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Introduction

Europe has been shaped by a long history of both internal 
and international migration flows, resulted from the shifts of 
geopolitical and economic power between the nations of the 
continent. Spain and other southern European countries have 
witnessed enormous waves of emigration moving to other 
European countries and America through different times in 
modern history. However, Spain has been a country of immi-
gration over the last three decades. This has been particularly 
the case in terms of rising migration flows since the mid-80s 
and the number of immigrants living in Spain compared to 
the number of natives since the early 1990s. Also, following 
the EU enlargement in 2004 and 2007, the large refugee 
influxes due to the civil war in Syria in 2011, and the rise of 
the “Islamic State” in 2013, Spain was one of the main recip-
ient countries (Song & Bing, 2016). Even though Spain has 
experienced large positive migration outflows since the 
beginning of 2010s because of the Great Recession of 2007 
to 2008, followed by the European debt crisis (Izquierdo 
et  al., 2016), the country has received numerous migrants 
from Africa and the Middle East over the past 10 years (Song 

& Bing, 2016). It was also one of the four European coun-
tries receiving the largest number of international migrants in 
1990 to 2010, along with Germany, Italy, and the United 
Kingdom (United Nations, 2012).

The second country of interest is Sweden. For several 
decades, Sweden’s foreign-born population has been increas-
ing. Nearly 16% of the Swedish population in 2013 was born 
abroad, placing Sweden among the OECD countries with the 
highest foreign-born population, with two foreign-born par-
ents responsible for another 5% of native-born Swedes. 
Therefore, integrating immigrants and their children plays a 
crucial role in the Swedish economy, society, and culture. At 
the same time, the data up to 2013 show that immigrants and 
their children’s labor market results often lagged those of 
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other Swedes. These findings must be seen against the con-
text of the large proportion of refugees who, for humanitar-
ian reasons, have arrived. In particular, during the period 
2003 to 2012 approximately 20% of permanent migrant 
inflows into Sweden were comprised of humanitarian 
migrants, and it was the largest share of all OECD countries 
(Farchy & Liebig, 2014). An OECD (2007) study found that 
the labor outcomes derived from the Swedish framework for 
the integration of migrants were unfavorable in an interna-
tional context, and proposed steps and measures, such as 
improving language and vocational training and having a 
better perspective on the integration strategy of the labor 
market. In Sweden, a lot of thought has since gone into pol-
icy design, and various integration plans have been imple-
mented since 2008.

Sweden took in more refugees and asylum seekers per 
capita during the global influx of migrants to Europe in 
2015 than any other nation. According to the Migration 
Integration Policy Index (MIPEX), a cross-country index 
that compares policies to the highest standards, Sweden 
exhibited the best integration policies until 2015. Sweden 
scores especially well on labor market mobility, where fac-
tors, such as access to the labor market and general govern-
ment funding and vocational training are included in the 
scoring system, representing the policy efforts of the gov-
ernment. Nevertheless, there is a distinction between efforts 
and outputs since the unemployment rate among the lower-
educated migrants, during the period 2008 to 2018, was over 
20% compared to their native or Swedish born counterparts 
(Robinson & Kappeli, 2018). This can be explained by the 
differences between refugees and labor migrants, where 
refugees integrate more slowly. However, our sample 
includes only regular migrants and not refugees. Additionally, 
we should notice that Sweden shares some similar charac-
teristics in terms of emigration since many Swedes emi-
grated in 2011.

Following the discussion so far, this study aims to investi-
gate the impact of policies-reforms on economic integration 
and socio-cultural participation of first-generation European 
Union (EU) and non-EU migrants. It is worthy to compare the 
impact of integration policies in two countries that may share 
similar characteristics but present differences regarding the 
potential perception toward migrants. Furthermore, those 
policies do not refer only to newcomers but also to estab-
lished migrants.

The rest of the paper is divided into four sections. In sec-
tion 2, we briefly discuss the literature review on migration 
policies and the migrants’ integration in the social and cul-
tural norms of the host communities. In section 3, we dis-
cuss the integration policies in Spain and Sweden, the 
conceptual framework, methods, and the data employed in 
the empirical work. In section 4, we report the study’s find-
ings, and in section 5, we discuss the main concluding 
remarks.

Literature Review

Many studies have explored the impact of migration on labor 
market outcomes, such as employment and wages (Akdede 
& Giovanis, 2020; Dustmann et al., 2016; Gang & Rivera-
Batiz, 1994; Grossman, 1982; Ottaviano & Peri, 2012; Peri, 
2007, 2012; Peri & Sparber, 2009) finding mixed results. 
The economic literature has also investigated the benefits 
and costs of migrations in terms of ethnic diversity that can 
be thought of as a proxy to cultural diversity, and a literature 
review is presented in the study by Alesina and La Ferrara 
(2005). Migration may affect the host communities posi-
tively in terms of job creation (Constant, 2014), innovation 
and productivity (Bosetti et  al., 2015; Ottaviano & Peri, 
2012). Furthermore, immigrants may contribute positively to 
the public finances in Austria, France and the UK (Chojnicki, 
2013; Mayr, 2005), but according to other studies, have a 
negative effect in Denmark and Germany (OECD, 2013; 
Wadensjö, 2007).

Earlier studies used various proxies for social participa-
tion, including self-identification (Constant et  al., 2014; 
Manning & Roy, 2010), trust; social preferences, such as 
altruism and reciprocity; risk attitudes; the role of religion; 
family ties; gender roles, and political attitudes (Bisin et al., 
2008; Cameron et  al., 2015; Verdier et  al., 2012). Other 
scholars have used perceived discrimination, language profi-
ciency, membership in social clubs, reading local newspa-
pers, and planned permanent stay in the host country as 
proxies to social participation and inclusion (Avitabile et al., 
2013; Hainmueller et al., 2017).

A detailed literature review on the integration policies and 
their impact on migrant’s integration and social inclusion is 
provided in the study by González Garibay and De Cuyper 
(2013). For instance, De Cuyper and Wets (2007) and 
Geets et al. (2007) explored the role of language courses in 
Flanders-Belgium, and they concluded that they have led 
indeed to a higher degree of self-sufficiency and integration. 
In particular, the performance and effectiveness of the poli-
cies explored were measured, in the first instance, by the 
number of civic integration courses were completed based on 
the signed contracts of civic integration and the number of 
intake interviews. Furthermore, they measured the effective-
ness by the number of newcomers who found employment 
after completing the training, concluding that 46% of the 
participants moved into a job.

A similar study to ours is by Giovanis (2020), who 
explored the impact of the migration acts of 2000 and 2005 
on socio-cultural participation and well-being in Germany. 
In particular, the author found that before the reforms, first-
generation immigrants are less engaged in socio-cultural 
activities but they increase their participation following the 
implementation of the migration act in 2005. Moreover, the 
study suggests that migrants improve their well-being by 
participating more frequently in socio-cultural activities, 
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even though their average reported well-being is lower than 
natives. Overall, there is an extensive body of research on  
the economic integration of immigrants, including wages, 
employment and occupations, full-time employment, partici-
pation in welfare programs, and burden to public finances 
(Algan et al., 2010; Akdede & Giovanis, 2020; Borjas, 1995, 
2002; Brzozowski & Lasek, 2019; Green, 1999; Riphahn, 
2004). Moreover, numerous studies explored the dimensions 
of socio-cultural integration, such as migrants’ perception of 
ethnic or national identity, socialization, fertility, and citizen-
ship acquisition (Blau, 1992; Bueker, 2005; Constant et al., 
2009; Dustmann, 1996; Manning & Roy, 2010). However, 
we aim to explore the impact of integration policies on labor 
outcomes, and the participation in socio-cultural activities 
not explored before, such as attendance at the cinema, live 
performance, and visits to cultural sites.

Methods

The Strategic Plan on Citizenship and Integration 
(PECI) I and II in 2007 to 2014 in Spain

The Strategic Plan on Citizenship and Integration (PECI) I 
was implemented in 2007 to 2010, aiming to become one of 
the principal factors driving integration forward. PECI I was 
followed by the PECI II extended in the period 2011 to 2014. 
The strategies are based on the premise that society as a 
whole, including both natives and immigrants, must be 
addressed because integration affects all members of the 
society. Moreover, these plans are placed on the idea that 
integration policies must be tackled proactively, on a system-
atic, thorough, and holistic basis. In several communications, 
the European Commission emphasized that integration poli-
cies should be based on a holistic approach. In particular, 
they must take into account not only the economic and social 
dimensions of integration but also issues related to cultural 
diversity and participation, citizenship, and political rights 
(Ministerio de Trabajo e Inmigración, 2014; Ministerio de 
Trabajo y Asuntos Sociales, 2007).

PECI I-II include three key ideas. First, integration must 
be constantly replicated and renewed instead of becoming a 
state of affairs at any given time. Second, the integration pro-
cess requires a two-way adaptation or involves joint efforts 
by both the immigrant community and the host society. 
Third, the context through which this joint effort must be 
made is circumscribed by the European Union’s fundamental 
values. The main objectives of the strategic plans are vari-
ous, such as ensuring the complete exercise of the legal, 
social, economic, cultural, and political rights of immigrants, 
and adopting public policies, especially in the areas of edu-
cation, jobs, social services, health, and housing, tailored to 
the new needs created by immigrants. Another critical objec-
tive is the combat against various types of racism, prejudice, 
discrimination, and xenophobia in all aspects of social life, 
both in the private and public spheres. The strategic plans 

aim to incorporate the gender perspective and foster co-
development policies and interactions in the migrants’ coun-
tries of origin. The plans aim to promote the awareness of 
migration in Spanish society as a whole, to strengthen the 
sense of community between cultures. Moreover, they aim to 
value diversity and promote the values of tolerance, respect, 
and preservation and knowledge of the cultures of origin of 
immigrants (Ministerio de Trabajo e Inmigración, 2014; 
Ministerio de Trabajo y Asuntos Sociales, 2007).

According to the migrant integration policy index 
(MIPEX), Spain has seen an improvement in migrant inte-
gration, where migrants enjoy more opportunities than obsta-
cles when it comes to integration. However, the outcomes are 
not fully favorable, as the integration policies only go half-
way toward securing equal opportunities for non-EU citizens 
(https://www.mipex.eu/spain). Thus, we will explore the 
impact of the integration policies on EU and non-EU first-
generation immigrants, as we discuss in more detail in the 
next section.

The Integration Plans of 2008 to 2010 and 
2014 in Sweden

Sweden’s migration policy has been regarded as one of  
the most transparent and liberal in the countries of the 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD, 2011) since new labor migration rules came into 
force in 2008. Compared to other EU nations, Sweden also 
has a generous asylum scheme, taking in large numbers of 
refugees from countries in conflict, such as Iraq and Somalia. 
In Sweden, integration is a policy priority and is high on the 
political agenda. The integration policies implemented in 
Sweden aim to “ensure equal rights, obligations and opportu-
nities for all, regardless of ethnic and cultural background” 
(Andersson & Weinar, 2014).

The Swedish Government launched the 2008 to 2010 
Integration Plan 2008 focusing on seven fields: faster intro-
duction; schools; language skills and adult education; 
employment and entrepreneurship; anti-discrimination mea-
sures; urban development; and basic common values. All 
fields aim to reach across employment, social, and cultural 
values. Subsequently, in December 2010, a reform aimed at 
accelerating integration for new migrant arrivals was identi-
fied as the most important change for several years in the 
Swedish integration policy. The government introduced a 
new range of integration policy measures in the 2014 budget. 
More precisely, citizenship ceremonies were provided in all 
municipalities to “use citizenship as an integration tool,” and 
they offered tailored training and educations programs run 
by the Swedish adult education institutions (folkhögskolor), 
including language learning. An additional amount of 20 mil-
lion of Swedish Krona (SEK) was allocated to work and 
fight against intolerance and xenophobia, taking the total 
sum for the integration plan in 2014 to 2017 to 61.5 million 
SEK equivalent to €7.1 million.

https://www.mipex.eu/spain
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However, the most significant area of integration in 
Sweden is employment. This is unsurprising since Sweden in 
2013 had the lowest employment rate among the OECD 
countries at an 82% ratio of foreign-born citizens over the 
native population (Migro, 2013). Notwithstanding the 
improvements taken place since the 2008 reform, the transi-
tion in Sweden from labor-focused immigration to refugee 
reception in recent decades has led to this state of affairs. A 
large issue is that highly skilled and qualified migrants and 
refugees are unable to practice their careers in Sweden 
because of a lack of language skills and because their quali-
fications are not recognized. For this exact reason, funds for 
complementary further education and certification validation 
have been set aside but substantial groups remain underem-
ployed or work in industries and professions well below their 
qualifications. In general, the integration of the labor market 
for invandrare, which is a term used in Sweden to refer to 
non-Western foreign nationals residing in Sweden, has fallen 
short, not least because of discrimination in the workplace 
and the society overall (Andersson & Weinar, 2014).

In 2009, the government initiated and opened dialogues 
with approximately 80 integration organizations, focusing in 
specific on the implementation of new migrant arrivals. 
Various migrant groups and non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs) have also been active in funding for discrimination 
in the workplace, intolerance and xenophobia. This includes 
the Assyrian Federation—Turkey and Syria-, the Chilenska 
riksförbundet that represents the Chilean community, the 
Svensk-Turkiska Riksförbudet that work on the promotion of 
awareness on integration issues on problems related to socio-
cultural, economic, health, residential, and discrimination 
fields. This list is far from exhaustive and does not include 
all local associations and nationalities (A full list can be 
found at http://www.immi.se/organisationer/allmanna-riks-
organisationer). These organizations mainly organize vari-
ous activities, such as sports, cultural, and drugs awareness 
events, and aim to build strong links with other migrant orga-
nizations and Swedish authorities (Andersson & Weinar, 
2014).

Conceptual Framework

An extensive literature in both economics and sociology has 
investigated both theoretically and empirically the determi-
nants of socio-cultural participation. From the economic per-
spective, studies have mainly explored the effects of factors 
such as labor market conditions, prices, social class and 
employment status, economic resources, and education level 
on cultural attendance (Gray, 2003; Stigler & Becker, 1977). 
The sociological approach highlights the role of cultural  
capital in influencing individual preferences and society’s 
cultural stratification, which is the link between cultural con-
sumption practices and how this translates into structures of 
inequalities and power in the society (Yaish & Katz-Gerro, 
2010). In his novel and seminal work, Bourdieu (1984, 1987) 

argues that cultural consumption and social status are closely 
linked in complex ways. To differentiate themselves from 
each other, identify peers, and reproduce their economic, 
political, and cultural rights, different social groups use their 
choice of cultural preferences and practices. As a result, 
members of the social elite, such as professionals, highly 
educated and affluent people are more likely to participate 
and do so more often than members of other social classes in 
high-level cultural events, such as visits to cultural sites.

Another question is related to how the integration level of 
migrants in the new society is likely to affect their cultural 
consumption patterns. In particular, international migration 
can be associated with a radical change in the social and cul-
tural environment, where changes in consumption patterns 
induce changes in social habits and behaviors. Hence, inte-
gration in the new society depends on the degree of exposure 
to the new environment, and on the information about the 
new social structure, migrants can access. Exposure is 
reflected in the years of residence in the host country, and 
this factor is correlated positively with higher levels of socio-
economic integration (Bertacchini et  al., 2021; Giovanis, 
2020). Therefore, we assume that a higher integration in the 
social and economic spheres implying an improvement in 
educational attainment, employment opportunities, income, 
and living standards, will likely positively affect socio-
cultural participation. According to the earlier literature 
(Bertacchini et  al., 2021; Fokkema & De Haas, 2015; 
Giovanis, 2020), first-generation immigrants are less likely 
to participate in socio-cultural participation since the pre-
migration determinants, such as social and cultural norms, 
language, and feelings of belonging differ. However, based 
on this literature, the length of residence, and socio-economic 
characteristics, such as employment, education, and income, 
tend to reduce the gaps in the frequency of socio-cultural 
participation. Following the discussion so far, the first 
hypothesis we test is:

Hypothesis H1: First-generation immigrants participate 
less frequently in socio-cultural activities compared to 
natives. Moreover, based on the language and labor mar-
ket barriers, they may earn less, work in temporary part-
time employment and being unemployed. However, 
integration policies may increase the propensity and fre-
quency of participation in socio-cultural activities and 
reduce the gap and differences in labor and economic 
indicators.

We classify the individual and household factors in three 
key sets. While the determinants of labor outcomes, such as 
age, education, and marital status among others are well-doc-
umented in the literature (Akdede & Giovanis, 2020; 
Jovanovic & Lokshin, 2004; Simon, 2019), we will focus the 
discussion on their potential relationship with the socio-cul-
tural outcomes. The first set is the demographic that includes 
gender, age, and marital status. Previous studies have shown 

http://www.immi.se/organisationer/allmanna-riksorganisationer
http://www.immi.se/organisationer/allmanna-riksorganisationer
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that women are more likely to engage in “high-brow” recre-
ational and cultural events, such as visits to museums and cul-
tural sites (Bennett et al., 2013; Coulangeon, 2013). On the 
other hand, education has a higher positive influence on the 
participation of men in cultural activities compared to women, 
whereas women in younger age groups present higher cul-
tural consumption (Christin, 2012). Although mental health 
can be enhanced by participation in cultural activities 
(Cuypers et al., 2012), studies show that age, long-term ill-
nesses, and disability are critical barriers in cultural participa-
tion (Lefrancois et al., 1997; Wilkie et al., 2007). This finding 
is also critical for the widowed, as old-aged people with com-
promised mobility and health problems are in the majority, 
particularly women who outnumber their male counterparts 
at a significant margin (Holm et al., 2019). On the other hand, 
other studies show that age is positively associated with par-
ticipation in socio-cultural activities (Davies, 2005). Based on 
the conceptual framework and the previous studies on the 
determinants of labor outcomes mentioned in the previous 
section, the second hypothesis we test is:

Hypothesis H2: Women are more likely to participate in 
cultural activities, such as cinema, and cultural sites, 
while men are more likely to participate in sports events. 
Old-aged and married participate less frequently than 
singles. Regarding the economic outcomes, old-aged peo-
ple may earn less, while depending on the gender wage 
gap, women are more likely to earn less.

The second set is the Human Capital that includes health 
conditions and education attainment. As we discussed, poor 
health conditions, long-standing illnesses, and disability are 
principal barriers to cultural participation. We should notice 
that for the health conditions variable we get the predicted 
values derived from the factor analysis using three variables. 
The first variable takes a value of 1 if the respondent reports 
a poor or very poor health status, and 0 for fair, good, or 
excellent health status. The second variable takes a value of 
1 if the respondent faces physical limitations to daily activi-
ties and 0 otherwise, and the third variable takes a value of 1 
if the respondent suffers from long-standing illnesses. Based 
on the structure of the variable, a higher value implies worse 
health conditions.

We should notice that migrant’s length of residence is 
another component of the human capital (Millán-Franco 
et al., 2019). However, since we compare the economic and 
socio-cultural outcomes, we do not consider this factor since 
regressions will limit the analysis only to migrants. 
Therefore, we will be unable to explore the impact of the 
integration policies. Nevertheless, the length of residence 
can be a significant factor in the migrants’ economic inte-
gration. If migrants are coming to the EU countries with 
relative disadvantages, such as low education skills and less 
working experience, we should expect that the economic 
and socio-cultural integration can be a long process unless 

relevant integration policies are put in place. Education is 
another component of human capital. Based on previous 
studies, it is associated with higher professional classes and 
wages, and it is positively related to participation in socio-
cultural activities (Bourdieu, 1987; Falk & Katz-Gerro, 
2016).

The third set is the Economic-Financial Capital, which 
includes the household income, employment status, house 
tenure, and material deprivation. According to Bourdieu 
(1984, 1987) and Falk and Katz-Gerro (2016), educated, 
wealthy, and employed people in high professional classes 
are more likely to participate in cultural activities. Based 
on the data availability, we consider financial burden 
characteristics at the household level, and area quality 
characteristics to construct the material deprivation index. 
Similar to the health conditions, we get the predicted val-
ues of the factor analysis implemented on variables such 
as Capacity to afford a meal with meat, chicken, fish, or 
vegetarian equivalent every second day; capacity to afford 
to pay for a 1-week annual holiday away from home; 
Ability to make ends meet; Arrears on utility bills; Noise 
from neighbors or the street; Pollution, grime, or other 
environmental problems in the area. The variables take a 
value of 1 if the household reports financial constraints 
and problems related to the quality of the area and 0 oth-
erwise, showing no financial constraints or area quality 
problems. Higher values of the index imply higher levels 
of material deprivation. Hence, based on the human capi-
tal and the economic-financial capital sets, and the finding 
in the previous studies (Akdede & Giovanis, 2020; Algan 
et  al., 2010; Borjas, 1995, 2002), we test the third 
hypothesis.

Hypothesis H3: Highly educated, wealthy, and healthy 
employed people are more likely to participate more fre-
quently in socio-cultural activities. Furthermore, healthier 
and educated people are more likely to be employed in a 
permanent contract with a supervisory role and have 
higher earning potential.

The main motivation for exploring the impact of integra-
tion policies on the economic and socio-cultural participa-
tion of migrants lies in the fact that integration is very 
important for both natives and migrants. More precisely, 
these policies may promote social inclusion, improve well-
being, and create a space for cross-cultural dialogue 
(Docquier et al., 2014; Vougioukalou et al., 2019). Promoting 
interactions between natives and migrants through the labor 
market and within the socio-cultural sphere, help to break 
down barriers to racial and ethnic discrimination and preju-
dice, and to improve mutual understanding. This is in line 
with the advent of the call for “leave no one behind” in the 
2030 Sustainable Development Plan, including refugees, 
where migrant integration has gained prominence on the 
global agenda.
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Econometric Framework

We will employ the following DiD framework to explore the 
impact of the integration policies in Spain and Sweden 
described in the previous section.

	
y Treat Post

Treat Post
i r t i r t i r t

i r t i r t

, , , , , ,

, , , ,*

= + +

+ +

β β β

β
0 1 2

3 ββ ε'Zi r t i r t, , , ,+
	 (1)

Where y is the socio-cultural and economic outcomes 
explored for individual i in are r and time t. In our study, we 
will employ two cases. In the first case, the treated units con-
sist of first-generation immigrants, and the control group 
comprises the native population. However, it is important to 
highlight that we cannot identify in the EU-SILC whether the 
respondent is a native, second or even third-generation immi-
grant, but we can only identify whether the respondent is an 
EU or non-EU first-generation migrant. This is one of the 
potential limitations in this study that we discuss in more 
detail in the conclusions section.

In the second case, first-generation immigrants who have 
moved to the host country after 2004 will be the treated 
group, while natives and first-generation migrants who 
migrated to Spain and Sweden before 2005 will comprise the 
control group. The principal justification of using this identi-
fication strategy is to explore whether the impact of integra-
tion policies differs across the newcomers and those who 
have migrated much before their implementation. The vari-
able post takes a value of 1 for the post-reform period, which 
is 2015, and 0 for the pre-reform year of 2006. The DiD esti-
mator is the coefficient β3 of the interaction term of treat and 
post and it shows the impact of the integration policies 
explored on various economic integration and socio-cultural 
participation outcomes.

For the economic integration we will explore various 
labor outcomes, and more specifically, the gross wages in 
2015 prices; the probability of being unemployed; unem-
ployment benefits; the working hours; the contract type, and 
in particular, whether the job is permanent or temporary. The 
last outcome is a dummy taking a value of 1 if the respondent 
has a supervisory role in the job, and 0 otherwise. For the 
other binary outcomes, including the unemployment and the 
contract type, we will apply the Probit model, while for the 
continuous variables of wage, unemployment benefits and 
working hours, we will apply the ordinary least squares 
(OLS) method. Furthermore, we take the logarithms of the 
continuous variables.

The outcomes for the socio-cultural participation are 
binary, and thus, we will apply the Probit model. The out-
comes explored are the attendance to the cinema, attendance 
to live performances, visits to cultural sites, and attendance 
to live sports events, and whether the respondent can receive 
help from neighbors, friends, or relatives. We should notice 
that we will explore two sets of variables based on the data 
availability and the structure of the questionnaire. In the first 

set, the dependent variable takes a value of 1 if the respon-
dent has participated in a specific cultural activity more than 
three times over the last year, and 0 if the respondent has 
participated at most three times, excluding zero participa-
tion. We should notice that receiving help from relatives or 
friends will not be considered in the first set.

In the second set, the dependent variable takes a value of 
1 if the respondent has participated in a specific socio-
cultural activity, and 0 if (s)he has never participated. It is 
critical to highlight that in the 2015 special module on socio-
cultural participation, we also have information about the 
reasons for non-attendance, such as difficulty to afford,  
no relevant activity nearby, and lack of interest. These are 
important reasons to explore the impact of integration poli-
cies, not only on participation but also on the reason for no 
participation. Nevertheless, this information is not recorded 
on the 2006 special module of the EU-SILC, which makes it 
impossible to estimate a DiD framework and explore the 
impact of the integration policies, thus, we exclude this part 
from our analysis.

Following the discussion in the literature review and the 
theoretical framework, the vector includes various individual 
and household characteristics. Moreover, we include area-
NUTS 1 level dummies that allow us to control for unob-
served characteristics at the area level in a more precise way. 
We should notice that our estimates should be treated as  
an intention-to-treat (ITT) since not all eligible respondents 
participate in the integration policies programs. In other 
words, while first-generation immigrants are eligible for the  
program, especially the newcomers, they do not necessarily 
participate in the program since we cannot identify the par-
ticipant and non-participants in the EU-SILC. Therefore, the 
participation rate of the sample employed in the empirical 
work is not 100%.

The empirical analysis relies on data from the European 
Union-Income and Living Conditions Survey (EU-SILC) 
in 2006 and 2015. In particular, we limit our analysis to 
those 2 years since the special module on social and cul-
tural participation was carried out only in 2006 and 2015. 
The EU-SILC is a nationally representative survey of 
individuals and households becoming a reference course 
for comparative statistics in the EU on income distribu-
tion, social exclusion and living conditions. While in our 
study we could have pooled both countries, we prefer to 
explore them individually to pursue a cross-national com-
parative analysis. This setting allows us to highlight the 
possible disparities between natives and immigrants in 
economic integration and cultural participation. In addi-
tion, since we explore two different programs, we aim to 
identify potential differences in their impact on the eco-
nomic and socio-cultural participation outcomes explored. 
More details about the survey, as well as the descriptive 
statistics and the correlation matrix among the variables 
employed in the empirical analysis, are presented in the 
Supplemental Material.
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Empirical Results

In Table 1 we report the DiD estimates for the frequency of 
socio-cultural participation in panels A and the probability  
of socio-cultural participation in panels B for Spain and 
Sweden. In panel A for Spain, we find an insignificant coef-
ficient for the dummy variable treat, indicating there is no 
difference in the frequency in socio-cultural participation 
activities between the treated and control groups in 2006 and 
2015. Regarding the dummy variable post, we find a positive 
and significant coefficient in the regressions of attendance to 
cinema, live performances, and visits to cultural sites but an 
insignificant coefficient is found in the regression of partici-
pation in sports events. This finding indicates that both 

treated and control units participate more often in 2015 com-
pared to 2006.

In panel B for Spain, we find a significant and negative 
coefficient for the dummy variable treat, indicating that first-
generation immigrants are less likely to participate in the 
socio-cultural activities, compared to the control group. 
However, the DiD estimator and in particular, the coefficient 
β3 is insignificant, indicating that there was no difference 
between the treated and control groups in terms of participa-
tion in 2015 compared to 2006. An exception is the ability to 
receive help from relatives, neighbors, and friends, where we 
find a negative coefficient, indicating that the first-genera-
tion immigrants are less able to ask for help compared to the 
control group. This concludes that the integration policies in 

Table 1.  DiD Estimates for Socio-Cultural Participation Using First-Generation Migrants as the Treated Group.

Spain

  Panel A: Frequency of socio-cultural participation

  DV: Cinema DV: Live performances DV: Visits to cultural sites DV: Sport events  

β1 (treat) −.0166 (.0469) −.0834 (.0633) −.0568 (.0572) −.0267 (.0654)  
β2 (post) 1.040*** (.1226) .4559*** (.1041) .8168*** (.1046) .0615 (.1153)  
β3 (treat × post) −.1175* (.0702) .0093 (.0923) .0080 (.0092) −.1377 (.0970)  
No. observations 24,573 18,324 20,783 14,309  
Wald Chi-square 2,400.28 [0.000] 824.50 [0.000] 1,368.18 [0.000] 449.78 [0.000]  

  Panel B: Propensity of socio-cultural participation

  DV: Cinema DV: Live performances DV: Visits to cultural sites DV: Sport events
DV: Help from 
relatives-friends

β1 (treat) −.4264*** (.0327) −.4338*** (.0343) −.2890*** (.0337) −.3083*** (.0348) −.5570*** (.0472)
β2 (post) 1.6436*** (.0487) 1.3900*** (.0438) 1.8011*** (.0444) .7493*** (.0494) .2997*** (.0651)
β3 (treat × post) .0278 (.0496) .0699 (.0515) −.0105 (.0501) .0524 (.0526) −.1906*** (.0681)
No. observations 53,035 53,035 53,035 53,035 52,818
Wald Chi-square 15,168.66 [0.000] 8,257.99 [0.000] 9,185.53 [0.000] 7,088.82 [0.000] 1,443.68 [0.000]

  Sweden

  Panel A: Frequency of socio-cultural participation

  DV: Cinema DV: Live performances DV: Visits to cultural sites DV: Sport events  

β1 (treat) −.2162*** (.0769) .0132 (.0831) −.0523 (.0696) −.0736 (.0897)  
β2 (post) −.1992 (.1595) −.3922*** (.1199) −.5125*** (.1120)  .5192*** (.1220)  
β3 (treat × post) −.0698 (.1065) .0544 (.1142) −.0571 (.0996) .0689 (.1238)  
No. observations 6,858 7,156 7,625 5,645  
Wald Chi-square 268.89 [0.000] 824.50 [0.000] 328.75 [0.000] 173.40 [0.000]  

  Panel B: Propensity of socio-cultural participation

  DV: Cinema DV: Live performances DV: Visits to cultural sites DV: Sport events
DV: Help from 
relatives-friends

β1 (treat) −.4217*** (.0592) −.4098*** (.0564) −.2385*** (.0584) −.3534*** (.0571) −.6337*** (.1005)
β2 (post) −.7024*** (.0852) −.5436*** (.0786) −.8932*** (.0812) −.0112 (.0791) −.2400 (.1652)
β3 (treat × post) .1940** (.0784) −.0607 (.0756) −.0417 (.0775) .0326 (.0774) .1306 (.1302)
No. observations 11,516 11,516 11,516 11,516 11,402
Wald Chi-square 1,965.44 [0.000] 1,066.91 [0.000] 1,251.63 [0.000] 1,134.92 [0.000] 377.71 [0.000]

Note. Robust standard errors in parenthesis, p-values within brackets. *** and ** denote significance at 1% and 5% level. DV = dependent variable.
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Spain were not successful in terms of expanding and strength-
ening the social network and support for the first-generation 
migrants.

We derive similar results in panels A and B in Sweden, 
wherein the majority of the cases, the DiD estimator is insig-
nificant, except for the attendance to the cinema, where we 
find a positive and significant coefficient. This finding 
implies that after the integration policies implementation, the 
probability for first-generation immigrants to attend cinema 
increased in 2015 compared to 2006.

In Tables 2 and 3, we repeat the same regressions as in 
Table 1, but we decompose the estimates by EU and non-
EU migrants. More precisely, in Table 2, we consider as  
the treated group only the EU first-generation migrants, and 
in Table 3, we obtain only the non-EU first-generation 
migrants, while the control group remains the same as in 
Table 1. In this case, we find some interesting results. In 
particular, based on panel B in Spain, the probability for the 
EU migrants to participate in the socio-cultural activities 

we explore is increased, except for the attendance at sports 
events, where we find an insignificant DiD coefficient. 
Regarding the frequency, we find no impact of the policy, 
based on the results in panel A for Spain.

Similarly, in panel A for Sweden in Table 2, we find no 
differences between the EU immigrants and natives 
regarding the frequency of participation, except for atten-
dance to the cinema, where we found a significant positive 
coefficient. This finding implies that following the imple-
mentation of the integration policies in Sweden, EU 
migrants are more likely to attend more often to the cin-
ema. Similarly, we find insignificant DiD coefficients in 
the regressions for the probability of participating in the 
activities explored; however, a negative sign is found in 
the regression for attendance to live performances. This 
shows that the probability for the EU immigrants of par-
ticipating in the particular activity, following the imple-
mentation of the integration policies in Sweden, is 
reduced.

Table 2.  DiD Estimates for Socio-Cultural Participation and EU Migrants Using First-Generation Migrants as the Treated Group.

Spain

  Panel A: Frequency of socio-cultural participation EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events  

β3 (treat × post) −.0122 (.1456) .0029 (.0161) .2227 (.1444) −.0394 (.1928)  
No. observations 23,472 17,746 20,047 13,747  
Wald Chi-square 2,339.78 [0.000] 802.94 [0.000] 1,329.09 [0.000] 440.51 [0.000]  

  Panel B: Propensity of socio-cultural participation EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events
DV: Help from 
relatives-friends

β3 (treat × post) .2701** (.1088) .5197*** (.1054) .2953*** (.1030) .1684 (.1120) .5132*** (.1675)
No. observations 50,355 50,355 50,355 50,355 50,176
Wald Chi-square 14,786.80 [0.000] 7,919.07 [0.000] 8,869.83 [0.000] 6,821.66 [0.000] 1,058.71 [0.000]

  Sweden

  Panel A: Frequency of socio-cultural participation EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events  

β3 (treat × post) .3536* (.1647) .0948 (.1613) −.1367 (.1442) −.0348 (.1936)  
No. observations 6,467 6,845 7,199 5,363  
Wald Chi-square 249.09 [0.000] 222.55 [0.000] 311.12 [0.000] 162.54 [0.000]  

  Panel B: Propensity of socio-cultural participation EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events
DV: Help from 
relatives-friends

β3 (treat × post) .0347 (.1203) −.1988* (.1157) −.1255 (.1208) .0490 (.1181) .2186 (.2493)
No. observations 10,704 10,704 10,704 10,704 10,338
Wald Chi-square 1,821.34 [0.000] 819.35 [0.000] 1,118.85 [0.000] 1,036.74 [0.000] 210.50 [0.000]

Note. Robust standard errors in parenthesis, p-values within brackets, ***, **, and * denote significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% level. DV = dependent variable.
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The results in Table 3 differ, highlighting the differences 
in the socio-cultural participation between the EU and non-
EU immigrants and between the two countries explored. In 
particular, in Spain, we find a negative impact of the integra-
tion policies on the probability for non-EU migrants to par-
ticipate in cinema and sports events. On the other hand, we 
find no difference in the propensity to participate in panel B 
in Spain, except for the ability to ask for help from neigh-
bors, friends and relatives, where we find a negative impact. 
Therefore, we conclude that there are some notable differ-
ences in the policies’ impact on socio-cultural participation, 
which varies by the region of origin countries. Thus, while 
there is no impact on the frequency of participation for the 
EU migrants in Spain, we find a negative impact on non-EU 
migrants’ frequency of participation. Furthermore, in panel 
B for Spain in Table 2, we found that the policies had a posi-
tive effect on the propensity of the EU migrants to participate 
in various socio-cultural activities, while we found no effect 
on the non-EU migrants’ participation. Moreover, we find 

that the ability of the non-EU migrants in Spain to ask for 
help from relatives and friends is reduced, compared to the 
ability of EU migrants who have experienced an increase.

The results in Sweden can be characterized as more 
homogeneous, as overall, we find no impact of the integra-
tion policies, with few exceptions. In particular, we find no 
effect on the non-EU migrants’ frequency of participation, 
based on panel B in Sweden and Table 3, while we found a 
negative impact on the EU migrants’ attendance to live per-
formances. On the other hand, we find a positive effect on 
the probability of non-EU migrants attending the cinema. 
We should notice that in Tables 2 and 3 we report only the 
estimates of the coefficient of principal interest, the DiD 
estimator, which is the coefficient β3 of the interaction term 
treat × post. Furthermore, the number of observations in  
the regression of the ability to request help from relatives 
and friends differ from the other socio-cultural participation 
regressions, as fewer respondents have replied to this 
question.

Table 3.  DiD Estimates for Frequency of Participation and non-EU Migrants Using First-Generation Migrants as the Treated Group.

Spain

  Panel A: Frequency of socio-cultural participation non-EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events  

β3 (treat × post) −.1291* (.0696) .0198 (.1112) −.0635 (.0978) −.1844* (.1151)  
No. observations 24,209 18,058 20,449 14,121  
Wald Chi-square 2,397.32 [0.000] 820.82 [0.000] 1,357.32 [0.000] 438.20 [0.000]  

  Panel B: Propensity of socio-cultural participation non-EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events
DV: Help from 

relatives

β3 (treat × post) −.0125 (.0553) −.0364 (.0593) −.0548 (.0577) .0329 (.0593) −.3102*** (.0755)
No. observations 52,215 52,215 52,215 52,215 51,987
Wald Chi-square 15,047.74 [0.000] 8,187.33 [0.000] 9,071.80 [0.000] 7,043.70 [0.000] 1,394.92 [0.000]

  Sweden

  Panel A: Frequency of socio-cultural participation non-EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events  

β3 (treat × post) .1150 (.1342) .0203 (.1553) −.0207 (.1339) .1147 (.1565)  
No. observations 6,599 6,884 7,300 5,458  
Wald Chi-square 259.14 [0.000] 219.07 [0.000] 319.72 [0.000] 116.72 [0.000]  

  Panel B: Propensity of socio-cultural participation non-EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events
DV: Help from 
relatives-friends

β3 (treat × post) .2847*** (.0971) .0146 (.0955) −.0011 (.0096) .0094 (.0097) .1130 (.1478)
No. observations 10,985 10,985 10,985 10,985 10,875
Wald Chi-square 1,860.49 [0.000] 993.75 [0.000] 1,180.30 [0.000] 1,037.33 [0.000] 384.75 [0.000]

Note. Robust standard errors in parenthesis, p-values within brackets, *** and * denote significance at 1% and 10% level. DV = dependent variable.
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In Table 4, we report the estimates for the economic inte-
gration and both EU and non-EU migrants in panel A for 
Spain and panel B for Sweden. In panels C and D, we repeat 
the estimates for Spain and Sweden, considering in the 
treated group only the EU migrants, and in panels E and F, 
we report the DiD estimates when the treated group com-
prises the non-EU first-generation immigrants. We should 
notice that the number of observations differs across the eco-
nomic integration regressions, depending on whether the 
respondents participate in the labor market and thus earn a 
wage, while the number of observations also differs, as some 
respondents have not replied. Finally, for the unemployment 
benefits regression, the number of observations is signifi-
cantly lower since few individuals can be eligible to claim 
this type of social benefit.

In panel A for Spain we find a positive and significant 
coefficient β1 in the regressions of unemployed and working 
hours, showing that treated units work more hours on aver-
age and are more likely to be unemployed. Coefficient β1 
becomes negative in the wages and the supervisory role con-
tract regressions, indicating that the treated units earn less 
and are less likely to be employed as supervisors. Regarding 
the unemployment benefits and the probability of being 
employed in a permanent job, the insignificant coefficient β1 
shows there is no difference between treated and control 
groups on average in terms of claiming the unemployment 
benefits and being employed in a permanent job. The inter-
pretation of the dummy variable post is the same with Tables 
1 to 3. In this case, we find a negative and significant coef-
ficient in the unemployed regression, implying that in 2015 
the probability of being unemployed is lower compared to 
2006, while it becomes insignificant in the unemployment 
benefits regression. On the other hand, the positive sign in 
the remaining regressions shows that both treated and con-
trol groups have experienced on average an increase in 
wages, working hours, the probability of being employed in 
a permanent job and a job requiring supervisory duties.

When we decompose the DiD estimates by EU and non-
EU migrants, we find no impact of the policies in Spain and 
the economic integration outcomes for the EU migrants, 
while the negative effect on the probability of being employed 
is present in the sample of the non-EU first-generation immi-
grants. Similarly, the positive impact of the integration poli-
cies on the permanent contract we found in panel D of Table 
4 refers to the EU first-generation immigrants, while it 
becomes insignificant in the case of the non-EU immigrants 
in Sweden. Therefore, based on the findings in Tables 1 to 4, 
we conclude that overall the integration policies explored 
had an impact in specific cases of the socio-cultural partici-
pation and economic integration outcomes explored but we 
conclude that EU migrants in Spain present a higher degree 
of integration and participation in socio-cultural activities, 
compared to the non-EU migrants. On the other hand, we 
find an integration of both EU and non-EU migrants in 
Sweden. However, this can be the result of the migrants’ 

ethnic background and country of origin, and it is one of the 
critical limitations of this study, discussed in the next 
section.

In Table 5, we report the estimates for the socio-cultural 
participation using the second treated group, which is the 
first-generation migrants who moved in 2005 and after. The 
control group in this case, as we have described in the meth-
odology section, is not the same as in Tables 1 to 4. More 
precisely, it consists of natives and second-generation, and 
other than first-generation migrants, and also comprises both 
EU and non-EU first-generation migrants who have moved 
in the host countries before 2005. Regarding the estimates in 
panel A for the probability of participation in socio-cultural 
activities in Spain, we find no impact of the policies. On the 
other hand, we find a negative effect on the ability to ask for 
help from relatives and friends. However, when we decom-
pose the estimates by the EU first-generation immigrants in 
panel B and non-EU first-generation immigrants in panel C, 
we find that the negative impact on the ability to ask for help 
is present in the sample of the non-EU migrants in Spain. 
Regarding the integration policies in Sweden and panels D to 
F, we find no impact on the socio-cultural activities partici-
pation, except for attendance in live sports events and the 
ability to ask for help from relatives and friends, which are 
both reduced. Hence, we observe that the integration policies 
in Spain and Sweden, when we consider the second treated 
group and the newcomers, are not effective or have a nega-
tive impact.

In Table 6, we report the estimates for the economic inte-
gration, using the second treated group, as in Table 5. The 
results in panel A show that the integration policies did not 
affect most of the economic outcomes explored. An excep-
tion is the probability of being employed in a permanent job 
and in a job requiring supervisory duties, where we find a 
negative effect in the sample of the non-EU first-generation 
immigrants. This finding is interesting, as the results show 
no effect of the integration policies implemented in Spain 
when we consider the migrants who have moved to Spain 
after 2004. Furthermore, we find a negative impact on the 
outcomes mentioned earlier for the non-EU immigrants, 
while the level of unemployment benefits is lower when we 
consider the non-EU migrants. However, in this case, we 
cannot explicitly conclude whether it is a positive impact or 
not. For instance, on the one hand, it may imply that non-EU 
migrants are less likely to request unemployment benefits, 
which may indicate a lower burden for the public finances of 
the host country. On the other hand, the lower level of unem-
ployment benefits may imply that non-EU migrants are fac-
ing inequalities, which can be associated to lower wages or 
being non-eligible to claim those benefits.

In panel D, we report the estimates for Sweden, where we 
find a negative impact of the policy on employment, indicat-
ing that the probability of being unemployed is higher fol-
lowing the implementation of the policy. Furthermore, the 
results vary when we distinguish the estimates by EU and 



Giovanis and Akdede	 11

non-EU migrants. More specifically, for the EU migrants, we 
find a negative impact of the policies on the probability of 
being unemployed and working in a permanent job, while 
non-EU migrants are more likely to be unemployed and earn 
less. The main concluding remarks for both countries show 
that the policies were not effective and they even had a nega-
tive impact in the case of EU and non-EU migrants’ socio-
cultural and economic outcomes in Sweden.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study has attempted to investigate the impact of the 
integration policies implemented in Spain and Sweden on 
labor outcomes and participation in various socio-cultural 
activities. Overall, the results show that the policies were 
ineffective while they had a positive impact on the estab-
lished EU migrants in Spain, but a negative effect on non-EU 

Table 4.  DiD Estimates for Economic Integration using First-Generation Migrants as the Treated Group.

Panel A: Spain

  DV: Unemployed DV: Wage
DV: Unemployment 

benefits DV: Working hours
DV: Permanent 

contract
DV: Supervisory 

role contract

β1 (treat) .1434*** (.0353) −.0969** (.0396) −.0037 (.0632) .0227* (.0132) −.0350 (.0403) −.1323*** (.0507)
β2 (post) −.4477*** (.0549) .5601*** (.0932) .2868 (.2330) .1174*** (.0416) .3505*** (.0524) .8456*** (.0707)
β3 (treat × post) .0597 (.0620) .0715 (.0467) −.1407 (.1092) .0220 (.0172) −.2561*** (.0611) .0565 (.0756)
No. observations 53,035 22,927 5,342 23,551 35,409 36,113
Wald Chi-square 4,617.97 [0.000] 8,182.03 [0.000] 5,056.45 [0.000]
R2 .2915 .0981 .1996  

  Panel B: Sweden

  DV: Unemployed DV: Wage
DV: Unemployment 

benefits DV: Working hours
DV: Permanent 

contract
DV: Supervisory 

role

β1 (treat) .1932** (.0946) .0302 (.0682) .1161 (.2133) −.0060 (.0187) −.2606*** (.0820) −.0511 (.0812)
β2 (post) .1276 (.2140) −.2746 (.3661) −1.4523*** (.3470) .0759 (.1435) −.1044 (.1484) −.0266 (.1146)
β3 (treat × post) .0721 (.1291) −.1016 (.0991) .0254 (.0241) .0020 (.0268) .1861* (.1103) −.0190 (.1124)
No. observations 11,507 7,750 912 6,758 9,430 9,411
Wald Chi-square 484.81 [0.000] 1,175.29 [0.000] 1,390.58 [0.000]
R2 .1576 .1269 .1468  

  Panel C: Spain EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) .0129 (.1470) .0320 (.0936) .0200 (.2675) −.0058 (.0332) −.1062 (.1367) .1524 (.1459)
No. observations 50,355 21,449 4,946 22,121 33,473 34,113
Wald Chi-square 4,274.89 [0.000] 7,668.62 [0.000] 4,815.02 [0.000]
R2 .2986 .1001 .2015  

  Panel D: Sweden EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) .0210 (.2305) −.0394 (.1503) −.0715 (.4582) −.0050 (.0396) .3177** (.1506) −.1299 (.1587)
No. observations 10,681 7,263 790 6,290 8,826 8,806
Wald Chi-square 414.81 [0.000] 1,085.31 [0.000] 1,323.76 [0.000]
R2 .1622 .1421 .1579  

  Panel E: Spain non-EU migrants

  DV: Unemployed DV: Wage
DV: Unemployment 

benefits DV: Working hours
DV: Permanent 

contract
DV: Supervisory 

role contract

β3 (treat × post) .0536 (.0681) .0838 (.0540) −.1970* (.1106) .0261 (.0200) −.2636*** (.0688) .0499 (.0888)
No. observations 52,215 22,490 5,219 23,120 34,811 35,494
Wald Chi-square 4,543.44 [0.000] 8,044.47 [0.000] 4,959.14 [0.000]
R2 .2930 .1019 .1983  

  Panel F: Sweden non-EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) .0710 (.1487) −.1435 (.1265) .0668 (.2668) .0046 (.0361) .1177 (.2005) .0482 (.1533)
No. observations 10,976 7,452 872 6,493 8,991 8,975
Wald Chi-square 472.75 [0.000] 1,144.71 [0.000] 1,335.02 [0.000]
R2 .1572 .1272 .1509  

Note. Robust standard errors in parenthesis, p-values within brackets, ***, **, and * denote significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% level. DV = dependent variable.



12	 SAGE Open

migrants’ economic and socio-cultural integration. These 
findings can be associated with the integration policies in 
Spain discussed in a previous section, where according to 
MIPEX, labor market mobility, family reunification, anti-
discrimination, and education are slightly or halfway favor-
able for the non-EU migrants.

In Sweden, we found a weak impact, as in most cases, the 
policies were unsuccessful, implying that they had no impact, 
except for very few cultural activities, such as attendance at 
the cinema. The results confirm the first hypothesis, where 
migrants are less likely to participate or participate less fre-
quently in most of the socio-cultural activities. Furthermore, 
they are more likely to be employed in a temporary job and 
earn less than natives. However, integration policies in 
Spain have increased the participation of EU migrants in 

socio-cultural activities, and the probability of being 
employed in a permanent job in Sweden.

The demographic and socio-economic characteristics of 
the three sets discussed in the conceptual framework present 
the expected relationships to the socio-cultural activities and 
economic outcomes. In particular, women are more likely to 
participate in the activities explored, except for men who 
participate more often in sports events (Giovanis, 2020). 
Age, marriage, and widowhood are negatively related to 
participation that be explained by the time limitations due to 
work and childcare obligations for married people, health 
problems for the old-aged respondents, and financial con-
straints, as well as health problems for the widowed 
(Bertacchini et  al., 2021; Falk & Katz-Gerro, 2016; 
Giovanis, 2020). Concerning the sets of human capital and 

Table 5.  DiD Estimates for Socio-Cultural Participation using First-Generation Migrants Moved in 2005 as the Treated Group.

Spain

  Panel A: Propensity of socio-cultural participation EU and non-EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events
DV: Help from 

relatives

β3 (treat × post) −.0106 (.0975) −.0942 (.1007) −.0918 (.1003) .0771 (.1074) −.6249*** (.1566)
No. observations 53,035 53,035 53,035 53,035 52,818
Wald Chi-square 15,074.48 [0.000] 8,089.37 [0.000] 9,119.75 [0.000] 7,001.18 [0.000] 1,385.14 [0.000]

  Panel B: Propensity of socio-cultural participation EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) .2319 (.1722) .1326 (.1670) .0812 (.1615) .1551 (.1875) −.0920 (.3478)
No. observations 50,355 50,355 50,355 50,355 50,176
Wald Chi-square 14,784.96 [0.000] 7,876.29 [0.000] 8,861.25 [0.000] 6,807.57 [0.000] 1,001.87 [0.000]

  Panel C: Propensity of socio-cultural participation non-EU migrants

  DV: Going to cinema
DV: Going to Live 

performances
DV: Visits to cultural 

sites DV: Sport events
DV: Help from 
relatives-friends

β3 (treat × post) −.0299 (.1207) −.0174 (.1339) −.0165 (.1355) .0972 (.1334) −.6574*** (.1769)
No. observations 52,215 52,215 52,215 52,215 51,987
Wald Chi-square 14,948.41 [0.000] 8,054.59 [0.000] 9,006.85 [0.000] 6,965.60 [0.000] 6,965.60 [0.000]

  Sweden

  Panel D: Propensity of socio-cultural participation EU and non-EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) −.1019 (.3241) −.1206 (.1953) −.0868 (.3214) −.6169** (.3061) −1.8856*** (.1455)
No. observations 11,516 11,516 11,516 11,516 11,402
Wald Chi-square 1,925.09 [0.000] 1,029.22 [0.000] 1,240.27 [0.000] 1,103.59 [0.000] 1,255.78 [0.000]

  Panel E: Propensity of socio-cultural participation EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) −.2195 (.4125) −.1494 (.3756) −.0011 (.0096) −.3949 (.3947) −1.5697*** (.2162)
No. observations 10,704 10,704 10,704 10,704 10,338
Wald Chi-square 1,817.10 [0.000] 814.99 [0.000] 1,119.14 [0.000] 1,029.47 [0.000] 884.32 [0.000]

  Panel F: Propensity of socio-cultural participation non-EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) .3971 (.5077) .1446 (.4735) .1093 (.4753) −.9001** (.4390) −1.9646*** (.2575)
No. observations 10,985 10,985 10,985 10,985 10,875
Wald Chi-square 1,810.52 [0.000] 954.50 [0.000] 1,161.61 [0.000] 1,010.35 [0.000] 522.75 [0.000]

Note. Robust standard errors in parenthesis, p-values within brackets, *** and ** denote significance at 1% and 5% level. DV = dependent variable.
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economic-financial capital, we find a positive relationship 
between income, education level and participation, while 
those with poor health conditions and the deprived house-
holds report lower levels of participation (Falk & Katz-
Gerro, 2016; Giovanis, 2020). Similarly, more educated 
people with good health conditions are more likely to be 
employed in permanent jobs and have higher earning poten-
tial. The findings confirm the second and third hypotheses. 

However, due to space limitations, we provide more details 
and further discussion in the Supplemental Material.

The study fills the gaps in two ways. First, to the best of 
our knowledge, it is the first study examining the impact of 
the particular integration policies in Spain and Sweden on 
various economic and labor outcomes. Second, the study 
aimed to contribute by exploring the role of those policies 
in the participation in various socio-cultural activities. In 

Table 6.  DiD Estimates for Economic Integration using First-Generation Migrants Moved in 2005 as the Treated Group.

Spain

  Panel A: EU and non-EU migrants

  DV: Unemployed DV: Wage

DV: 
Unemployment 

benefits
DV: Working 

hours
DV: Permanent 

contract
DV: Supervisory 

role contract

β3 (treat × post) .0846 (.1107) −.0303 (.1043) −.2399 (.1811) .0335 (.0337) −.4621*** (.1203) −.3253** (.1306)
No. observations 53,035 22,927 5,342 23,551 35,409 36,113
Wald Chi-square 4,572.63 [0.000] 8,175.98 [0.000] 5,044.30 [0.000]
R2 .2912 .0981 .1995  

  Panel B: EU migrants

  DV: Unemployed DV: Wage

DV: 
Unemployment 

benefits
DV: Working 

hours
DV: Permanent 

contract
DV: Supervisory 

role

β3 (treat × post) −.0632 (.2141) −.1663 (.1533) .0356 (.0962) −.0544 (.0385) −.2513 (.2261) .0134 (.2219)
No. observations 50,355 21,449 4,946 22,121 33,473 34,113
Wald Chi-square 4,271.90 [0.000] 7,671.18 [0.000] 4,812.68 [0.000]
R2 .2986 .0999 .2016  

  Panel C: non-EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) .1101 (.1320) .0964 (.1393) −.3303* (.1748) .0756 (.0495) −.4846*** (.1448) −.4511*** (.1616)
No. observations 52,215 22,490 5,219 23,120 34,811 35,494
Wald Chi-square 4,496.79 [0.000] 8,035.40 [0.000] 4,950.24 [0.000]
R2 .2927 .1020 .1982  

  Sweden

  Panel D: EU and non-EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) 3.5420*** (.1954) −.0776 (.3579) .1380 (.1216) −.1767 (.1222) .2678 (.7111) −.1237 (.4347)
No. observations 11,507 7,750 912 6,758 9,430 9,411
Wald Chi-square 887.16 [0.000] 1,167.87 [0.000] 1,391.69 [0.000]
R2 .1576 .1265 .1470  

  Panel E: EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) 3.3086*** (.2636) .5607 (.3722) −.0446 (.1759) −.0111 (.0250) −4.0894*** (.3003) −.1494 (.5329)
No. observations 10,681 7,263 790 6,290 8,826 8,806
Wald Chi-square 666.60 [0.000] 1,308.67 [0.000] 1,324.02 [0.000]
R2 .1622 .1421 .1579  

  Panel F: non-EU migrants

β3 (treat × post) 3.0966*** (.2013) −.6930* (.3553) .2212 (.1498) −.1847 (.1206) 1.1040 (.7924) .0562 (.0470)
No. observations 10,976 7,452 872 6,493 8,991 8,975
Wald Chi-square 1,073.32 [0.000] 1,131.02 [0.000] 1,336.70 [0.000]
R2 .1571 .1264 .1510  

Note. Robust standard errors in parenthesis, p-values within brackets, ***, **, and * denote significance at 1%, 5%, and 10% level. DV = dependent variable.



14	 SAGE Open

particular, as we have discussed in the previous section, pre-
vious studies mainly explore language proficiency, citizen-
ship, religiosity, trust in public institutions, and a set of 
economic and labor market indicators, as measures of inte-
gration. Our study aims to explore an alternative sphere of 
social life that includes various socio-cultural activities.

The theoretical, practical, and policy implications derived 
from the results of this study are several. First, the findings 
show that integration policies may increase the participation 
in socio-cultural activities and improve the economic and 
labor outcomes of EU migrants compared to the non-EU 
migrants. However, when we focus on the newcomers we 
find that integration policies do not improve the economic 
outcomes and do not affect the participation in socio-cultural 
activities, compared to the first-generation migrants who 
have moved before 2005. This finding is potentially related 
to the length of residence since integration is by its nature a 
long-term process, may require more years of residence for 
the immigrants to be successfully integrated, such as acquir-
ing employment skills and language proficiency. Furthermore, 
the findings highlight the differences in the effects of the 
integration policies across different groups of migrants. 
Identifying and recognizing those differences, policymakers 
may focus on the roots causing this differential impact and 
implement policies reducing these inequalities.

Second, the findings highlight the significant role of health, 
education, and income in participation in socio-cultural activi-
ties and labor outcomes. Furthermore, the findings show there 
are high and persistent gender-wage and age-wage gaps imply-
ing that women and old-aged people earn less and are more 
likely to be discriminated against in the labor market. Education, 
followed by employment status, income, and health conditions, 
has the highest impact on socio-cultural participation and labor 
outcomes. The second point to highlight is that socio-cultural 
participation is influenced more by acquired status, such as 
education, employment status, and income, than by ascribed 
attributes like gender and age. This research emphasizes the 
importance of the factors that drive socio-cultural participation 
and its frequency and could provide policymakers with useful 
insights. Therefore, policy intervention appears to be more suc-
cessful in modifying the impact of acquired status factors on 
socio-cultural participation and labor outcomes than ascribed 
status characteristics such as gender and age.

Third, earlier studies provide evidence that socio-cultural 
participation may improve the well-being, and especially the 
well-being of migrants, which can further enhance their inte-
gration into the host society (Giovanis, 2021). The promo-
tion of integration may in turn lead to economic integration 
since the improvement of life satisfaction, happiness, and 
psychological well-being improves productivity and contrib-
utes to human development (Isham et al., 2020). Thus, the 
findings of this study may provide feedback and insights 
about the implementation of integration policies and their 
potential role in well-being. Furthermore, Ahuvia (2002) 
found that people in developed countries report higher levels 

of subjective well-being compared to developing and less 
developed countries. However, when it comes to the com-
parison of people within the developed countries, income is 
not the primary driver of well-being. This finding may show 
that other factors, such as social networks, friendships, and 
participation in various social and cultural activities may 
enhance well-being.

Overall, there are various unobserved factors in our 
empirical work, such as citizenship rights, potential discrimi-
nation in the labor market, and natives’ perception of 
migrants. Nonetheless, governments, local authorities, and 
other organizations in the host countries should design and 
implement integration policies that encourage the participa-
tion of immigrants in socio-cultural activities, which in turn 
may enhance well-being.

However, this study is not without limitations, and these 
mainly rely on data unavailability. The first major limitation 
is that the EU-SILC does not record information about the 
migrant’s country of origin, ethnic, racial, and religious 
background. Therefore, we cannot identify any discrepancy 
due to the potential discrimination toward race, ethnicity, or 
religion. The second major limitation is that the social-par-
ticipation modules are available only in 2 years, and the data 
structure is cross-sectional. Having a panel dataset allows us 
to follow the same individual across the time and to control 
for omitted variable bias and unobserved heterogeneity by 
applying fixed-effects models. The third limitation is that we 
consider second-generation immigrants and possibly third 
and higher-order generations in the same sample as the native 
populations. Hence, the results should be treated with cau-
tion; however, these generations may present more similari-
ties with the natives because since their birth, and throughout 
their childhood, adulthood, and in the workplace, are exposed 
to the political and socio-cultural norms of the host country 
(Angelini et  al., 2015; Dustmann et  al., 2012; Giovanis, 
2020).

As we have mentioned earlier, the sample of migrants 
refers to regular migrants and not refugees. Furthermore, in 
line with the information about migrants’ ethnicity and coun-
try of origin recorded, future applications can investigate the 
impact of policies on refugees too. This also applies to 
migrants who have completed a tertiary education level, and 
especially refugees, whose qualifications are not recognized 
and thus, cannot compete with natives in the labor market, or 
they may displace natives in low-skilled jobs. Another inter-
esting aspect is the socio-economic and demographic back-
ground of the parents. Exploring the age, educational 
attainment, professional class, and wealth of the parents, 
future research studies may also identify potential intergen-
erational transmission on labor outcomes and the participa-
tion in socio-cultural activities.
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