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Introduction
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 Economic contribution of immigration major part of the public debate
 Migration has implications for growth, innovation, and the labour market, 

but also has implications for the public finances
 International literature on economic impact and fiscal impact of migration
 This report looks at the international literature on fiscal impact and asks:
What conclusions can we draw about the fiscal impact of migration in 

general?
What conclusions can we draw about the fiscal impact in Ireland?

 Note: fiscal impact is not the economic impact



Thinking about fiscal impact
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Thinking about fiscal impact
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 What to count? 
Direct taxes & spending (revenue v welfare)
In-kind services: education, health – how to assess migration-related 

spending?
Pure public goods? Flood defences, defence, running the legislature
What about indirect effects? GDP growth, productivity, innovation, 

provision of care that enables natives to enter labour market, 
displacement of native workers
Accounting v general equilibrium approach



Thinking about fiscal impact

6

 When to count it?
A snapshot of today (problem: migrants and natives have different 

lifecycles)
Lifecycle analysis: need understanding of migration trajectories and 

usage in the future, future policies and economic cycles
Static v dynamic approach
Ireland: the year matters a lot



Thinking about fiscal impact
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 Who is a migrant?
Challenge in Ireland: born abroad measures counts some 

non-migrants, citizenship measure counts quite a few 
migrants
How to attribute Irish-born children or children with one 

migrant parent?



Thinking about fiscal impact
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 Ask whether migrants cover their share of expenditure, but 
not whether state has capacity to provide services
Indirect effects in markets not included e.g. if insufficient housing 

supply
Also doesn’t capture role of migrant labour in supporting expansion 

of state services – either for growing population, ageing population, 
increased engagement of women in the workforce, or improved 
service provision 



International literature
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International literature summary
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 Fiscal impact generally small as % of GDP
OECD: neutral
Allen et al. 2025: between 0.5% and 2% of GDP
Caselli et al. 2024: on average neutral, between -1% and 1% of GDP
Marginal effect – not enough to offset e.g. ageing (Christl et al. 2022)

 Almost all papers looking at migrant population as a whole find 
positive fiscal impact
Two negative

 But all took accounting approach 



International literature summary
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Problem with accounting approach: indirect effects seem to be particularly 
important for low-skilled migrants 
Chassamboulli and Liu (2024): both legal and illegal immigration to the US 

have positive fiscal impact
Legal: directly through taxes paid
Illegal: indirectly through job creation

Colas and Sachs (2024): indirect effects of low-skilled immigration may 
outweigh negative fiscal impact
Migration Advisory Committee: lower cost of providing public services
Yao et al. 2022: Mariel Boatlift – increased Miami’s population by 8%, low-

skilled Cuban immigrants (prisons, mental institutions)
No evidence of fiscal impact in Miami



International literature summary
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 OECD (2021): how does positive fiscal contribution come about?
Contribute less in taxes and other revenue
But government also spends less on them
Spend more on migrants in the areas of family and children, 

unemployment, social exclusion, and housing
But spend less on migrants in the areas old-age, sickness and 

disability, education, and health
So effect mainly driven by migrants’ younger age profile



International literature summary
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Sub-group matters a lot 
Labour immigration general positive, especially high-

skilled
Unsurprising, requires employment first and often relatively 

high minimum remuneration 
Other groups negative – education, family, humanitarian
Note: indirect effects 
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Fiscal impact in Ireland
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• No recent research on fiscal impact in Ireland alone
• Comparative research includes Ireland
• Generally positive

• But depends on year: recession 
• Uses GDP as measure, unreliable in Ireland – affects 

comparability with other countries 



Fiscal impact in Ireland
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• OECD: 2013 and 2021
• 2013 covered 2007-2009: Ireland negative for both migrants and 

natives because of scale of budget deficit
• 2021: 2006-2018

• All countries: immigrants contributed more in taxes than was 
spent on their social protection, health and education 

• Total net contribution small and depended on:
• Composition of migrant population (age, employment rate)
• Structure of budget
• Stage in business cycle (recession)



Fiscal impact in Ireland: OECD cont’d
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• Direct taxes and benefits:
• Net contribution 1.57% of GDP (average OECD: 1.56%)
• Irish-born: 2.87% of GDP

• Including congestible public goods (costs increase with population size, 
e.g. water, education, healthcare, : 

• Immigrants: 0.62% of GDP
• Irish-born: -2%

• Including pure public goods (attributed per capita)
• Immigrants: -0.21% of GDP
• Natives: -6.12% of GDP
• Attributing pure public goods to both improves fiscal impact of natives
• Note: impact of the crash



Fiscal impact in Ireland: OECD
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• Also calculated fiscal ratio 
• Ratio of revenue:expenditure
• Greater than one: contribute more than they receive
• Ireland among the third of countries where the fiscal ratio is 

considerably larger than native-born
• 1.52 for immigrants, 1.14 for Irish-born
• All public goods apportioned per capita 

• 0.96 for immigrants, 0.81 for Irish-born (crash impact)



Fiscal impact in Ireland
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• Joint Research Centre (2020) – calculated net fiscal impact of EU, non-
EU and natives across EU 2015-2019

• Ireland:
• Natives: €940
• EU: €1,718
• Non-EU: €1,047

• Unusual across Europe: across Europe, much larger gap between non-
EU and native and larger contribution of EU migrants

• Native: €407
• EU: €3,118
• Non-EU: €47



Fiscal impact in Ireland
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• Christl et al., 2021
• Based on 2013 data
• Irish households: -€2500
• EU and non-EU: close to zero
• Unreliable because of overall fiscal situation
• Lifecycle analysis based on 2013 data: negative for all, more negative 

for migrant households



Summary
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• Migrants generally more positive fiscal impact than natives, even during downturn 
(both negative, migrants only slightly)

• Migrants entirely finance their own share of public goods and contribute to 
financing pure public goods

• Age, employment rates matter most – labour market integration crucial for fiscal 
impact

• Contribution dampened by occupational downgrading (skills mismatch)
• Migration trajectories matter too
• Institutional context matters: language training, support for labour market integration, permission 

to work (e.g. GEP spouses, asylum seekers)
• Most research pre-corporate tax boom – attribution of this particularly important for Ireland

• Note: all take the accounting approach – don’t estimate indirect effects
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Introduction

• Immigration has been a growing feature of Ireland’s demographic experience 
since the late 1990s and early 2000s

• Since that time, researchers have explored various dimensions of inward 
migration – characteristics, causes and consequences

• As part of this effort, Barrett, Joyce and Maitre (2013) looked at welfare receipt 
among immigrants

• An on-going interest in research on immigrants and immigration but an extra 
layer of context now – more skepticism and more antagonism

• Under this research programme, we are now returning to the question of 
whether immigrants are more or less likely to be in receipt of welfare compared 
to Irish-born people

2
3



Structure of the talk

• A very brief literature review
• An administrative rule – Habitual Residency Condition
• Trends in employment, unemployment
• Descriptives on welfare receipt
• Regression analysis
• Concluding thoughts

• Note 1: Survey data used are LFS and SILC
• Note 2: Survey data does not allow us to identify Ukrainians



Literature
• A number of studies follow the same broad approach - Barrett and McCarthy (2007 and 

2008); Barrett, Joyce and Maitre (2013); Drinkwater and Robinson (2013) for UK; 
Rodrigues-Planas (2013) for Spain; Conte and Mazza (2019) for third-country immigrants 
in EU
– large-scale representative datasets with information on welfare receipt
–compare rates of welfare receipt through simple proportions
–regression analysis to see if differences across immigrants and native-born change 

when controls added
–Typical result – higher welfare receipt rates for immigrants which shrink when controls 

are added
–But variation too – differences by immigrant groups, by type of payment (contributory 

v non-contributory)

• Two other strands
–Fiscal effects literature – OECD, 2021
–Welfare magnet – Borjas, 1999



Habitually Resident Condition (HRC)
• Around EU accession 2004, Ireland took a very liberal approach to labour market access 

for citizens of the New Member States

• To balance this, conditions imposed on who could get welfare

• This evolved over time

• In order to receive non-contributory payments, an applicant needs to meet the HRC 
which is based on the following:
–Length and continuity of residence in Ireland
–Length and purpose of any absence from Ireland
–Nature and pattern of employment
–Your main centre of interest
–Your future intentions to live in Ireland as it appears from the evidence



Employment rates by country of birth(%), 2014-2024



Unemployment rates by country of birth (%), 2014-2024



Activity rates by country of birth (%), 2014-2024



% in receipt of social welfare payments (2014,2019, 2024)
Year → 2014 2019 2024

Country of birth → Irish Non-Irish Irish Non-Irish Irish Non-Irish

Unemployment, disability, 
family allowance 69 76* 65 71** 56 61**

Unemployment benefits 19 21 14 14 9 9
Disability allowances 13 10** 13 10** 6 4*
Family allowances 53 66*** 52 63*** 47 58***
Unemployment, sickness, 
disability 31 31 26 24 23 20

Note: * 0.1 ** 0.05 *** 0.01: significant difference with Irish-born



Pooling 2014-2024, by region

Country of birth IE UK
EU 
West EU East Asia Africa Other

Unemployment, disability, family 64 66** 55*** 78*** 71*** 75*** 56***
Unemployment benefits 16 17 13** 21*** 12*** 21*** 14
Disability benefits 9 12*** 3*** 7*** 4*** 5*** 3***
Family benefits 51 51 51 72*** 67*** 68*** 48
Unemployment, sickness, disability 29 32*** 17*** 35*** 20*** 26 21***

Demographics
Unemployed 7 10*** 5 9*** 9** 12*** 7
Post secondary education 60 66*** 84*** 61 84*** 76*** 78***
Mean years of work 21 24 17 16 15 18 17
Mean Age 44 48 40 38 40 43 39

%

Note: * 0.1 ** 0.05 *** 0.01: significant difference with Irish-born



Regression 1 (Probits, marginal effects): All benefits; 2014-2024

All marginal effects are significant in comparison to the Irish born
All benefits: Sickness, Family assistance, Unemployment and Disability
Base: Immigrant dummy and year dummy
All controls: Age, gender, marital status, education, years of work, children, immigrant*year interaction
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Regression 2: Unemployment, Sickness, Disability; 2014-2024
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Regression 3: All Contributory benefits; 2014-2024
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Regression 4: All non-contributory benefits; 2014-2024
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Regression 5: Receipt of unemployment benefits amongst the 
unemployed; 2014-2024

Unemployment Contributory Non-contributory
Irish-born Base Base Base

UK 0 0 0
EU-West 0 0 0
EU-East -0.02 0.04 0
Asia -0.19*** 0 0
Africa 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0

Note: * 0.1 ** 0.05 *** 0.01: significant difference with Irish-born



Arrivals from Ukraine: Cumulative and over the past 7 days temporary 
protection granted & PPSNS issued

Source: CSO; https://data.cso.ie/table/UA36.
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Active welfare claims of arrivals from Ukraine (2022-2025)

Source: CSO; https://data.cso.ie/table/UA08

0

10000

20000

30000

40000

50000

60000

70000

Working age income supports
Child related supports
Pension, illness, disability, caring, supplementary and other supports
Working age income, child, pension, illness, care and supplementary supports



Arrivals from Ukraine and Welfare Supports
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Conclusions-1
• The varied picture across immigrant groups and across payment types 

means that simple and straightforward policy conclusions are not readily 
applicable, but two core findings are worth highlighting.

• First, there is generally no evidence of much greater rates of welfare receipt 
among immigrants compared to the native-born. Even where higher rates 
are found, the differences are not large. 

• Second, when we explored rates of receipt of unemployment payments 
across people who were unemployed at the time of the survey, no 
immigrant group was found to be more likely to have received an 
unemployment payment compared to the native-born. 



• Immigrants, like the native-born, have eligibility-based access to welfare 
supports and this is a positive feature of Ireland’s welfare system.

• Some groups of immigrants experience labour market challenges and so 
supports for this group can be valuable in aiding exits from welfare. Such 
interventions can be viewed as part of the broader suite of supports which are 
offered to all eligible people.

• Where groups of immigrants experience labour market and other forms of 
discrimination, there may be a role for programmes which assist immigrants in 
overcoming discrimination-based barriers. 

• An additional issue which can face recipients of international protection is 
the time spent out of the labour market during the asylum-seeking period. 
Time out of the labour market can have a scarring effect on all groups, but 
the effects are likely to be compounded in the case of refugees.

Conclusions-2
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Arrivals from Ukraine and Retention in Ireland
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Note:  Administrative activities (e.g. attending Intreo events or SOLAS courses, welfare payment receipts, receiving childcare schemes, employment records, 
address changes with the Department of Social Protection)
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