (http://www.statistik.at/), ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩcalculations 

Assuming that EU-27 citizens on average have similar health status, and also that they have 
equal access to health services, their contribution to the overall healthcare costs can be 
calculated. As the age structure of EU-27 citizens residing in Austria differs from that of the 
country average, the average per capita spending will also differ. The larger share of foreign-
born population in the 15-44 age group is the key factor which explains the much lower per 
capita spending ς EUR 2 570, or only 75% of the country average. 

 

Table 3:Healthcare costs for EU-27 foreigners by age group 

Age 0-4 5-14 15-44 45-64 65-74 75-84 85+ Total 

EU-27 Foreigners 20 225 27 327 196 354 82 459 15 055 5 718 2 405 349 543 

Healthcare costs on 

EU-27 foreigners (in 

EUR million) 

36 33 360 278 94 58 41 900 

Source: Statistics Austria (http://www.statistik.at/), own calculations 
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BOX: DISABILITY AND AGE: GERMANY 

As there is official statistical data on disability benefit recipients according to citizenship which is 
publicly available, this study relies on an expert estimate. In this report we assume that a) a key 
determinant of disability is age, and b) that people with disabilities have equal access to 
disability benefits irrespective of their citizenship. 

Data from Germany suggests that people with relatively high levels of disability fall mostly 
within older age groups. Almost 55% are aged 65 or older, and 76% are aged 55 or older as of 
2013. Between 2011 and 2013, the entire increase in the total number of disabled people (50% 
disability or higher) are in the 55+ age group. As the disabled make up 9.2% of the total German 
population, 24.1% of them are in the 65+ age group and 15.3% are in the 55-64 age group. At 
the same time, in the 25-44 age group they comprise between 2.3% and 3.4% of the population. 

Table 4: Number of disabled persons with 50% disability or more, in thousands 

Age 2011 2012 2013 
Share of total disabled 

(2013) 

under 4 14.3 14.2 13.9 0.2% 

4 to 6 14.3 14.4 14.1 0.2% 

6 to 15 94.7 98.0 99.8 1.3% 

15 to 18 38.3 38.7 41.3 0.5% 

18 to 25 122.2 124.0 120.5 1.6% 

25 to 35 210.1 223.7 236.6 3.1% 

35 to 45 417.6 390.2 363.3 4.8% 

45 to 55 874.5 916.3 931.9 12.3% 

55 to 60 674.3 688.2 698.0 9.2% 

60 to 62 331.8 354.3 348.2 4.6% 

62 to 65 446.1 536.5 589.6 7.8% 

65 and over 3863.5 3890.7 4091.6 54.2% 

Total 7101.7 7289.2 7549.0 100.0% 

Data: Federal Statistics Office (www.destatis.de)   

As EU-28 citizens in Germany have different age composition, given that they have on average 
the same probability of becoming disabled, we can estimate the number of disabled among this 
group of the population. As the EU-28 foreigners tend to be younger, the overall number of 
disabled among them will be proportionately lower than for the country as a wholeς7.1% of the 

http://www.destatis.de/
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population, compared to 9.2% among the population of Germany in general. If we assume that 
age is the key determinant of disability, then the EU-28 citizens are about one-quarterless likely 
to be disabled, or in other words, the share of disabled persons among them would be 
approximately 75% of the share that pertains to the overall population in the country. This can 
be used to estimate the amount of disability-related benefits, while assuming that country 
nationals and EUςcountry foreigners on average have equal access to the welfare system with 
regards to such benefits. 

Table 5: Estimate of disabled persons from EU-28 countries residing in Germany 

Age 

Disabled 

ς 

German 

citizens 

Total 

population 

in 

Germany 

EU-28 

citizens 

population 

Percentage 

rate of 

disabled  

Number 

of 

disabled 

EU-28 

citizens 

Percentage rate of 

disabled EU-28 

citizens 

 up to 24 289.7 19600 559 1.5% 8.3 1.5% 

25-34 236.6 10200 618 2.3% 14.3 2.3% 

35-44 363.3 10700 633 3.4% 21.5 3.4% 

45-54 931.9 13700 515 6.8% 35.0 6.8% 

55-64 1635.8 10700 373 15.3% 57.0 15.3% 

65+ 4091.6 17000 323 24.1% 77.7 24.1% 

Total 7549.0 81900 3021 9.2% 213.9 7.1% 

Data: Federal Statistics Office (www.destatis.de), ŀǳǘƘƻǊǎΩcalculations 

 

BOX: AT-RISK-OF-POVERTY RATES ACCORDING TO CITIZENSHIP 

Benefit programs that are means-tested use a complicated set of criteria to define the eligibility 
and level of the benefit received. At the same time, data on the individual condition of nationals 
and EU-foreigners to allow for an in-depth analysis of the amount of benefits that can be 
claimed by each groupis not available. However, a major determinant is the level of income. 
Typically, only people with very low income are eligible for the major means-tested benefits. It 
can further be assumed that even with welfare support, most of them will still have a 
significantly lower total income in comparison to the country average.  

Therefore, data on the share of the population at risk of poverty can be used to derive an 
estimate on the relative amount of benefits received by country nationals and EU-27 foreigners. 

The main source for the compilation of statistics on income, social inclusion and living 
conditions is the EU-SILC instrument mentioned above. In particular, the EU-SILC provides 
estimates on the share of the population at risk of poverty. Within the EU, poverty is normally 
measured by using relative income poverty lines. This involves working out average or median 
equivalised household incomes in a country. A poverty line, which is a percentage of that 

http://www.destatis.de/
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average income, is then set. Commonly, these poverty lines range from 40-70% of household 
income. In the EU people falling below 60% of median income are considered to be άŀǘ-risk-of 
ǇƻǾŜǊǘȅέΦ  

 

Table 6: Share of population at-risk-of poverty, country nationals, as a percent 

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

European Union 

(28 countries) 
: : : : : 14.8 15.3 15.3 15 

European Union 

(27 countries) 
15.1 15.2 15.3 15.1 14.9 14.7 15.3 15.3 15 

Germany 11.9 12.3 15.2 14.9 15.5 15.0 15.8 16.2 16.3 

The Netherlands 9.1 8.4 8.8 9.3 9.5 8.9 9.1 8.9 9.5 

Austria 10.6 10.9 10.2 10.4 10.4 10.2 10.3 11.6 11.1 

The UK 17.6 17.4 16.9 17.4 15.9 15.9 15.4 15.1 : 

Source: Eurostat SILC 

Table 7: Share of population at-risk-of poverty, EU nationals (EU-27 prior to 2008, EU-28 since 

2009), as a percent 

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

European Union 

(28 countries) 
: : : : : : : 21.6 22.2 

European Union 

(27 countries) 
18.6 19.4 20.7 19.6 : : : 21.6 22.2 

Germany  16.0 16.8 16.3 20.4 17.6 22.4 15.3 13.4 18.2 

The Netherlands 9.0 8.4 7.8 13.3 9.0 16.3 25.0 10.2 7.6 

Austria 20.1 14.7 15.6 14.5 19.6 16.3 21.1 35.3 32.2 

The UK 20.5 23.4 24.3 17.8 18.8 11.9 17.3 15.3 15.8 

Source: Eurostat SILC 

As seen from the data, the at-risk-of-poverty rate is on average higher among EU-foreigners 
compared to the country nationals in the EU as a whole. With some exceptions, this generally 
applies to each country throughout the 2005-2013 period. 
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Table 8: Difference in population at-risk-of poverty rates (EU-foreigners-to-country nationals, as 

a percent) 

Country 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Germany  34% 37% 7% 37% 14% 49% -3% -17% 12% 

The Netherlands -1% 0% -11% 43% -5% 83% 175% 15% -20% 

Austria 90% 35% 53% 39% 88% 60% 105% 204% 190% 

The UK 16% 34% 44% 2% 18% -25% 12% 1% n.a. 

Source: Eurostat SILC 

The at-risk-of-poverty rates among the native population are stable during the same period 
(2005-2013), while for EU-foreigners it varies significantly. This can be attributed in part to the 
small sample size for foreign citizens in the survey, which gives results that are not 
representative. However, some of the changes might be attributed to the inflow of migrants 
with a low level of skills who fail to find, or only manage to find, very poorly paid jobs. As in 
some countries the unemployment rate for EU-foreigners increased after the crisis, this could 
also explain the difference in at-risk-of-poverty rates. The ratio reaches 200% in some years (the 
share of the people at risk of poverty among EU-foreigners is twice that of the native 
population) in Austria and 175% in the Netherlands, while at the same time the difference 
shrank in Germany and the UK, with some years showing lower poverty among EU-foreigners. 

 

Assumptions and main risks in the estimate 

Whenever possible, we have tried to use conservative assumptions. This means that the benefits claimed by 

EU-foreigners will likely be overstated. For example, we assume that: 

¶ Those who respond that they are unemployed in the Labour Force Survey are all claiming 

unemployment benefits. However, there maybe some people who are not currently employed (at 

the time they were surveyed) but are not receiving benefits. 

¶ EU-foreigners receive on average the same size of unemployement benefit as the nationals. 

However, benefit amounts are typically related to the wage income prior to the loss of employment 

and also to time in the jobςmeaningsome EU-foreigners as newcomers will probably receive the 

minimum amounts due to lack of prior employment in the country. 

¶ Health status is the key determinant of health spending. In other words, as all people tend to get 

sick, we assume that adjusted by age, EU-foreigners will have equal access to health services. In 

reality, however, some recent migrants continue to use at least some health services in their country 

of origin thus reducing healthcare consumption in the destination country. 

¶ Since EU-foreigners tend to have lower wages on average, and are also more likely to be at risk of 

poverty, they proportionately receive a larger per capita share of the means-tested social benefits. 

However, access to means-tested benefits (income support, housing, etc.) is a complicated multi-

step process which in general provides advantages to local people. 

¶ Self-employed EU-foreigners (e.g. in services, entrepreneurs) receive on average income equal to 

the estimated employment income for EU-foreigners. However, there are strong arguments to 
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suggest that most of these people are trained professionals that typically earn above-average 

income, and therefore pay higher taxes and social contributions. 

Further, 

¶ We do not calculate the transfer of income from the home country to support students during their 

time of study in the respective country. 

¶ In calculating the direct taxes that EU migrants paid, we take the tax wedge for a single person 

according to the OECD. The tax wedge for a single person, instead of a couple or a single parent, is 

chosen for simplicity. According to OECD data, the difference between the tax wedge for a single 

person or a couple is often not significant. To avoid double counting, when we calculate the tax 

contriutuon of EU migrants, we exclude the impact of child/family benefits, which have already been 

reflected in the estimates of child/family benefits paid. 

¶ To calculate the total amount of direct taxes paid by EU-foreigners, we take into account the total 

number of people employed, including all forms of employment such as employees and the self-

employed. The underlying assumption is that self-employed individuals received income close to the 

ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎΦ IŜƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƻǘŀƭ Řirect taxes that EU migrants paid is conservative 

because some self-employed people earn substantially higher income than the average wage. What 

is more, when calculating the fiscal contribution of EU migrants we ignore the tax impact of 

extremely highnet worth individuals who reside in these four EU countries. 

¶ To calculate indirect taxes paid by EU-foreigners we assume that EU migrants save the same 

percentage of their current income as the country average. In other words, EU migrants have the 

same household saving rate as the typical household in the respective country. On one hand, if they 

cover their basic needs, EU migrants who receive lower wages cannot afford to save as much as the 

natives. On the other hand, some EU foreigners, especially those working temporary or seasonal 

jobs, tend to save a larger percentage of their current income. EU migrants with permanent jobs 

who have settled for a longer period of time, however, are most likely to save close to the country 

average. Taking into account these observations, it looks reasonable to assume that EU migrants 

have an overall savings rate which is close to the average for the host country. 

¶ When we calculate the contribution of EU foreigners to indirect taxes, we assume EU migrants have 

the same consumer basket as the typical household in the country. This assumption is important 

because it determines how much EU migrants pay in the form of the value added tax (VAT) and 

other indirect taxes. It could be argued that EU migrants who have a lower-than-average income 

tend to spend more on basic necessities and less on services, some of which are tax exempt. This 

implies that EU foreigners are likely to pay more indirect taxes per each euro spent compared to the 

typical consumer. Hence, the contribution of EU migrants to indirect taxes in the host country is 

likely to be on the conservative side. 
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BOX: LIST OF KEY INDICATORS AND VARIABLES USED IN THE CALCULATIONS 

Population aged 18 or younger ς country total 

Population aged 18 or younger EU-migrants 

Population aged 65 or older ς country total 

Population aged 65 or older ς EU-migrants 

Number of employed aged 15-64 ς country total  

Number of employed aged 15-64 ς EU-migrants 

Number of unemployed ς country total 

Number of unemployed ς EU-migrants 

Total expenditures in EUR on Sickness and health benefits 

Total expenditures in EUR on Disability benefits 

Total expenditures in EUR on Old-age benefits 

Total expenditures in EUR on Survivors benefits 

Total expenditures in EUR on Family/Children benefits 

Total expenditures in EUR on Unemployment benefits 

Total expenditures in EUR on Housing benefits 

Total expenditures in EUR onSocial exclusion benefits 

At-risk-of-poverty rates ς country total 

At-risk-of-poverty rates ς EU-migrants 

Estimated per capita healthcare spending for age groups ς country total 

Estimated per capita healthcare spending for EU-migrants ς country averages adjusted to EU-
ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ŀƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊe 

Estimated per capita disability spending by age groups ς country total 

Estimated per capita disability spending for EU-migrants ς country averages adjusted to EU-
ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ŀƎŜ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ 

Total government revenue from personal income tax and social security contributions 

Total government revenue from VAT 

Total government revenue from other consumption taxes 

Estimated average wage per employed ς EU-migrants 

Estimated effective tax wedge on average wage per employed ς EU-migrants 

Effective VAT tax rate on gross consumption expenditure in the economy 

Household saving rate ς country total 

 

  



 

 

Fiscal Impact of EU Migrants in Selected Countries Page 37 

 

POPULATION DYNAMICS AND THE LABOUR MARKET 

In 2013 there were 13.7 million EU citizens living in another EU country. Intra-EU migrants represented 2.7% 

of the entire population of the Union.  

The number of EU migrants increased substantially between 2005 and 2013. About 810 000 EU citizens 

moved to Germany from2005-2013. There were more than three million EU citizens living in Germany as of 

2013. The Netherlands was home to 380 000 non-Dutch EU citizens in 2013. Their number has increased by 

63% or 148 000 between 2005 and 2013. EU citizens living in Austria almost doubled from2005-2013, 

reaching 415 000 in 2013. The UK had more than 2.4 million EU citizens in 2013, as their number has more 

than doubled since 2005. 

Chart 8: Number of EU migrants in 2005 and 2013 

 

Source: Eurostat 

The opening of the labour market in Europe provided new job opportunities for migrant workers, whose 

share has been gradually increasing. In Germany, the share of non-German EU citizens grew from 3% in 2002 

to 3.7% in 2013. Similarly, non-Dutch EU citizens in the Netherlands increased from 1.4% in 2002 to 2.3% in 

2013. The share of non-local EU citizens living in Austria more than doubled during the same period ς from 

2.3% in 2002 to 4.9% in 2013. The UK also saw immigration flows accelerate. The proportion of non-British 

EU citizens living in the UK grew from 2% in 2005 to 3.8% in 2013. 
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Chart 9: Share of EU migrants as a percent of total population 

 

Source: Authors' calculations based on data from Eurostat 

EU migrants consist mostly of people between the ages of 20-44. There are almost 1.5 million EU migrants 

between 20-44 years old in Germany, 220 000 in the Netherlands, 218 000 in Austria and 1.4 million in the 

UK. EU migrants between 20-44 years old make up half or more than half of all EU migrants in Germany, 

Netherlands, Austria and the UK. For example, 49% of EU migrants in Germany are between 20 and 44 years 

old. What is more, EU migrants are on average younger than the native population. 32% of the total 

population in the Netherlands is between 20 and 44 years old, whereas 58% of the EU migrants fall into that 

age category.  

Chart 10: Share of people 20-44 years old in 2013 

 

Source: Authors' calculations based on data from Eurostat 

There were 311 000 people aged 18 or younger in Germany, about 50 000 in the Netherlands, 71 000 in 

Austria and 450 000 in the UK in 2013. Overall, the share of people under18 is lower among EU migrants 

compared to the native population in each of the four EU countries. For example, children comprise just 10% 
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of the migrant population in Germany, compared to 17% of the total population. The situation in the 

Netherlands is similar, where the population of EU migrants under the age of18 is 13%, compared to 22% of 

the total population. The differences in the share of the younger population in Austria and the UK are not as 

pronounced, but even in those two countries children are a smaller percentage of EU migrants compared to 

the total population.  

Chart 11: Share of people under the age of 18 in 2013 

 

Source: Authors' calculations based on data from Eurostat 

There are 324 000 EU migrants above the age of 65 in Germany, 24 000 in the Netherlands, 26 000 in Austria 

and 179 000 in the UK. The share of people aged 65 or older, who are typically not economically active, is 

lower among EU migrants compared to the native population. For example, EU migrants aged 65 years or 

older make up 11% of the EU migrant population in Germany, while the overall share of people at the age of 

65 or older is 21% in Germany. Altogether, the share of older people is 2-3 times less among EU migrants 

compared to the total population.  

Chart 12: Share of people aged 65 years or older in 2013 
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Source: Authors' calculations based on data from Eurostat 

EU migrants consist, on average, of people with a higher education than the population of the country they 

move into. People with a university-level education are more prevalent among EU migrants compared to the 

total population. 28.7% of the migrants coming from EU members have university degrees, compared to 

24.2% of the total population. The differences are especially pronounced in Austria and the UK. For example, 

in Austria 17% of the total population have a university-level degree compared to 30% of the EU migrants 

there. Similarly, in the UK 42.5% of the incoming EU population has received post-secondary education, 

compared to 34.8% of the overall population. In Germany, the share of university graduates is only 

marginally higher amongst the total population (24.8%) compared to EU migrants (23.8%). The larger share 

of university graduates among incoming EU citizens reinforces the theory that seeking better employment 

opportunities is the primary motive behind intra-EU migration. 

Chart 13: Percentage of population with higher education in 2013 

 

Source: Eurostat 

Furthermore, employment rates for EU migrants are higher (68%) than the entire population (64%) of the 

EU. Employment rates are only slightly lower for EU immigrants compared to the local population in the 

Netherlands and Germany. On the other hand, employment rates are higher for EU migrants in Austria and 

particularly in the UK. About 77% of the working-age EU migrants are employed in the UK compared to 

70.8% of the total population. These statistics largely confirm that job opportunities are the main driver of 

migration within EU. 
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Chart 14: Employment rates in 2013 

 

Source: Eurostat 

Unemployment is slightly higher among EU migrants than the total population in Germany, the Netherlands 

and Austria. For example, in the Netherlands the unemployment rate is 8.6% among EU migrants compared 

to 7.1% among the total population. However, in the UK unemployment is lower among EU immigrants 

(6.4%) than the ŎƻǳƴǘǊȅ ͊verage of 6.9%. 

Chart 15: Unemployment rates (annual average, as of mid-2014) 

 

Source: Authors' calculations based on data from Eurostat 
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MIGRANTS AND SOCIAL EXPENDITURE: RESULTS BY COUNTRY 

Austria 

EU migrants received EUR 2.4 billion in benefits in 2013, compared to EUR 1.2 billion in 2007. The increase in 

ǘƘŜ ǘƻǘŀƭ ŀƳƻǳƴǘ ƻŦ 9¦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎΩ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƛǎ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜŘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ Ŧŀctors. First, the welfare 

state in most EU countries expanded, especially in the aftermath of the global financial crisis. Total benefits 

granted by the Austrian government to all citizens increased by 25% overall between 2007 and 2013 ς from 

EUR 74 billion in 2007 to an estimated EUR 92.7 billion in 2013. Secondly, Austria attracted new immigrants 

from within the EU. EU citizens living in Austria rose from 3.2% of the total population in 2007 to 4.9% in 

2013. The immigrants contributed to direct and indirect taxes but also received a portion of the government 

benefits. 

EU migrants received an estimated EUR 876 million in sickness and health benefits in 2013 compared to EUR 

460 million in 2007. Disability benefits assigned to non-Austrian EU citizens were also on the rise ς from EUR 

138 million in 2007 to EUR 252 in 2013. It should be noted that EU migrants in Austria are on average 

younger and probably in better health than the typical native citizen and, hence, are assumed to receive 

smaller health-related benefits. 52% of the EU migrants in Austria are between the ages of 20-44 compared 

to just 34% of the total population. This is the reason why incoming EU citizens are considered 25% less likely 

to receive sickness and disability benefits than the average Austrian citizen.  

The share of the older population (aged 65 or older) is three times lower among EU migrants compared to 

the total population in Austria. People who are above 65 years old make up a mere 6% of EU migrants as 

opposed to 18% of the overall population. The total number of EU migrants above the age of 65 has 

somewhat increased in Austria during the past 12 yearsςfrom 15 thousand in 2002 to 26.5 thousand in 2013. 

This is the primary reason why old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƻōǘŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ƴƻƴ-local EU citizens have grown 

during the past decade. In 2013, EU migrants received old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ŀƳƻǳƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƻ EUR 400 

million. This is still a small fraction of pension spending. Total pension benefits in Austria were close to EUR 

47 billion in 2013.  

EU migrants were the recipients of family/children benefits equivalent to EUR 447 million in 2013. The 

increase of children benefits throughout the past 7 years is a direct consequence of the rising share of 

children from other EU countries, which reached 4.4% in 2013. Nevertheless, the typical migrant family still 

has fewer children than the average Austrian household.  

In 2013, EU workers in Austria received unemployment benefits amounting to EUR 431 million. There were 

19.4 thousand EU migrants out of work in Austria in 2013 according to Eurostat, which is 9% of the total 

unemployment in the country. Overall, unemployment in Austria is higher among EU migrants. 

Housing and social exclusion benefits received by EU migrants were a combined EUR 200 million in 2013. 

These benefits depend both on the share of immigrants as well as the risk of poverty among them. 
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Table 9: Benefits received by EU migrants in Austria (in EUR million) 

Type of benefit 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Sickness and 

health benefit 
460 533 592 635 697 779 876 

Disability 138 152 171 187 205 224 252 

Old age 202 223 246 269 297 329 355 

Survivors 35 37 39 41 44 48 52 

Family/ Children 180 212 259 291 321 387 447 

Unemployment 235 247 298 311 363 384 431 

Housing 18 21 32 29 37 55 59 

Social exclusion 36 39 52 53 76 131 141 

Total 1166 1313 1518 1629 1835 2111 2361 

Total benefits excl. 

old-age and 

survivors 

929 1052 1233 1318 1494 1734 1954 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ  

The share of EU migrants in all categories of social benefits has increased since 2007.  

However, EU migrants in Austria receive relatively smaller benefits compared to the typical Austrian 

household. EU migrants receive just 2.5% of total benefits (4.3%, if we exclude old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ 

benefits), although they are 4.9% of the total population.  

On average, EU citizens receive fewer sickness and health, disability, old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ 

typical Austrian.  

On the other hand, EU migrants are twice as likely to claim unemployment benefits. Since EU migrants earn 

15% lower wages, they also tend to receive relatively more family/children, housing and social inclusion 

benefits. 

  



 

 

Fiscal Impact of EU Migrants in Selected Countries Page 44 

 

Table 10: Benefits received by EU migrants in Austria (as a percent of total benefits) 

Type of benefit 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Sickness and 

health benefit 
2.4% 2.6% 2.8% 2.9% 3.1% 3.4% 3.7% 

Disability 2.4% 2.6% 2.8% 2.9% 3.1% 3.4% 3.7% 

Old age 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 

Survivors 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 

Family/ Children 2.4% 2.7% 3.1% 3.3% 3.8% 4.5% 5.1% 

Unemployment 6.0% 6.3% 6.3% 6.5% 8.0% 8.2% 9.0% 

Housing 4.9% 4.8% 7.0% 6.3% 8.5% 13.7% 14.3% 

Social exclusion 4.4% 4.4% 6.1% 5.7% 7.6% 11.8% 12.4% 

Total 1.6% 1.7% 1.8% 1.9% 2.1% 2.3% 2.5% 

Total benefits excl. 

old-age and 

survivors' benefits 

2.5% 2.7% 2.9% 3.1% 3.5% 3.9% 4.3% 

EU migrants as a 

percent of total 

population 

3.2% 3.4% 3.7% 3.9% 4.2% 4.5% 4.9% 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ  

Germany 

EU migrants in Germany received EUR 14.8 billion in benefits in 2013, up from EUR 9.8 billion in 2007. If we 

exclude old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴǎΣ ƴƻƴ-German EU citizens living in Germany were the recipients of 

EUR 11.9 billion in benefits in 2013, while they received EUR 7.8 billion in 2007.  

This growth is largely driven by the overall increase of social protection spending in Germany between 2007 

and 2013. Total benefits granted by the German government amounted to EUR 772 billion in 2013, up by 

EUR 125 billion or 19% from 2007.  

Second, the inflow of EU migrants in Germany during the past decade means that they not only contribute to 

taxes, but also have the right to claim benefits. The share of EU migrants in the total population grew from 

3% in 2007 to 3.7% in 2013.  

EU migrants received EUR 7.2 billion in the form of sickness and health benefits and EUR 1.7 billion in 

disability benefits in 2013. Growth of these types of benefits since 2007 is explained with the increase of the 

migrant population from within the EU. It should be noted that the typical EU migrant is less likely to receive 
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health-related benefits compared to the average German due to demographic reasons. EU migrants are on 

average younger than the local population. Almost half of EU immigrants are 20-44 years old while just 31% 

of the total population in Germany falls into the same age group.  

About 144 000 new EU migrants above 65 years old have settled in Germany since 2006, as EU foreigners 

represent 1.9% of the elderly population there. Old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘ ǘƻ 9¦ ƳƛƎǊŀƴǘǎ 

amounted to a combined EUR 3 billion in 2013. Foreign EU citizens currently receive smaller pensions than 

the native population.  

EU migrants received EUR 2 billion in family children benefits in 2013, up from EUR 1.3 billion in 2007. The 

increase was driven by the growing number of children from other EU countries. Despite the recent increase, 

children make up just 10% of EU migrants, whereas children are 17% of the total German population. 

Because of the lower proportion of children who migrate, EU migrants are also less likely to claim family 

benefits. EU migrants received EUR 1.8 billion in unemployment benefits in 2013, as they made up 5.4% of 

the total unemployed in 2013. EU citizens received the highest amount of unemployment benefits during 

the peak of the crisis in 2009-2010 ς about EUR 2 billion annually. Since then, unemployment benefits have 

decreased.  

In 2013, housing and social exclusion for EU migrants amounted to EUR 683 million and EUR 180 million, 

respectively. These benefits are means-tested and depend on the poverty rate among EU migrants. 

Table 11: Benefits received by EU migrants in Germany (in EUR million) 

Type of benefit 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Sickness and 
health benefit 

4349 4688 5357 5559 5924 6552 7216 

Disability 1157 1233 1275 1328 1396 1542 1699 

Old age 1592 1705 1821 1927 2047 2232 2429 

Survivors 361 379 400 419 443 479 522 

Family/ Children 1276 440 1433 1748 1547 1609 2004 

Unemployment 1566 1553 2076 2036 1711 1679 1755 

Housing 508 645 582 790 513 459 683 

Social exclusion 115 146 124 170 122 121 180 

Total 9769 9556 11792 12649 12307 13132 14789 

Total benefits excl. 
old-age and 
survivors 

7815 7472 9572 10303 9817 10420 11838 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ  
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EU migrants in Germany are less likely to receive benefits than the average German. Immigrants from other 

EU countries are 3.7% of the total population, but they claim just 1.9% of the total benefits. Even if we 

exclude pensions, EU migrants are still less likely recipients of benefits.  

Attributable to their more favourable age structure, EU migrants claim less in sickness and health benefits as 

well as disability benefits.  

A lower share of the older population among immigrants is the primary reason why a tiny fraction of EU 

migrants receive old-ŀƎŜ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ǇŜƴǎƛƻƴs. What is more, 45% of the current population above 65 

years old settled in Germany after 2006. This implies that a significant part of EU migrants above the age of 

65, if they qualify at all, will receive substantially lower pensions than the native population. 

EU migrants are also less likely to claim family benefits, because of the relatively lower share of children 

among migrants. Children make up just 10% of EU immigrants while 17% of the total German population is 

below 18 years old. 

However, unemployment is slightly higher among EU migrants, which makes them more likely recipients of 

unemployment assistance.  

As EU immigrants in Germany have a slightly higher poverty rate, they are also more likely to receive housing 

or social exclusion benefits which are typically means-tested.  

Table 12: Benefits received by EU migrants in Germany (as a percent of total benefits) 

Type of benefit 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Sickness and 
health benefit 

2.2% 2.3% 2.3% 2.3% 2.4% 2.6% 2.8% 

Disability 2.2% 2.3% 2.3% 2.3% 2.4% 2.6% 2.8% 

Old age 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 1.0% 

Survivors 0.7% 0.7% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.9% 1.0% 

Family/Children 1.9% 0.6% 1.9% 2.2% 1.9% 1.9% 2.3% 

Unemployment 4.2% 4.4% 4.6% 4.8% 5.0% 5.3% 5.4% 

Housing 3.2% 4.2% 3.5% 4.6% 3.1% 2.8% 4.1% 

Social exclusion 3.2% 4.2% 3.5% 4.6% 3.1% 2.8% 4.1% 

Total 1.5% 1.4% 1.6% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.9% 

Total benefits excl. 
old-age and 
survivors' benefits 

2.1% 2.0% 2.2% 2.4% 2.2% 2.3% 2.6% 

EU migrants as a 
percent of total 
population 

3.0% 3.1% 3.1% 3.1% 3.2% 3.4% 3.7% 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ 
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The Netherlands 

EU citizens in the Netherlands received EUR 2.2 billion in benefits, almost double the amount from 2007. 

This is largely attributable to the overall expansion of social spending in the Netherlands, which is 89% higher 

in 2013 than it was back in 2007. The growth of government spending on social programs is partly explained 

through long-term trends ς the aging of the population and the rising spending on old-age and health 

benefits.  

Some of the social spending increase is attributable to cyclical factors ς the spike in unemployment amidst 

the crisis naturally led to higher unemployment benefit claims.  

Another important factor is the accelerating movement of people inside the EU. The Netherlands has 

become the new home for 148 000 people from other EU countries since 2005. The share of non-Dutch EU 

citizens in the Netherlands rose from 1.4% of the total population in 2005 to 2.3% in 2013.  

EU migrants received EUR 1.2 billion in sickness and health benefits and EUR 244 million in disability benefits 

in 2013. Most of the EU immigrants in the Netherlands (58%) consist of people between the ages 20-44. EU 

migrants tend to be younger compared to the native population which explains why they claim, on average, 

fewer health-related benefits.  

What is more, the share of the older population, above 65 years old, is almost three times lower among EU 

migrants (just 6%) compared to the country total (17%). This implies that migrants would be the recipients of 

a smaller fraction of pensions that are currently paid. EU migrants received EUR 330 million in old-age and 

ǎǳǊǾƛǾƻǊǎΩ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎ ƛƴ нлмоΦ  

Family benefits depend primarily on the number of incoming families with children. People less than 18 

years old make up just 13% of all EU migrants compared to 22% of the country total. The smaller share of 

children among immigrants from the EU explains why they claimed just EUR 90 million in child benefits in 

2013.  

Labour market dynamics and more specifically the availability of new jobs is the primary driver of spending 

on unemployment assistance. EU migrants comprised 2.5% of the total number of unemployed people in the 

Netherlands in 2013 and claimed EUR 277 million in unemployment benefits.  

Housing (EUR 44 million) and social exclusion benefits (EUR 233 million) are determined mostly by the inflow 

of new migrants and the poverty risk among them. 
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Table 13: Benefits received by EU migrants in the Netherlands (in EUR million) 

Type of benefit 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Sickness and 
health benefit 

555 671 788 880 980 1096 1190 

Disability 155 169 189 203 213 225 244 

Old age 211 225 240 258 267 279 296 

SurvivorsΩ 27 28 29 30 31 31 32 

Family/ Children 62 56 64 79 98 79 90 

Unemployment 131 170 207 193 198 219 277 

Housing 29 50 36 77 128 57 44 

Social exclusion 127 238 195 413 719 308 233 

Total 1142 1438 1559 1930 2421 2069 2162 

Total benefits excl. 
old-age and 
survivors 

903 1184 1290 1642 2123 1759 1834 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

EU migrants in the Netherlands receive only 1.1% of the total benefits, although they make up 2.3% of the 

population. On average, non-Dutch EU citizens receive less than 50% of the benefits that locals do. 

If we exclude pensions, EU migrants claim 1.6% of the remaining benefits.  

The fraction of total benefits that non-Dutch EU citizens receive has been going up since 2007, in line with 

the inflow of immigrants.  

Given the favourable age structure of the migrant population, it is not surprising that EU migrants claim 

fewer health and old-age benefits than the average Dutch citizen.  

Due to the smaller share of children, who make up just 13% of EU migrants, non-Dutch EU citizens also 

receive a smaller percentage of the family/children benefits.  

However, incoming EU citizens tend to receive more unemployment benefits, as joblessness is slightly higher 

(8.6%) than the average (7.1%) among them.  
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Table 14: Benefits received by EU migrants in the Netherlands (as a percent of total benefits) 

 Type of benefit 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

Sickness and 
health benefit 

1.1% 1.2% 1.3% 1.4% 1.5% 1.6% 1.7% 

Disability 1.1% 1.2% 1.3% 1.4% 1.5% 1.6% 1.7% 

Old age 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 

Survivors 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 

Family/ Children 0.7% 0.8% 0.9% 1.1% 1.4% 1.2% 1.3% 

Unemployment 2.0% 2.8% 2.5% 2.1% 2.3% 2.1% 2.5% 

Housing 1.3% 2.3% 1.7% 3.4% 5.5% 2.5% 1.8% 

Social exclusion 1.3% 2.3% 1.7% 3.4% 5.5% 2.5% 1.8% 

Total 0.7% 0.9% 0.9% 1.1% 1.3% 1.1% 1.1% 

Total benefits excl. 
old-age and 
survivors' benefits 

1.0% 1.2% 1.2% 1.5% 1.9% 1.5% 1.6% 

EU migrants as a 
percent of total 
population 

1.5% 1.6% 1.8% 1.9% 2.0% 2.2% 2.3% 

{ƻǳǊŎŜΥ !ǳǘƘƻǊǎΩ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ 

The United Kingdom 

EU migrants obtained EUR 9.8 billion in benefits in 2013, up from EUR 6.7 billion in 2009. This increase is 

attributable to the combined impact of a number of factors.  

First, the total number of benefits administered by the UK government has grown substantially during the 

past 5 years. Total benefits amounted to EUR 523 billion in 2013, up by 21% from 2009, under the influence 

of both short and long-term trends. From a short-term perspective, the global financial crisis resulted in 

rising unemployment and poverty, which in turn led to higher social spending. Secondly, long-term factors, 

related to aging and the increase of life expectancy, are also at play, pushing spending on pensions and 

health-related benefits upward.  

Secondly, the UK attracted new waves of immigrants with the expansion of the EU. Compared to 2005, non-

British EU citizens living in the UK have more than doubled in number, reaching 2.4 million or 3.8% of the 

total population in 2013. To a varying extent, these EU migrants have access to the social programs available 

to the general population. This has naturally led to more benefits claimants from the EU when compared to 

the situation 10 years ago.  

EU immigrants received EUR 4.8 billion in sickness and health and EUR 1.1 billion in disability benefits in 

2013. It should be noted that immigrants from the EU are on average younger than the native population. 






























































































