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Abstract 
 

This essay studies the immigrant’s probability to participate in social assistance compared 

to natives and if there any assimilation effect. A linear probability model is used to get 

the result. The result show that immigrant have a higher likelihood of participating in 

social assistance compared to natives. The result shows that the probability differs 

between regions of birth and between refugees and non-refugees, with a higher 

probability for immigrants from the Middle east and refugees. Previous Swedish studies 

have not added language skill in Swedish to their models but in this essay, language skill 

in Swedish variable is included, it shows that the probability reduces if the immigrants 

know Swedish. 

There is no assimilation effect on immigrants as a group but there is evidence of 

assimilation when immigrant gets divided into regions, education level and refugees. 
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1. Introduction 

 

The main objective of this essay is to analyze immigrant’s participation in social 

assistance. Are immigrants over-represented in social assistance participation compared 

to natives? If so, what will happen over time when the immigrant continues live in 

Sweden. If they use more social assistance or if they use less social assistance. That will 

say if they assimilated out or in to the social benefit system. 

The research question is relevant now because of the increased number of immigrants 

applying for a residence permit between 2000-2016 compared to 1983-1999. According 

to the Swedish migration agency the number of individuals who got granted a residence 

permit increased from 596 132 during 1983-1999 to 1,493,364 during 2000-2016. This 

means that out of the total number of individuals that got granted a residence permit, 70 

percent got it between 2000-2016 and 30 percent got it between 1983-1999 

(Migrationsverket 2018). 

It’s not only the increases in the number of migrants that makes this topic interesting, but 

also the cost that the government and tax payers must pay for. Socialstyrelsen is a state 

agency that works under the social department. The statistics that they have uploaded 

about the financial aid that has been paid out to households with foreign background 

between 1990-2016. Between 1990 to 1999 the amount of money that was paid out in 

financial aid was roughly 68,9 million SEK and it is almost the same between 2000 to 

2010, 68.8 million SEK. But from 2010 to 2016 the amount of money increased to 70.5 

million SEK.  

An explanation to this may be that the number of individuals that got a residence permit 

increased significantly after 2010 as we can see from the statistics of people getting 

granted a residence permit. The financial aid includes the introduction benefits, it is easy 

to understand that if the number of migrants is increasing the introduction benefits will 

increase (Socialstyrelsen 2017). 

 

There have been previous studies on this subject in Sweden by Mats Hammarstedt (2009), 

where he looked at the assimilation effect and immigrant’s participation on social 

assistance. Another study made by Hansen and Lofstrom (2003) studies the assimilation 

and immigrant´s participation in welfare programs.  
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Previous Swedish studies have not included language skill in Swedish as a human capital 

variable. The contribution this essay will have to the subject is that language skill in 

Swedish will be included as a human capital variable. 

The data that will be used in this essay comes from European social survey and four 

surveys that was collected between 2010 to 2016 on individuals from Sweden. The 

method that will be used is a linear probability following Mats Hammarstedt’s (2009) 

paper.  

The remaining chapters are organized as follows. The second section will present the 

theoretical framework and a literature review on previous studies. The third is an 

explanation on social welfare, the fourth section is the empirical model and data, the fifth 

section is the result, the sixth section is the discussion and the seventh is the conclusion. 

 

2. Literature review 

2.1 Theoretical Framework 

 

In this section we will explain for why immigrants tend to use social assistance more than 

natives.  

 

In the past a number of theoretical explanations has been provided as to why immigrants 

are more likely to receive social assistance than natives. The first explanation is based on 

theories of transferability of human capital. Chiswick and Miller (2009) argue that when 

an immigrant arrives to a new country their human capital that they have obtained from 

the origin country is irrelevant. For example, employers can have difficulties determining 

the quality of a foreign school degree and have a tough time link that to productivity. 

Because of these difficulties the employer faces the immigrant can lose the opportunity 

to get a work income and must rely on social assistance. as the immigrant continue to live 

in Sweden they can take a couple of classes at a Swedish university to prove that the 

quality is genuine. Another non-transferable human capital is language skill. Depending 

on which country the immigrant moves from and to, language skill can have an impact 

on the likelihood of receiving social assistance. For example, an immigrant that move to 

Sweden can have a tough time on the labor market because he or she does not have 

language skill in Swedish and must rely on social assistance rather than a work income. 

Another human capital that is non-transferable is Job-specific training. Chiswick (1978) 
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argue that when an immigrant arrive they can have job-specific training that was specific 

for their origin country. because of this the immigrant will be less attractive compared to 

natives that have the job-specific training to employers. The immigrant can start a job-

training program to be the same as natives, but it will take time. Natives will not face any 

of these difficulties because of the employer will have knowledge about the schools in 

Sweden, job-specific training and they will have the ability to speak Swedish. Immigrants 

characteristics affects the probability to receive social assistance. Chiswick (1978) 

pointed out that education have an effect, for every extra year of schooling will increase 

the earnings which means that the immigrants doesn’t have to rely on social assistance. 

Blau (1984) pointed out that age have an effect on the probability of receiving social 

assistance, the probability will be lower for immigrants that are young (18-44) compared 

to immigrants that are older (44>). 

The structure of the immigrant household can affect the need for social assistance. 

Riphahn (2004) argue that the way the structure of the household is, the need for social 

assistance varies among families with a foreign background. Families with children might 

need to rely on social assistance to cover the expenses. A family that is married might not 

need to rely on social assistance because there are more people in the family that have an 

income or social assistance can be a reliable source of income. 

One explanation for why immigrants does not need to rely on social assistance is language 

proficiency. Raijman (2014) argue that language proficiency can be an investment for 

immigrants to have a better chance in the labor market. The assimilation process will be 

a much faster process if the immigrant starts learning the new country language prior to 

the move or when they arrive. For example, learning the ability to speak Swedish can 

send out a signal to employers and immigrants can come closer to the attractiveness that 

a native has when they are applying for a job. By having language proficiency in the new 

country can help immigrant to have a work income rather than to rely on social assistance. 

Another theory is that immigrants face discrimination in the labor market. Borjas (2016) 

have studied this matter in his book. An immigrant faces different discrimination factors, 

it can be employer taste-based discrimination which means that the employer think that 

an immigrant has a higher cost when hiring them, so they will not hire immigrants unless 

the cost is lower than the cost would be if they hired a native. When they calculate the 

wage that the immigrant would have they add a discrimination coefficient which will be 

between 0 to 1. Another sort of discrimination is statistical discrimination. That means 
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the employer believe that all immigrants are the same. The employer might have had 

previous encounter with immigrants that didn’t do a decent job. The employer will treat 

the immigrants the same which means that because they have a foreign background, they 

will face difficulties to acquire a job. They then must rely on social assistance as an 

income. But as the immigrant continue to live in Sweden they can gain knowledge about 

companies that doesn´t care if the individual has a foreign background and be able to 

apply for a job. The immigrant can also gain knowledge about specific location where 

they can lice and be less exposed to discrimination (Borjas 2016. P. 364-378).  

When immigrants arrive to a new country they do not have the knowledge necessary to 

integrate at arrival. But Chiswick (1978) argue that when immigrants continue to live in 

Sweden they will acquire knowledge about the labor market, the language that is spoken 

and other investments that are necessary to acquire a job. This is something that natives 

don´t face and will have it easier to find a job instead of using social assistance as income. 

It is also argued that that immigrants that arrived in more recent years can have a lower 

probability to receive social assistance compared to natives than immigrants that arrived 

in the 20th century.  

Companies in the 21st century that doesn’t discriminate can find it more profitable to hire 

immigrants, they can have more focus on international business which suits immigrants 

better. The skill level on immigrants can varies for when the immigrants arrives, one 

cohort of immigrants can have a different skill level than immigrants arriving in another 

cohort (Borjas and Trejo 1991). 

2.2 Literature review  

 

This section will include previous studies on welfare benefit programs from Sweden 

and other countries. 

 

Blau (1984) studies the differences between immigrants and natives and he show in the 

beginning of his paper that male immigrants have a higher probability of participation in 

welfare programs. The purpose of his paper is to understand why there are a difference 

between immigrants and natives for using different welfare benefit programs. He found 

that immigrant family both with only a male and a female have a higher payment from 

welfare benefit programs than natives have. But he finds that immigrants don’t put any 
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burden on the welfare system in the United States after accounts for age differences 

between immigrants and natives. 

This study has been criticized by Borjas and Trejo (1991) because Blau (1984) uses one 

cross-section when he investigated the propensity to receive welfare benefits. When Blau 

(1984) used one cross-section, he cannot sort out any cohort effects or aging effects. 

Borjas and Trejo (1991) use two cross-sections to allocate if there are any cohort effects. 

Borjas and Trejo (1991) did a study on immigrant´s participation in the United States 

welfare system, using two different censuses, 1970 and 1980. Early in their paper they 

state that United states can be a welfare magnet. They argue that the individuals that have 

the highest probability of using welfare benefits will move to the United States just 

because they have a more generously welfare system. Borjas and Trejo (1991) focused 

on finding a result in cohort effects, if there were any differences due to which country 

the immigrant came from and to see if there was any assimilation effect, meaning if the 

welfare participation over time changed. They first check the difference between natives 

and immigrants on participation in welfare benefit programs and then see the changes in 

different age groups. After collecting information on immigrants and natives, it made it 

possible to look at cohort effects. 

The conclusion they made was that there were four findings that stood out. The first one 

was that they found cohort effects that showed that immigrants that has arrived early are 

less likely to use welfare benefits compared to those immigrants that arrive later.  

The second finding was that immigrants assimilates into welfare which means that the 

longer they have stayed in the country the higher the probability that they use welfare 

benefits.  

The third result they got was that the participation in the welfare system was different 

depending on immigrant origin. The participation rates could have a range of 10 percent 

to 30 percent depending on which country the immigrant came from. They found that 

immigrants from Asia and south America increased the participation rate more than 

immigrants from Europe. The fourth result was that immigrants that have arrived later 

increased the cost of welfare benefits program more than earlier arrived immigrants which 

can be seen in figure 1, more recent immigrants use welfare benefits program more than 

immigrants that arrived earlier. 
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Figure 1 

   

Source: Borjas and Trejo 1991 

 

Another study with focus on immigration and welfare benefits in Sweden was made by 

Hansen and Lofstrom (2003). Hansen and Lofstrom (2003) focused on two questions that 

they try to solve, the first one is why immigrants have a bigger share of welfare use 

compared to natives and if it is due to how old the immigrant are, if the family is the 

reason for it, if it is due to which education the immigrant has or if its due to that all 

immigrants are just simple different to each other. 

The second question is about the effect immigration has on the cost of welfare programs 

have over time. They want to see if the probability that an immigrant use welfare benefits 

will change over time as they have spent more time in their new country. 

The authors used data from the data set LINDA, it consists of information on individuals 

and member is the household. The sample contained over 300 000 individuals with age 

between 18 and 65. Why they didn’t choose any younger or older is because they want to 

look at the one family member who had an income. Which the LINDA set couldn’t 

supply, instead they let it be everyone in the sample.  

To examine the use of welfare the authors investigate why household is using welfare 

benefits program. 

The result they find is that immigrants use welfare benefits more than natives, they also 

look at individual that can be characteristic as refugee and nonrefugee and between them 

they find that refugees use welfare benefits more than what nonrefugees do.  
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They find that immigrants use less welfare benefits the longer they have stayed in 

Sweden. The difference between refugees and nonrefugees is that refugees tend to reduce 

their welfare use faster than what nonrefugees do. But they do not reach the same level 

as natives do.  

Another study from Sweden with focus on unemployment compensation was made by 

Hammarstedt and Ekberg (2004). The focus on the paper was for the second-generation 

immigrants and to see in 1997 the chance of receiving unemployment benefits.  

The findings they made was that there was a difference between second-generation 

immigrant’s groups from various parts of Europe and outside of Europe. Immigrant´s 

with parents born in the western Europe had a lower participation rate in unemployment 

benefit than native had, while other groups for other parts of Europa had higher 

participation. 

Hammarstedt (2009) made another study with focus on immigrant´s assimilation and their 

participation in social assistance. To estimate the participation, rate the methodology 

called probit regression has been used by Hammarstedt. The finding was that immigrants 

from Nordic and western Europe used social assistance the same rate as native born did. 

Immigrants from other parts of Europe are over-represented. The immigrants that had the 

same rate as natives in usage of social assistance didn’t change over time, while 

immigrants from other parts in Europe and outside of Europe assimilated out of social 

assistance participation. Hammarstedt (2009) also found that recent immigrants use more 

social assistance. 

Baker and Benjamin (1995) investigate the participation rate between immigrants and 

natives in Canada, they look at three different welfare benefits programs. Their study is 

relatively larger than those that has been made in USA, so the result can be a comparison 

between the two countries. They got data for two of the three welfare benefit programs 

from “survey of consumer finances”. For the third welfare benefit program they had to 

use “Household income, facilities and equipment”.  

The authors then compare the likelihood natives and immigrants has of receiving the three 

different welfare benefit programs.  Their result didn’t show any evidence that immigrants 

puts a negative effect on the cost that the Canadian welfare system. They found that when 

immigrants arrive to Canada they don’t use unemployment insurance and social 

assistance as much as natives do but the longer they stay in the country the higher is their 
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participation in the welfare programs. They found that recent cohorts have a higher 

participation in welfare programs, as the other papers have found. 

Maani (1993) have studied the use of welfare benefits in Australia, he has focused on first 

and second-generation immigrants and in the age of 19-29.  

Manni have chosen to focus on young individuals just because the result between young 

and old is irrelevant to the paper. The data is from the Australian longitudinal survey data. 

The data set provides information on individual abilities, such as experience from work 

and language skill. The data provide information on individuals use of welfare benefits 

for both the first generation and second generation.  

With the information he got from the data set he used two different models, the first one 

was to estimate the relationship between personal abilities and capabilities with the 

amount of welfare benefits received from the government. The result show that the 

likelihood of receiving welfare benefits reduces with education and other personal 

abilities. The second model investigate the chance of receiving one or more of four 

welfare programs between immigrants and natives.  He found that immigrants and natives 

are similar in three of the four welfare programs and immigrants have only a higher 

participation in the welfare program AU study (Student loan). Manni have included 

individual ability as education and language skill. 

The studies that have been explained above have all looked at different welfare benefit 

program, the study from Sweden have looked at only social assistance when the study 

from the United States have used four different welfare benefits such as public assistance 

and general assistant.  

The study from Canada have focused on three different welfare benefit programs, 

Unemployment insurance, social assistance and rent subsidizes, the study from Australia 

have been focused on four different welfare programs, Unemployment benefit, supporting 

parent benefit, AU study and sickness benefit. Despite the different use of welfare benefit 

programs, they have concluded the same result that immigrants use welfare more than 

natives except the study from Australia and Canada. In Australia they came up that 

immigrants only use more of AU study. An explanation for that can be that they only 

looked at young individuals with a foreign background and looking at the first and second 

generation. The result could be different if they increased the range of people from 29 to 

65, but also increase the age from 18 to 30, if so the AU study participation would 

probably decrease among immigrants another welfare benefit program might go up. In 
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Canada immigrants did not have higher participation to natives upon arrival. But after 

they continued to live in Canada their participation increased 

 

3.  Contextual framework: The Swedish Social welfare benefit system  

3.1 Swedish welfare benefit system 

This section will explain how the Swedish welfare benefit system works for social 

assistance and immigration in the 21st century. 

 

Social assistance is a financial support that is available if a person has economic problems. 

It includes support for food, accommodation, medicines and dentalcare.  

When an individual is applying for social assistance they will consider the income the 

individual has and other assets that can be available. The rules are that the individual 

economy must be lower than a certain level to be able to receive social assistant. When 

applying for social assistant it should be done at the municipality the individual lives in. 

But it is the Swedish social service (Socialstyrelsen 2018) that decides if the individual is 

entitled to receive social assistant and how much it should be (Socialstyrelsen 2018). 

In 2016, 220 000 households received social assistance which was a total of 10.5 billion 

Swedish crowns (SEK) (Socialstyrelsen 2017). The annual social assistance spending for 

native household is roughly 3-5 billion SEK in total for each year between the period 

1990 to 2016. Immigrants household, (refugees and nonrefugees), has increased from 4 

billion SEK in 1990 to 6.5 billion SEK in 2016, it peaked in 1997 with almost 9 billion 

SEK but after that it has decreased and kept steady at around 6 billion. Refugees 

households had 2.3 billion SEK in total social assistance in 1990 and then increased until 

1998 were it started to decrease and had its lowest social assistance paid out in 2013, 

almost 700 million SEK (Socialstyrelsen 2017). 

When an immigrant arrives to Sweden it is possible to enter an introduction plan that the 

Swedish work agency will provide, when an immigrant is participating in an introduction 

plan he will be compensating with introduction benefits. The introduction benefit varies 

depending on how much the immigrant participate in the introduction plan, but its only 

valid for two years and the individual who wants to be active must be at least 20 years 

old. 
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If an immigrant has received a residence permit, he/she will have the same opportunity 

as a native has in the social welfare benefit system, that means that an individual that has 

immigrated but has received a residence permit will be able to apply for social assistance, 

housing allowance and child allowance, these benefits are not dependent on how long the 

individual has stayed in the country (Migrationsinfo 2018). 

3.2 Swedish immigration in the 21st century 

 

Sweden got a couple of immigration policies that became active in the 21 century that 

can explain why Sweden got a large immigration inflow. In 2001, Sweden became a part 

of the so called “Schengensamarbetet” which made it possible to move and get a visa with 

other countries that was a part of it. Another policy that was changed in 2001 was that it 

was now possible to have two citizenships, that means that you could keep your old 

citizenship from France and then get another one in Sweden. 

In 2005 a temporary law was adopted that made it possible for individuals that have stayed 

in Sweden and was supposed to leave the country to get their residence permit tested 

again. According to the Swedish migration agency there was 30 000 people who got 

rejected first another chance to get their residence permit tested. 

Another major impact on the Swedish migration policy occurred in 2015, when the 

refugee crisis started. The government had to start using border control, temporarily. Just 

at the end on 2017 there was a huge increase in asylum seekers, more than 160 000 applied 

for asylum (Migrationsverket 2018).  

Figure 1 is from the Swedish migration agency statistics of asylum seeker from 2000-

2017. The graph show that the number of asylum seekers is roughly the same from 2000-

2011. But after that the number increases and it reaches its maximum point in 2015 and 

after that declines significantly. After 2015 the Swedish government introduced identity 

check at the borders to reduce the number of asylum seekers. 
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Figure 2: Graph of asylum seekers coming to Sweden 

 

Source: Migrationsverket (2018) 

 

4. Empirical Model and Data 

4.1 Empirical Model 

This section will explain the models that have been used to get the result. 

 

The purpose of this essay is to investigate if there are a difference between immigrants 

and natives when it comes to social assistance and what will happen over time.  

The model that has been used in this paper is followed up from Mats Hammarstedt (2009) 

article about social assistance among immigrants and assimilation. We use a linear 

probability to estimate immigrant’s probability to receive social assistance compared to 

natives. Whit the linear probability model we can get the probability to receive social 

assistance for immigrants and compare them with natives in percent. The model can 

estimate the assimilation effect for immigrants and estimate the probability to receive 

social assistance in different cohorts in percent. we have chosen to use a linear probability 

model because it is easy to do and interpret compared to other models for example logistic 

probability model. The dependent variable will be a dummy that takes the value 0 or 1 

which fits perfectly in this model. 

 

(1)    𝑌 =  𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝐼𝑚 + 𝛽2𝑋 + 𝜀 
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(2)    𝑌 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑌𝑆𝑀 + 𝛽2 𝑌𝑆𝑀2 + 𝛽3𝑐𝑜ℎ𝑜𝑟𝑡 + 𝛽4𝑋 +  𝜀 

 

The first model estimates the probability of receiving social assistance for an immigrant 

compared to a native. The second model estimates the assimilation effect and the cohort 

effect. Y is the dependent variable and a dummy variable which take a value of 1 if the 

main source of family income is social assistance and 0 otherwise, 𝛽0 represent the 

constant. Im is a dummy which takes a value of 0 if an individual is native and 1 for 

immigrants. X include the human capital variables, age, education. Education level is 

from elementary to Ph D degree. YSM (Years since migration) takes out the assimilation 

effect, and it has been generated from taking the survey year – what year they arrived in 

Sweden. Cohort takes out the cohort effect for 5 different time periods, prior 1970, 1970-

1979, 1980-1989, 1990-1999 and immigrants arriving after 2000. The regressions have 

controlled for marriage and if they have children 

We provide heterogeneity analysis by refugee status, country of origin and education 

level. The immigrant has got a refugee status if they arrived from a country that had a 

high number of asylum seekers in 1989-1990 (migrationsverket 2018). Some of the 

immigrants are maybe not a refugee but to simplify, they have got a refugee status if they 

come from one of the twelve countries listed in the data section. A refugee does get of 

course other welfare benefits when they arrived, but it should not be confused with the 

focus of this paper and that is social assistance. The immigrants have answered that social 

assistance is the main income in the household. 

The models have been used to divided immigrant to 6 different regions to see how the 

probability differ from which part of the world the immigrant come from. Finally, 

the models have been used to estimate how the probability of receiving social assistance 

for immigrants compared to natives is with education level. 

4.2 Data and descriptive statistics 

The data that has been used in this essay comes from the European Social Survey. ESS 

collects data with face to face interviews, each country has a national coordinator and a 

survey organization to do the interviews according to ESS rules. Each country will 

provide ESS with the data that their survey organization has collected. The individuals 

that are participating are selected randomly, but they must be 15 or older and be a resident 

in a private household. The questions that are included are divided into 2 parts, one core 
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section and one rotation section. The core section has questions that can be analyzed over 

time and the rotation section is questions that can be compared with previous data 

collection. (European social survey, 2018). ESS have collected data from Sweden on 

individuals both with a native background and a foreign background. In this paper there 

has been 6686 observations used. In the main result (table 3) there were 103 missing 

values, 6583 observations are included in the analyze. It is the same number of missing 

values when analyzing the assimilation effect for all immigrants. The refugees show 689 

missing values and non-refugees has 318 missing values. When dividing immigrants into 

regions we have 33 missing values for immigrants and education has 103 missing values. 

The surveys come from the year 2016, 2014, 2012 and 2010. Unfortunately, it was not 

possible to use data that has been collected in the surveys from 2002, 2004, 2006 and 

2008 because of different answers when they arrived too Sweden. The data was collected 

with face to face interviews with a wide range of different questions, for example if you 

voted and what is your main income in the household (European social survey, 2018). 

Because of face to face interviews the quality of the answer will be much better than a 

survey on the internet because the individual that answers will have his/her full attention 

on the questions.  

See Appendix table A1 for summary statistics for further information about the variables. 

The descriptive statistics show number of observation in all variables that have been used, 

a summarize of the values, mean value, standard deviation, minimum value and 

maximum value that the variables represent. It shows that immigrants from Europe have 

the highest max age between the regions but natives have a higher max age than the rest 

of the immigrants. Immigrants from America have the lowest max age than other 

immigrants.  The mean education is higher for immigrants than it is for natives, the same 

for the marriage variable. Refugees have a higher mean of the social assistance variable 

than non-refugees and immigrants have a higher mean social assistance than natives. The 

number of observation is reduced compared to table 1 and 2. That is because a couple of 

variables have been dropped.  

The dependent variable is social assistance and it is a dummy variable which takes the 

value 1 if the main income is social assistance and 0 otherwise. Other variables that are 

included is if they are married and it takes 1 if they are married and 0 if otherwise, if have 

children takes 1 if they have children and 0 otherwise. Language skill takes a value of 1 

if the immigrant can speak Swedish and 0 if they don´t. a limitation to the language 
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variable is that the answer doesn´t come from a language proficiency test, immigrants has 

said during the interview that they can speak Swedish. Immigrant takes the value 1 if the 

individual is an immigrant and 0 otherwise. Refugee takes the value 1 for immigrants that 

take have a refugee status, 2 if the immigrant doesn´t take a refugee status and 0 otherwise. 

Education takes the value 0 if the immigrant is belonging to the low educated, 1 if the 

immigrant belongs to the medium educated and 2 if the immigrant belongs to the high 

educated. Low educated have an education level lower than high school, medium 

education has an education level on high school and high educated have an education 

level on university level. Year_imm10 takes the value 0 if they lived in Sweden from the 

beginning, 1 if the immigrant arrived prior to 1970, 2 if the immigrant arrived between 

1970-1979, 3 if the immigrant arrived between 1980-1989, 4 if the immigrant arrived 

between 1990-1999 and 5 if the immigrant arrived after 2000 

The countries have been divided into 6 regions, Nordic, Africa, Asia (excluding Middle 

east), Middle east, North and south America and Europe. A summarize on immigrant’s 

origin can be seen in the appendix in table 1. The table show that most immigrants in this 

data set come from Europe, 265 individuals. Africa have least numbers of immigrants, 62 

individuals. The table shows that there are 5,859 natives and 827 immigrants. 

The immigrants have been given a refugee-status if they come from either Bosnia, Serbia, 

Turkey, Somalia, Iraq, Iran, Syria, Afghanistan and Bulgaria and arrived in Sweden 

before 2000. These countries had the highest number of immigrants seeking asylum in 

Sweden in 1989. (Migrationsverket 2018). 

The data is divided into five cohorts, the first is immigrants that arrive before 1970, the 

second is immigrants that arrived between 1971 and 1979, the third is immigrants that 

arrived between 1980 and 1989 and the fourth is immigrants that arrived between 1990 

and 1999 and the fifth is immigrants that arrived after 2000. All the regions have five 

cohort except Africa, they don’t have the first cohort because of collinearity. A summarize 

can be seen in Table 2 in the appendix section 

The table shows how many immigrants arrived at different years as stated above, 0 means 

natives. The number of immigrants that arrives to Sweden is roughly the same except for 

immigrants that arrives after 2000, that number is higher than the previous cohort and an 

explanation for that can be the ongoing conflicts in the world, especially in Middle east 

countries. 
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A weakness in this dataset is that there are fewer observation than expected due to the 

removal of surveys from 2008, 2006, 2004 and 2002. Because the survey does not have 

information on year of arrival for immigrants. 

5. Results 

 

This section will explain the results that have been obtained from the models. 
 

Table 3 answers the first research question, are there any differences of using social 

assistance between immigrants and natives. In the first column we can see that immigrants 

have a 2.6 percentage points higher probability of using social assistance compared to 

natives. The variable show that it is statistically significant on a 1-percentage level, but 

in this column, there have been no control variables included in the regression. The 

second column have included control variables. The ones that are included as a control 

variable is age, what type of education level they have, if they have any children and if 

they are married. The second column show an increase with 0.001 percentage points when 

control variables are included, and it is statistically significant on a 1-percetnage level. 

The third column show how the probability change when language skill in Swedish is 

added, it reduces the probability with 1.1 percentage point to 1.6 percent probability. It is 

statistically significant at a 10-percentage level. 

Table 3: Probability of using social assistance for all immigrants. 

Immigrants to natives 

Table 3 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Immigrant 

without 

control  

Immigrant 

control 

included 

Immigrant 

with control 

and language 

    

immigrant 0.026*** 0.027*** 0.016* 

 (0.008) (0.008) (0.009) 

Language   -0.042*** 

   (0.015) 

Constant 0.044*** 0.139*** 0.179*** 

 (0.003) (0.033) (0.036) 

Control No Yes Yes 

Language No No Yes 

Observations 6,583 6,583 6,583 

R-squared 0.002 0.067 0.069 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculations. 

Control includes: Age, education, married, children and language skill in Swedish is 

included in the third column. 
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Table 4 shows the result on the second research question, do immigrants assimilate out 

of social assistance or are they assimilate in to social assistance. The table show that 

immigrants assimilate out of social assistance, but it is statistically insignificant so we 

don´t have any assimilation effects. 

The cohorts show only one statistical significant cohort and that is the fifth cohort 

(2000>). It shows that immigrants that arrive after 2000 have 7.9 higher percentage points 

to receive social assistance compared to natives. The first cohort (<1970) is statistically 

insignificant but it shows that immigrants arriving in early cohorts have a higher 

probability to receive social assistance compared to native than immigrants arriving in 

recent cohorts. 

Table 4: Cohort- and assimilation effect 

Cohort- and assimilation effect 

Immigrants 

Table 4 (1) 

VARIABLES Immigrant 

  

YSM -0.004 

 (0.003) 

YSM2 0.000 

 (0.000) 

1. <1970 0.136 

 (0.093) 

2. 1970 - 1979 0.100 

 (0.080) 

3. 1980 - 1989 0.105 

 (0.065) 

4. 1990 - 1999 0.046 

 (0.050) 

5. 2000> 0.079*** 

 (0.024) 

Constant 0.162*** 

 (0.037) 

Control Yes 

Observations 6,583 

R-squared 0.071 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculations. 

Control includes: Age, Education, Married, Children and language skill in Swedish. 

 

 

The rest of the result part will cover a comparison between refugees and non-refugees, 
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region differences and education level differences. 

Table 5 shows the result from when immigrants have been divided into refugees and non-

refugees.  

We can see that refugees have a significantly higher probability to use social assistance 

than non-refugees have compared to natives. Refugees have 6.6 percentage points 

probability and non-refugees have a 1.3 percentage points probability. 

The variable for refugees is statistically significant on a 1-percent level but the variable 

for non-refugees is statistically insignificant so we don´t have any effect for non-refugees 

compared to natives. 

When language is added the probability reduces with 1 percentage point to 5.6 percentage 

point for refugees and 0.4 percentage points to 0.9 for non-refugees. It still statistical 

significant on a 1-percent level for refugees and statistically insignificant for non-

refugees. 

Table 5: probability of using social assistance as a refugee. 

Refugees and Non-refugees 

Table 5 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES Refugee Non-refugee Refugee Non-refugee 

     

immigrant 0.066*** 0.013 0.056*** 0.009 

 (0.014) (0.009) (0.017) (0.010) 

Language   -0.026 -0.019 

   (0.023) (0.018) 

Constant 0.119*** 0.132*** 0.144*** 0.151*** 

 (0.035) (0.033) (0.041) (0.038) 

Control Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Language No No Yes Yes 

Observations 5,997 6,368 5,997 6,368 

R-squared 0.071 0.068 0.071 0.068 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculation. 

Control includes: Age, Education, Married and Children. 

 

Table 6 show the cohort effect and assimilation effect for refugees and non-refugees.  

Refugees assimilate out of social assistance, they reduce their probability with 2.3 as they 

continue living in Sweden. The estimate is statistically significant on a 1-percentage level.  

The cohort effects show that immigrants that arrive in the first cohorts have the higher 

probability to receive social assistance compared to natives than immigrants arriving in 

recent cohorts. All cohorts are statistically significant on a 1-percentage level except the 
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first cohort (1970) that are significant on a 5-percentage level. 

Non-refugees assimilate into social assistance, 0.3 percent after the immigrant continue 

to live in Sweden, but it is statistically insignificant, so there is no assimilation effect. The 

cohort for non-refugees show a negative probability to receive social assistance compared 

to natives. But it is statistically insignificant. 

 

Table 6: Cohort- and assimilation effect for refugees. 

Cohort- and assimilation effect 

Table 6 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES Refugee Non-refugee 

   

YSM -0.023*** 0.003 

 (0.006) (0.003) 

YSM2 0.000** -0.000 

 (0.000) (0.000) 

1. <1970 0.595** -0.054 

 (0.253) (0.105) 

2. 1970 – 1979 0.596*** -0.072 

 (0.157) (0.092) 

3. 1980 – 1989 0.489*** -0.031 

 (0.119) (0.076) 

4. 1990 – 1999 0.373*** -0.068 

 (0.094) (0.058) 

5. 2000> 0.292*** 0.009 

 (0.046) (0.028) 

Constant 0.128*** 0.147*** 

 (0.041) (0.039) 

Control Yes Yes 

Observations 5,997 6,368 

R-squared 0.077 0.069 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculation. 

Control includes: Age, education, married, children and language skill in Swedish. 

 

 

Table 7 show the probability of using social assistance between immigrant and natives 

when countries that the immigrant is born in are divided into 6 regions, America includes 

north and south America. 

Panel A in the table show that immigrants from the Middle east and Africa have the 

highest probability of using social assistance compared to natives. After them comes 

Nordic immigrants, all three regions are statistically significant on a 1-percentage level. 

Asia, America and Europe regions show a negative probability of receiving social 
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assistance compared to natives but it is statistically insignificant so there is no effect. 

Panel B show that language reduces the probability for all regions except The Middle 

east, it increases from 11.9 percentage points to 12.5 percentage points. 

 

Table 7: Probability of using social assistance between regions. 

Country of origin 

Table 7 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Nordic Asia Middle east America Europe Africa 

Panel A without 

language 

      

immigrant 0.045*** -0.015 0.119*** -0.024 -0.015 0.077*** 

 (0.016) (0.023) (0.018) (0.024) (0.013) (0.026) 

Constant 0.127*** 0.120*** 0.125*** 0.118*** 0.111*** 0.124*** 

 (0.035) (0.035) (0.036) (0.035) (0.033) (0.035) 

       

Panel B with 

language 

      

immigrant 0.043*** -0.010 0.125*** -0.011 -0.010 0.062** 

 (0.016) (0.023) (0.022) (0.025) (0.014) (0.029) 

Constant 0.143*** 0.078 0.113*** 0.070 0.089** 0.161*** 

 (0.045) (0.048) (0.044) (0.047) (0.040) (0.046) 

Control Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 5,947 5,858 5,919 5,853 6,042 5,841 

R-squared 0.069 0.070 0.076 0.070 0.066 0.072 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculation. 

Control includes: Age, education, married, children. 

 

Table 8 show the cohort and assimilation effect when countries have been divided into 

regions. There is only assimilation effect for immigrants that comes from the Middle east. 

The cohorts show for all regions that immigrants that arrived in the first cohorts have a 

higher probability to receive social assistance compared to natives than immigrants that 

arrived in recent cohorts. Except for Nordic and African immigrants region show a 

opposite result that early cohort have a negative probability to receive social assistance 

compared to natives. Immigrants arriving in recent cohorts have a higher probability, 

positive, to receive social assistance compared to natives. Interpret the African region 

should be done with caution because the second cohort is statistically significant on a 10-

percentage level and the other cohorts are statistically insignificant. 
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Table 8: Cohort- and assimilation effect for regions 

Cohort- and assimilation effect 

Table 8 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES Nordic Asia Middle east America Europe Africa 

       

YSM 0.011 -0.005 -0.031*** -0.007 0.003 -0.012 

 (0.008) (0.010) (0.010) (0.009) (0.005) (0.014) 

YSM2 -0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.000 0.001** 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

1. <1970 -0.222 0.126 0.823** 0.234 -0.102  

 (0.239) (0.357) (0.323) (0.303) (0.167)  

2. 1970 – 1979 -0.221 0.064 0.883*** 0.178 -0.100 -0.586* 

 (0.216) (0.238) (0.207) (0.233) (0.145) (0.306) 

3. 1980 – 1989 -0.180 0.050 0.627*** 0.179 -0.037 0.134 

 (0.182) (0.213) (0.141) (0.189) (0.116) (0.219) 

4. 1990 – 1999 -0.100 0.076 0.562*** 0.125 -0.069 -0.111 

 (0.130) (0.149) (0.119) (0.146) (0.088) (0.175) 

5. 2000> 0.050 0.031 0.448*** -0.019 -0.051 0.125 

 (0.063) (0.067) (0.061) (0.072) (0.044) (0.080) 

Constant 0.122*** 0.073 0.078* 0.074 0.097** 0.154*** 

 (0.046) (0.049) (0.044) (0.047) (0.041) (0.047) 

Control Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 5,947 5,858 5,919 5,853 6,042 5,841 

R-squared 0.072 0.070 0.085 0.070 0.067 0.077 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculation. 

Control includes: Age, education, married, children and language skill in Swedish. 

 

Table 9 show the probability of using social assistance depending on which education 

level the immigrant had. Panel A, column 1, show that immigrant that have a lower 

education have a 3.6 percentage point higher probability to receive social assistance 

compared to natives. Panel B result shows that the probability reduces to 2.1 percentage 

points when we control for language. The estimates are statistically insignificant, so we 

don´t have an effect between immigrants and natives in Panel B. Panel A, column 2, 

shows that immigrants belonging to the medium educated group have 0.7 percentage 

points to receive social assistance compared to natives. But it is statically insignificant. 

Panel B, column 2 shows when language skill is included reduce the probability to a 
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negative probability to receive social assistance compared to natives, but it is statistically 

insignificant. 

Immigrants that are in the high education group are shown in Panel A, column 3, have a 

1.9 percentage probability to receive social assistance compared to natives. It is statically 

significant on a 10-percentage level. Panel B, second column, show that the probability 

reduces to 1.4 percentage points but it is statistical insignificant.  

Table 9: Probability of using social assistance with education. 

Education 

Table 9 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Low 

education 

Medium 

education 

High 

education 

Panel A without 

language 

   

immigrant 0.036*** 0.007 0.019* 

 (0.012) (0.021) (0.011) 

Constant 0.089* 0.178 0.239*** 

 (0.046) (0.114) (0.056) 

    

Panel B with 

language 

   

immigrant 0.021 -0.004 0.014 

 (0.013) (0.025) (0.012) 

Constant 0.148*** 0.216* 0.259*** 

 (0.051) (0.121) (0.060) 

Control Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 3,626 717 2,240 

R-squared 0.073 0.065 0.059 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculation. 

Control includes: Age, education, married, children. 

 

Table 10 shows the cohort- and assimilation effect by level of education. Column 1 shows 

that immigrants that belong to the group with low education has no assimilation effect. 

Immigrants belonging to medium education group, column 2, does not have any 

assimilation effect. 

Immigrants that belong to the high educated group, column 3, it shows that immigrants 

assimilate out of social assistance with 0.7 percentage point as they continue to live in 

Sweden. there are only statistical significant cohorts in column 3 and one cohort in 

column 1. Column 3 shows that immigrants arriving in early cohorts have a higher 
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probability to receive social assistance compared to natives than immigrants arriving in 

recent cohorts. 

 

 

Table 10: Cohort- and assimilation effect for education. 

 

Cohort- and assimilation effect on education 

Table 10 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Low 

education 

Medium 

education 

High 

education 

    

YSM -0.001 -0.002 -0.007* 

 (0.005) (0.009) (0.004) 

YSM2 0.000 0.000 0.000 

 (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

1. <1970 0.081 -0.019 0.235* 

 (0.148) (0.269) (0.121) 

2. 1970 – 1979 0.035 0.022 0.191* 

 (0.130) (0.238) (0.105) 

3. 1980 – 1989 0.052 0.039 0.186** 

 (0.107) (0.193) (0.084) 

4. 1990 – 1999 0.008 -0.043 0.118* 

 (0.081) (0.150) (0.064) 

5. 2000> 0.077* 0.076 0.075** 

 (0.041) (0.070) (0.030) 

Constant 0.129** 0.193 0.244*** 

 (0.052) (0.125) (0.061) 

Control Yes Yes Yes 

Observations 3,626 717 2,240 

R-squared 0.077 0.073 0.062 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculation. 

Control includes: Age, education, married, children and language skill in Swedish. 

 

6. Discussion 

 

This section will discuss the results that have been obtained and differences between the 

result from this essay and previous studies. 

The result showed that immigrants have a higher probability to receive social assistance 

compared to natives. 

When age, education level, if they have any children and if they are married is added to 

the regression, it does not change the probability of using social assistance. The human 
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capital variables do not have any effect on the previous outcome, when comparing all 

immigrants with natives.  

When language skill in Swedish is added to the model it reduces the probability. That 

shows that language skill is an investment and will have a positive effect for the 

immigrant. But immigrants still have higher probability compared to natives. 

The result has showed that there is assimilation effect when looking at all immigrants as 

a group. But there is no assimilation effect for non-refugees, when dividing immigrants 

to six different regions, except for the Middle east and immigrants belonging to the low 

educated. The cohort have showed that immigrants arriving in the first cohorts have a 

higher probability to receive social assistance compared to native than immigrants 

arriving in recent cohorts. Why this occur can be because the immigrants that arrives in 

more cohorts take the time to learn to speak Swedish. Another explanation can be that 

immigrants had a tougher time to transfer their human capital to Sweden in 1970. 

Companies in the 21st century can be more globalized and welcome labor from other 

countries to share their expertise and experience. From the theory it can be said that more 

recent immigrant inflow is more skilled and doesn´t have to rely on social assistance as 

much as immigrants that arrived early cohorts. 

 Jensen and Lofstrom (2003) got the same result that immigrants use welfare benefits 

more than natives, as this paper also did but with a lower probability percentage. 

An explanation for why immigrants have a higher probability of using social assistance 

can be because they can´t transfer their human capital to Sweden. The language skill can 

be a problem for them when they arrive and that will make it difficult to get a job. The 

countries that doesn´t have English as a first language or the primary language that they 

learn in school can have more difficulties to find a job. The regions Middle east and Africa 

that show the highest probability and that can be because of language skill difficulties.  

Language skill in Swedish have been shown to have an impact on the probability of using 

social assistance. When including language skill in Swedish to the model, it reduces the 

probability for all immigrants, for refugees, non-refugees and the three education groups. 

When immigrants are not able to transfer their language skill they will have a higher 

probability unless they learn Swedish.  

The previous research papers have not added language skill in Swedish as a human capital 

variable. Language skill have showed to be an investment for immigrants and have a 
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positive effect on immigrants so they do not need to rely on social assistance as the main 

income. 

Immigrant from the Middle east have shown to have a high probability of using social 

assistance upon arrival to Sweden. Why that occur can be because they are more exposed 

to discrimination because of the ongoing conflicts in the world, especially in the Middle 

east. But it can also be because the education degree they have is not viewed the same 

from an employer perspective. They might not know how productive the immigrant is 

and are not willing to take a chance on giving the immigrant the opportunity to work for 

them. If the immigrant can´t get a job he or she might rely on social assistance. 

Table 7 have showed that Immigrants from the Middle east and Africa have a higher 

probability to receive social welfare than immigrants from Nordic countries. According 

to the theories that have been mentioned it might explain why the table show a difference. 

Nordic countries can be less exposed to discrimination and their problem with the view 

of education and where they got it can almost be excluded because the similarities and 

reputation. Language can be another factor, especially if the immigrants are from Norway. 

An immigrant from Norway can most likely be a native, but they do have a higher 

probability to receive social assistance compared to natives. Immigrants from Asia, 

Europe and America do not show any result of probability to receive social assistance 

compared to natives because of statistical insignificant result. 

In this essay we have not tested the theory that employers see education obtained abroad 

differently with education from Sweden, but the education level has been tested in this 

essay. When education was added to the regression it did not change the outcome. 

Immigrants have been divided into 3 groups, low educated, medium educated and high 

educated. The result showed that the immigrant group with higher education have a low 

probability of using social assistance than natives with similar level of education. 

Immigrants with low education have a high probability of receiving social assistance 

compared to natives with similar level of education. It is statistically significant on a 1-

percentage level. The employer that wants to hire the immigrants or natives that belong 

to the low educated can have difficulties to verify the immigrant’s education. The 

employer will rather hire natives because they can most likely verify what education they 

have from Sweden, which means that the immigrant must rely on social assistance instead 

of a work income. Language skill in Swedish has showed to reduce the probability to 
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receive social assistance for all 3 groups, but it is statistical insignificant. so, interpreting 

this should be done with caution.  

Discrimination is not tested in this essay, but it can be an explanation for why we see that 

immigrants have a higher probability to receive social assistance compared to natives 

after controlling for language skill in Swedish. Discrimination can be one explanation 

why we see different probability of using social assistance between regions. From the 

tables we can see that immigrants that come from the Middle east and Africa have a higher 

probability of using social assistance. They might be more exposed to discrimination than 

immigrants from European countries and Nordic countries that have a lower probability. 

Natives are not discriminated because of their background which can explain why 

immigrants have a higher probability to receive social assistance. 

Hammarsetdt (2009) did find that immigrants are over-represented in social assistance 

compared to natives, except for immigrants from Nordic and western countries. 

When comparing the result that have been showed in this essay with the paper that Mats 

Hammarstedt (2009) have done, it showed both a different result and similar result on the 

cohort- and assimilation effect. 

Hammarstedt (2009) found that immigrants from different regions assimilate out of social 

assistance, and in this essay, we found that Middle east immigrants assimilated out of 

social assistance.  Hammarsted did not estimate the assimilation effect on all immigrants 

as a group, refugees or if it differ with education. This essay did not show any assimilation 

effect for all immigrants as a group. But it did find evidence that refugees assimilate out 

of social assistance and that high educated immigrants assimilate out of social assistance.  

Cohort effect in this essay and Hammarstedt (2009) paper have showed different results. 

His paper has shown that immigrant that arrives earlier have a lower probability to receive 

social assistance compared to natives than immigrants that arrived in more recent years. 

The opposite result has been shown in this essay for immigrants that arrived from the 

Middle east region. The immigrants that arrived in recent cohorts have lower probability 

to receive social assistance compared to natives than those who arrived in early cohorts.  

 Hammarstedts (2009) paper have added area of residence which has not been added to 

the regression in this essay and can alter the result, the same is for language that probably 

would change his result. 

Hansen and Jensen (2003) made a test on immigrants and did not divide them into 

different regions, except for Nordic region, they got that immigrants have a higher 
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probability, 6.9 percent without individual characteristics and regional characteristics. 

With individual characteristics and regions, they have a 6.5 probability. we found that 

including control variables increased the probability to receive social assistance compared 

to natives. Hansen and Jensen (2003) did test for refugees and got a 10.4 percent 

probability with individual characteristics, that is different from 6.6 percent probability 

from this essay. The cohorts showed the same as Hammarsteds (2009) paper did. 

There is evidence that immigrants assimilate out of social assistance. From the theory 

section it can be explained that immigrants learn the Swedish language, so they can easier 

get a job in the future. The employers view on education can be seen differently if the 

immigrant start taking a couple of courses to show that the degree is genuine. As the 

immigrant continue to live in Sweden they get more knowledge about the country. They 

can get information about what companies will discriminate them if they apply for a job 

and then search for companies that doesn´t discriminate. The immigrant can move to a 

certain location where they are less exposed to discrimination, so the immigrant need time 

when they arrive to Sweden to reduce their need to rely on social assistance.  

 

7. Conclusion 

 

The purpose of this essay was to investigate if there are any differences in probability of 

using social assistance between immigrants and natives and what happens over time.  

The first finding is that immigrants as a group do have a higher probability to use social 

assistance. controlling for individual characteristics did increase the probability. 

 We don´t have any assimilation effect when looking at all immigrants as a group, the 

variable is statistical insignificant. The cohort show that the immigrants that arrives in 

recent cohorts have a lower probability of receiving social assistance compared to natives 

than immigrant that arrive in later cohorts. But the cohorts are statistical insignificant 

except for the fifth cohort (2000>) so it should be interpreting with caution. 

 

The second finding is between refugees and non-refugees. That shows that refugees have 

a significantly higher probability than non-refugees to receive social assistance. But the 

non-refugee’s variable is statistically insignificant so there is no comparison between 

them and natives. Refugees assimilate out from social assistance, it decreases with 2.3 
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percentage points as they continue to live in Sweden. We do not have any assimilation 

effect for non-refugees. 

The refugees arriving in the early cohorts have a higher probability to receive social 

assistance than the refugees that arrive in later cohorts. Non-refugees show no statistical 

significant cohort variable so there is no cohort effect. 

 

The third finding shows that immigrants from the Middle east and immigrants from Africa 

have the probability to receive social assistance compared to natives that sticks out the 

most among the other regions. An explanation for that can be that they are more exposed 

to discrimination. Immigrant from the Middle east assimilate out of social assistance and 

the immigrants that arrives in the first cohort (<1970) have a higher probability to use 

social assistance than immigrants that arrives in the later cohorts. The opposite result is 

for immigrants from Africa, its´s only the second (1971-1979) and the fifth cohort 

(2000>) that are statistical significant, and it shows that the earlier arrived immigrants 

have a lower probability, negative probability, than the ones who arrives in recent cohorts. 

 

The fourth finding is that education plays a key role in social assistance. immigrants that 

belongs to the low educated group have a high likelihood of participating in social 

assistance compared to natives. Immigrants that belongs to the high educated groups have 

a low probability to receive social assistance. Medium educated immigrants have no 

difference between them and natives because of statistical insignificant variable. We 

don´t have any assimilation effect on the low educated and medium educated group but 

immigrants belonging to high educated group assimilate out of welfare. Immigrants 

arriving early and belonging to the high educated group have a higher probability to 

receive social assistance compared to natives, than immigrant that arrived in recent 

cohorts. 

 

The result has showed that when language is added to the model it reduces the probability 

of using social assistance both for immigrants as a group and refugees. The non-

transferable skills can be an explanation for why immigrants use social assistance. Table 

9 shows that immigrants reduced their probability to receive social assistance compared 

to natives in all 3 education groups. But the variables are statistical insignificant so it 

should be interpreted with caution. 
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The result has shown that immigrants have a higher probability of using social assistance 

compared to natives. There is no evidence of assimilation effect for all immigrants as a 

group. But the result showed only that immigrants from the Middle east region, refugees 

and immigrants in the high educated group assimilated out of social assistance as they 

continue to stay in Sweden. 

Immigrants have shown to be over-represented in social assistance but some of them are 

assimilating out of social assistance. previous studies have shown that recent arriving 

immigrants are more over-represented in social assistance than immigrant that arrives 

earlier. But this essay has shown evidence that recent arrived immigrants are less over-

represented than their predecessors. 

An advice for policymakers is to improve learning of the Swedish language even more 

because it have shown to have a reducing effect on the likelihood of receiving social 

assistance. 

Further studies related to this subject could be done. With topics such as, do we see any 

differences in probability of receiving social assistance with age. Another study could be 

to investigate other welfare benefit programs with similar structure to see any differences.  
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Appendix  

Table A: Summary statistics 

Table A1: Summarize of immigrants and variables 

Immigrant (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

Immigrant 1 0 1 1 801 

Social assistance 0.0699 0.255 0 1 801 

Year_imm10 3.266 1.491 1 5 801 

YSM 26.53 18.46 0 102 801 

Age 46.95 17.59 15 114 801 

Children 1.598 0.491 1 2 801 

Education 0.839 0.918 0 2 801 

Language skill in 

Swedish 

0.735 0.441 0 1 801 

Married 0.0225 0.148 0 1 801 

      

Table A2: Summarize of natives and variables 

Native (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

Native 1 0 1 1 5,782 

Social assistance 0.0443 0.206 0 1 5,782 

Year_imm10 0 0 0 0 5,782 

YSM 0 0 0 0 5,782 

Age 49.74 19.51 15 100 5,782 

Children 1.691 0.462 1 2 5,782 

Education 0.783 0.920 0 2 5,782 

Language 0.995 0.0682 0 1 5,782 

Married 0.0105 0.102 0 1 5,782 

      

Table A3: Summarize of refugees and variables 

Refugee (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

Refugee 1 0 1 1 215 

Social assistance 0.116 0.321 0 1 215 

Year_imm10 3.884 1.010 1 5 215 

YSM 18.94 11.42 0 72 215 

Age 40.58 14.40 16 83 215 

Children 1.498 0.501 1 2 215 

Education 0.749 0.898 0 2 215 

Language skill 

in Swedish 

0.595 0.492 0 1 215 

Married 0.0465 0.211 0 1 215 
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Table A5: Summarize of non-refugees and variables 

Non-refugees (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

Non-refugee 1 0 1 1 586 

Social assistance 0.0529 0.224 0 1 586 

Year_imm10 3.039 1.573 1 5 586 

YSM 29.32 19.73 0 102 586 

Age 49.28 18.08 15 114 586 

Children 1.635 0.482 1 2 586 

Education 0.872 0.924 0 2 586 

Language skill in 

Swedish 

0.787 0.410 0 1 586 

Married 0.0137 0.116 0 1 586 

      

Table A6: Summarize of Nordic immigrants and variables 

Nordic (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

Immigrant 1 0 1 1 165 

Social assistance 0.0667 0.250 0 1 165 

Year_imm10 2.067 1.389 1 5 165 

YSM 40.54 19.12 0 84 165 

Age 59.53 15.75 16 96 165 

Children 1.758 0.430 1 2 165 

Education 0.770 0.921 0 2 165 

Language skill in 

Swedish 

0.867 0.341 0 1 165 

Married 0.0121 0.110 0 1 165 

      

Table A7: Summarize of Asian immigrants and variables 

Asia (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

Immigrant 1 0 1 1 76 

Social assistance 0.0526 0.225 0 1 76 

Year_imm10 4.026 1.119 1 5 76 

YSM 17.30 12.62 1 62 76 

Age 37.83 15.43 15 95 76 

Children 1.592 0.495 1 2 76 

Education 0.855 0.919 0 2 76 

Language skill in 

Swedish 

0.882 0.325 0 1 76 

Married 0.0263 0.161 0 1 76 
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Table A8: Summarize of Immigrants from the Middle east and variables 

Middle east (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

Immigrant 1 0 1 1 137 

Social assistance 0.168 0.375 0 1 137 

Year_imm10 3.993 1.061 1 5 137 

YSM 17.36 11.48 0 51 137 

Age 39.39 13.26 16 83 137 

Children 1.445 0.499 1 2 137 

Education 0.883 0.948 0 2 137 

Language skill in 

Swedish 

0.518 0.502 0 1 137 

Married 0.0146 0.120 0 1 137 

      

Table A9: Summarize of immigrants from America and variables 

America (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

immigrant 1 0 1 1 71 

Social assistance 0.0282 0.167 0 1 71 

year_imm10 3.465 1.240 1 5 71 

YSM 23.51 15.20 1 91 71 

age 41.10 14.10 16 77 71 

children 1.507 0.504 1 2 71 

education 1.028 0.941 0 2 71 

Language skill in 

Swedish 

0.718 0.453 0 1 71 

Married 0 0 0 0 71 

      

Table A10: summarize of immigrants from Europe and variables 

Europe (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

Immigrant 1 0 1 1 260 

Social assistance 0.0231 0.150 0 1 260 

Year_imm10 3.158 1.515 1 5 260 

YSM 28.56 19.12 1 102 260 

Age 50.08 17.68 16 114 260 

Children 1.662 0.474 1 2 260 

Education 0.888 0.900 0 2 260 

Language skill in 

Swedish 

0.754 0.432 0 1 260 

Married 0.0346 0.183 0 1 260 
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Table A11: Summarize of immigrants from Africa and variables 

Africa (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES mean sd min max N 

      

Immigrant 1 0 1 1 59 

Social assistance 0.136 0.345 0 1 59 

Year_imm10 4.203 0.924 2 5 59 

YSM 14.92 10.59 1 44 59 

Age 36.08 13.17 17 86 59 

Children 1.373 0.488 1 2 59 

Education 0.542 0.837 0 2 59 

Language skill in 

Swedish 

0.593 0.495 0 1 59 

Married 0.0339 0.183 0 1 59 

      

 

Table1: Country of origin  

Table 1 
 Origin |        Freq.     Percent        Cum. 
 
Native   |       5,859     87.63            87.63 
Nordic   |        168         2.51            90.14 
Asia        |         80          1.20             91.34 
Middle east | 144         2.15            93.49 
America|        108         1.62            95.11 
Europe |         265        3.96            99.07 
Africa     |        62           0.93          100.00 
 Total      |       6,686     100.00 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculations 

Table2: Distribution of immigrants by cohort (years of arrival)  

Table 2 
 Cohort |               Freq.       Percent      Cum. 
   0                     |   5,859        87.63        87.63 
 <1970             |   167           2.50           90.13 
 1971 - 1979  |   105           1.57           91.70 
 1980 - 1989  |   128           1.91           93.61 
 1990 - 1999  |   188           2.81           96.43 
 2000 <            |    239          3.57          100.00 
      Total          |  6,686        100.00 

Source: European social survey (2018) and own calculations 

 


