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Integration is a two-way process depending on host countries, and the immigrants.
Immigrants' successful integration in the host countries is an important issue bringing benefits
for both immigrants and the host countries. Immigrants receiving countries' migration
policies, actions, and peoples' perception towards accepting foreign citizens is an essential
factor in the successful integration process. However, the integration process in a specific
geographical region, such as Europe, also differs from one country to another. The integration
process depends on the socioeconomic position, and development of the host and home
countries. It also depends on the types of migration, migrants' status, etc. Therefore, this study
tries to investigate and explain the typology and socioeconomic characteristics of European
immigrant receiving countries regarding integration policies. It discusses the relationship
between Human Development Index, Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index,
Social Progress Index, Gross National Income, Internet users % of the population, Ranking
of Happiness, Happiness Ranking for the Foreign-Born, KOF Globalization index, and Migrant
Integration Policy Index (MIPEX). This study uses a descriptive-analytical method, to show
the socioeconomic characteristics of European immigrant-receiving countries. To show
the strength of the relationship between the indexes, the study used pairwise correlation
analysis (sig. level, 0.01). The main results of the study show that Northern and Western
European countries have more favorable integration policies for immigrants than Southern
and Eastern European countries. Moreover, there is a mutual positive interrelationship
between all the indexes. The happier the citizens of the host countries are, the happier
the immigrants are and the more favorable the integration policies are for immigrants.
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BzanmocBsA3b HHTErPAlUM UMMUTPAHTOB U COITMAIBHO-
9KOHOMMUECKHUX ITOKa3aTesell eBPOIeNCKUX CTPaH

M. Adzanu?, C. B. Pa3anues’, H. A be3BepoHas®

'MHCcTUTYT AeMorpadudeckux uccaenoBanunit PHUCL PAH, yi. ®oTueBoii, 6, kopnyc 1, MockBa, Poccuiickas
Qepnepanus

DOI: 10.18255/2412-6519-2023-2-186-199 HayuHas craTbs

YK 316 [MoJIHBIM TEKCT HA aHIVIMHCKOM si3bIKe
HuTerpauusa - ABYCTOPOHHMH MNpOLECC, 3aBUCAIIMNA OT MMMUIPAHTOB U NPUHUMAIOLIUX
cTpaH. MurpayoHHas NOJIMTHUKA, IeNCTBUA U OTHOLIeHHe HaceJIeHUs IPUHUMAIOLMX CTPaH
K B3aMMO/IEHCTBUIO C MHOCTPAHHBIMH TpaXklaHaMH SIBJISIOTCS BOXKHBIM (aKTOPOM yCIell-
HOro nporuecca uHTerpauuu. [Ipounecc unterpanuu B EBpolle MMeeT OT/IM4UA OT CTPaHbI
K CTpaHe ¥ 3aBUCUT OT COLMa/IbHO-3KOHOMUYECKOTI0 N10JIOKEHUS U Pa3BUTHUA IPUHUMAIOLIUX
CTpaH U CTpaH 6a3upOBaHMs, A TAK)XXe OT BUJ0B MUTPAIMH, CTaTyca MUTPAHTOB U T. /1. B cTa-
The NpeANPUHATA NONbITKA UCCAeL0BaTh TUIIOJOTHIO U COLMAIbHO-IKOHOMUYECKHE XapaK-
TEPUCTUKU €BPONENCKUX CTPaH B OTHOIIEHUHU MOJUTUKU UHTerpalli UMMHUTPAHTOB. AHa-
JIN3UPYEeTCA B3aUMOCBA3b MexAy VHJeKkcoM 4yesoBedyeckoro pa3sBuTus, MHAeKcoM yesoBe-
YeCKOro pa3sBUTHA C NONPABKOM Ha HepaBeHCTBO, UHJekcoM conpanbHOro nporpecca, BBII,
IPOLEHTOM N0JIb30BaTe el UHTepHeTa, peNTHHIOM C4acCThs, PEHTUHIOM CYACThs JJIs1 JIUL]
MHOCTPAHHOTO MMPOUCXOXKAEHUsI, UHAeKcoM ypoBHs rio6anusanuu (KOF Globalization Index)
Y MHJIEKCOM MOJIUTUKH UHTerpanuu murpantos (MIPEX). UccienoBanue nmpoBesieHO Ha oc-
HOBE ONUCaTeJbHO-aHAJIUTUYECKOT0 MeTO0/1a, KOTOPBIM UCIOJIb30BaH /IS OLLeHKH COLiUa/lb-
HO-3KOHOMUYECKHUX [I0Ka3aTesel eBpONeNCKUX CTpaH, IPUHUMAILIMX UMMUTPAHTOB. Tak-
’Ke B MCCJIeIOBAaHUM MCI0JIb30BaJICS NONAapPHbINA KOPPEJIALMOHHbBIA aHalN3 JJ/I OLleHKH B3a-
MMOCBSI3U MeXJAy HHJeKcaMu (sig. ypoBeHb, 0,01). OcHOBHBIE pe3yJbTaThl HCC/IeL0BAHUSA
MOKAa3bIBAIOT, YTO cTpaHbl CeBepHOU 1 3amasHoN EBponbl mpoBoJAT 6osiee 61aronpUsATHYIO
NOJIMTUKY UHTErpaluy JIJIsi MMMUIPAHTOB, 4eM cTpaHbl H0xkHOM 1 BocTounoit EBponbl. bo-
Jlee TOTO, MeX/ly BCEMU MUHJ€KCaMHU CylLleCTByeT B3aUMHas I0JIOKUTeJbHasA B3aUMOCBA3b,
T. €. YeM CYaCT/IMBee rpaxkJiaHe NIPUHUMAKIKX CTPaH, TEM CYACT/IMBEe UMMUIPAHThI U TeEM
60Jiee 6JIArONPUATHOMN SBJASAETCS MOJUTHKA UHTETPALUHY JJIs1 HUX.
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Introduction

The estimated number of international migrants has drastically increased over the last
50 years and reached 281 million people in 2021, which is 3.6 % of the world’s population.
Europe as the largest destination for international migrants; hosts more than 87 million
migrants, almost 31 % of the global migrant population, live in Europe. European countries
play an essential role in the world’s migration process, patterns, and trends, that shows
the need to develop policies to facilitate migration problems, and the integration process
of international migrants. Migration and integration policies worldwide could positively or
negatively change the migration patterns. It can end with a lack of access to socio-economic
resources, fewer jobs, poor health, and missed opportunities for immigrants [1], and it
affects the host countries’ population.

Host countries’ role in welcoming immigrants is essential to attracting and retaining
them. However, the immigrant’s integration process is a two-way process that depends
on the immigrants themselves and the host countries’ population and policies. Although
immigrants compensate for the demographic loss of European countries, increase
productivity and economic growth [2]. Today, European countries face criticism from
media, political parties, and nationalists because of the socioeconomic conditions religious,
cultural, and language differences between the immigrants and population of the host
countries [3]. Therefore, the cultural heterogeneity in countries and economic disparities
have always been the core of migrant integration debates. The cultural heterogeneity
affects both citizens of host countries who are skeptical about the benefits of immigration
and immigrants who find it difficult to be integrated into a new society [4]. Therefore,
the integration of immigrants in contemporary society is essential for the host countries
to benefit from immigration. Because the more they are integrated, the more they can bring
advantages to the host countries™.

Many studies show the role and responsibility of immigrants during the integration
process. However, the contribution of host countries in accepting immigrants is as vital
as the role of immigrants. Finding socioeconomic characteristics of immigrant-receiving
countries provides a snapshot of countries' development positions in the world. It helps
the countries to know what direction they are behind, what they need to change, etc. And
immigrants can understand which countries have the most suitable situation and favorable
policies in attracting and retaining immigrants. Therefore, this study aims at investigating
and explaining the socioeconomic characteristics and typology of immigrant-receiving
countries in Europe. To better understand and compare the position of the countries in terms
of integration policies and socioeconomic development in Europe, we also categorize
the countries in four geographical locations, Northern, Southern, Eastern, and Western
Europe.

Literature review

In the study of M. Shamsuddin and M. S. Katsaiti, Germany, with a shrinking population
and a rising dependency ratio, needs young migrants, willing and able to integrate within
thesocietyandactively participateinitseconomicprogress.Todevise successfulimmigration
and integration policies, policymakers should be aware of the factors affecting migrants’
intentions and decisions. They explore the impact of different measures of subjective well-

! World Bank, 2018. Moving for Prosperity: Global Migration and Labor Markets. Policy Research

Report. World Bank, Washington, DC. URL: https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/bitstream/hand
le/10986/29806/9781464812811.pdf.
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being on the intended duration of migration stay. Also, they utilize more detailed data
on the year length of the intended stay. This way, they could estimate the marginal effects
of happiness on each additional year of stay. They found out that migrants who are happy
with life tend to stay permanently in the host country. Also, results suggested that spouse
residence location, education, and personal income affect male intentions to remain, while
peer income and the number of children affect female preferences to stay. Depending
on government priorities and country needs, mainly in the labor market, identifying
the determinants of stay decisions allows policymakers to formulate policies encouraging
or discouraging certain groups to stay in Germany longer. [deally, the source country would
be interested in incentivizing the high-skilled, highly productive employees to stay for
economic and social reasons [5].

Regardless of public opinion, welcome, and perceptions of the ability to integrate,
the host country needs immigrants to integrate fully and efficiently, and it is a shared
responsibility between the host and the immigrant. The host must provide the opportunity
andresources forintegration in exchange for the economicbenefits offered by the immigrant;
the immigrant must utilize these resources and make a commitment to the host country
in exchange for expected opportunities. Both must work in tandem for the success
of the integration process [6].

In another study among a sample of Polish residents and households, the impact
of individual and household subjective well-being on the ex-ante international migration
intentions and ex-post actual migration decisions analyzed. Results showed that unhappier
persons were more likely to intend to migrate abroad but that this individual unhappiness
did not mean that intentions materialized into actual migration in subsequent years. They
also showed that the average level of (un)happiness within a household and individuals’
relative position in terms of subjective well-being within the family significantly impacted
migration intentions. Still, the effect of unhappiness on actual migration was found only for
some sub-groups such as women and currently employed individuals [7]. Consequently,
the relationship between Poland’s labor market situation and international migration is not
straightforward. Although some individuals left Poland because of poor economic prospects,
many others moved abroad only for temporary stays, as it is reflected in research. Moreover,
despite Poland’s economic boom, the twenty-first century’s second decade was still marked
by a substantial increase in Poles temporarily residing abroad, from 2.06 million in 2011
to 2.46 million in 2018 [8].

The study of A. Tatarko et al. based on European data uses multilevel analysis to clarify
the relations between migrant integration policy (both as a whole and its eight separate
components) and the subjective well-being of the non-immigrant population in European
countries. They examinedrelationsbetween the MigrantIntegration Policy Index (MIPEX) for
22 countries in Europe and subjective well-being, as assessed by the European Social Survey
(ESS) data. The results demonstrated a positive relation between the MIPEX and subjective
well-being for non-immigrants. Researchers considering different components of the MIPEX
separately, found out that most of them are positively related to the subjective well-being
of non-immigrants. As no negative relationship was identified between any of the eight
MIPEX components and subjective well-being, policies favoring immigrant integration also
seem to benefit from the non-immigrant population [9].

Many European countries have declared a retreat from the efforts to maintain
and develop multicultural policies with outright claims that immigrants are rarely fully
involved in host countries, which leads to an obstacle to the unity of society and social
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integration. Accordingly, they have shifted their focus from multicultural to immigrant
integration. The retreat can be regarded as a new version of multiculturism because
of the similarity between the two policies. Still, the explicit main goal of the immigrant
integration policies is to foster social cohesion and solidarity for both social integration
and immigrants’ adaptation to new countries. The study of S. Choi and Y. K. Cha finds that
well-developed integration policies in education increase immigrant students’ patriotic
pride and consequently narrow the gap between native and immigrant students in terms
of patriotic pride. The extent to which immigrant students are integrated into host countries
partly depends on how the government provides them with a supportive environment
and opportunities to participate in host countries actively [10].

On the one hand, education is influential for immigrant integration because the quality
of education is one of the main parts of human development. Therefore, a study has been
conducted to explore the impact of people's happiness level, research and development
expenditure, and social globalization on the quality of education. Researchers collected data
from different Asian countries for 27 years from reliable databases, and other approaches
were run on that data for analysis purposes. The results showed the significant impact
and the connection of these three aspects on the quality of education. Social globalization,
research and development, and per capita income have substantial implications
for the quality of education. Indeed, these relations between indicators demonstrate
the interconnection of the indexes [11].

In the study of Kogan et al, by adopting the multilevel analysis, the immigrants
become more satisfied in countries where there is more openness to welcome immigrants.
In countries with higher human development, immigrants’ life satisfaction will increase.
Inaddition, if the countries have higher economicinequality, the immigrants’ life satisfaction
tends to decline; however, the highly educated immigrants do not consider economic
inequality as an obstacle to their satisfaction [12].

The study of A. Paparusso offers state-of-the-art research on self-reported life
satisfaction as a subjective measure of immigrant integration, showing the most significant
research findings and methodological challenges. To this end, the study presents
a comparative empirical analysis of self-reported life satisfaction among first-generation
immigrants living in seven European countries, measuring the effectiveness of both
individual and country-level factors. Data are drawn from the Immigrant Citizens Survey
(ICS), 2011-2012. The empirical results show that self-reported life satisfaction depends
on immigrants’ demographic characteristics and human capital elements, such as age,
marital status, current economic situation, and perceived financial well-being. Immigration’
variables, namely legal status, and country of residence, also play a role in defining
immigrants’ life satisfaction. As for country-level factors, the proportion of non-EU foreign
citizens, naturalization rate, citizenship of the country of residence, unemployment rate,
and Human Development Index (HDI)? are significant factors that influence immigrants’
self-reported life satisfaction in European countries. Thus, confirming that not only
individual characteristics but also receiving contexts matter for immigrants’ subjective
well-being [13].

The study of Debraj Roka in 2020 proves the strongly linear positive association
and statistically significant result between the human development index with happiness

2 Human Development Index (HDI). UNITED NATIONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME. Human
development reports. URL: https://hdrundp.org/en/content/human-development-index-hdi
(accessed: 15.02.2022)
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in the overall 120 sampling countries that the high rank of the human development
indexes provides a high level of happiness among the people. The investigation analyzed
the 1080 observations using 2008 to 2016, including 120 countries. The study investigated
the positive association between economic growth and income with happiness, it also
indicated a positive association between government health expenditures and food
on happiness rate [14].

Indeed, the economy is an essential part of human development which growth
in the economy can show the happiness of society. From 2013 to 2018, Taiwan's Happiness
scores have been rising. To testify this issue, researchers took 3600 articles from one
of Taiwan's most used social media-Gossiping boards to identify Taiwanese emotion
from 2015 to 2017. The annual increase of GDP and GNI both have a noticeable positive
relationship with the people's sentiment extracted from the Taiwan forum. The result
illustrates that the GDP used by all Nations to evaluate and compare the economic growth
can reflect people's sense of happiness [15].

The development and happiness of the society are measured in many types
of research based on criteria that are not purely economic. Although the relevance of GDP
/ capita in the analyses and reports has been highly discussed and disputed, the standard
of living and quality of life in the world states still proves to be an indispensable but
insufficient source of information. As a consequence, alongside the media coverage of all
macroeconomic outcomes, the popularization of complementary indices such as the Social
Progress Index (SPI) would lead to an increase in the level of information and, implicitly,
a growth of the expectations and involvement of civil society as a stakeholder of national
economies [16].

The study of Grigorii Feigin gave the interpretation of the term «globalization»
and differences to other terms characterizing the development of the world economy. The
main signs of globalization including indicating dynamic trade volumes, Foreign Direct
Investment (FDI) inflows, portfolio investments, international credits; internalization
of technical progress; digitalization of economy; development of regional economic
integration, global migration; transnational corporations (TNC) activities; transformation
processes in the former socialistic countries. The influences of international activities
of governments on the level of GDP per capita are highlighted. The empirical basics are
data of KOF-Index. The sample includes countries with both middle and low income which
held positions in the ranking in KOF-Index from 27 till 1823. The positive interdependence
between (based on the KOF-Index) and the level of GDP is identified [17].

The impacts of information and communication technology on development have been
investigated mainly from their contributions to a country's economic growth. Nonetheless,
ICT can present individuals with much more than just financial income, and it can improve
many characteristics of their quality of life. A study applied data panel technique to a sample
of 145 countries to explore how the use and adoption of ICT by people, companies,
and governments, affect human development, as measured by the Social Progress Index
(SPI) and Human Development Index (HDI). The outcomes indicate that regardless
of a country's level of development, the individual use of ICT has a positive effect on human
development. Concerning the impact of government use of ICT on human development,
it has been confirmed that it is substantial in the developed countries. Similarly, ICTs
for commercial goals positively influence human development globally. Still, if we make

3 KOF globalization index. KOF Swiss Economic Institute. URL: https://kof.ethz.ch/en/forecasts-
and-indicators/indicators/kof-globalisation-index.html (accessed: 17.02.2022)
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the analysis considering only developed countries, the relationship of this variable with
human development is no longer significant [18].

Methodology

This research is quantitative research where the data are retrieved from international
indexes. To reach our goal this study uses different indexes which are widely used to explain
the socioeconomic positions of the countries in the world, such as Human Development
Index (HDI) to explain the dimensions of human development, health, education
and standard of living, Inequality-adjusted Human Development Index (IHDI)* (HDI, 2022),
Social Progress Index (SPI) to explain different dimensions of social progress, human
wellbeing and benchmarking success, this index is based on socio-environmental outcomes,
independent of traditional economic measures (Index Action Impact, 2022), Gross National
Income (GNI), percentage of Internet users of population (IU), Ranking of Happiness (RH),
Happiness Ranking for the Foreign-Born (HRFB)®, KOF Globalization index to measure
the socioeconomic and political dimensions of globalization (KOF globalization index,
2022). This study also uses Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) developed by
Niessen, Huddleston, and Citron in 2007 which identifies migrant integration policies
in 56 countries, this index measures the migration integration policies and compare them
among the countries and over time. MIPEX contains eight indicators, access to nationality,
anti-discrimination, education, family reunion, health, labor market, mobility, permanent
residence, and political participation®.

These indexes were chosen due to their suitability for the research aim to find out
the socioeconomic characteristics of European immigrant-receiving countries and how
they have a relationship with immigrants’ integration in the European countries. Overall,
38 countries from four geographical locations of Northern, Southern, Eastern, and Western
Europe, which are members of the Council of Europe, presented in MIPEX, have been chosen.

Themethodologyinthisstudyis designed based onthe theoretical frameworkdeveloped
for this study (See Figure 1). This study uses nominal scales provided by the indexes above,
which are mutually exclusive to each other. To measure and show the relationships between
the indexes, this study uses pairwise correlation analysis in STATA, with a significant level
of 0.01. The study's central hypothesis (H1) is that immigrant integration and happiness
level in the immigrant-receiving countries are positively correlated with HDI, IHDI, SP],
IU, GNI, RH, and KOF. Moreover, the study uses The EF English Proficiency Index (EF EPI)
to analyze the relationship between the integration of immigrants and the English language
proficiency level of the immigrant-receiving countries. The following framework for this
study is designed to show the relationships between our indexes.

* The IHDI combines a country’s average achievements in health, education, and income with how
those achievements are distributed among country’s population by “discounting” each dimension’s
average value according to its level of inequality. The IHDI is distribution-sensitive average level
of human development. Two countries with different distributions of achievements can have the same
average HDI value. Under perfect equality the IHDI is equal to the HDI but falls below the HDI when
inequality rises.

5 The World Happiness Report 2022. URL: https://happiness-report.s3.amazonaws.com/2022/
WHR+22.pdf (accessed: 16.02.2022)

¢ Migrant Integration Policy Index MIPEX 2020 URL: https://www.mipex.eu/ (accessed:
17.02.2022)
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Figure 1. Theoretical Research Framework’.

Results of the research

The result of this study shows that among the four geographical regions of Europe
in average countries of Northern Europe (59), Western Europe (57), Southern Europe (51),
and Eastern Europe (43) have the highest to the lowest MIPEX score respectively. Not all
international immigrants have access to the labor market, or in some countries, public jobs
are not offered to foreigners. In Northern (59) and Western Europe (59), this indicator is
equal; Southern Europe (52) and Eastern Europe (38) have a less favorable situation. In
the countries such as France, Latvia, Romania, Russia, Slovakia, and Turkey self-employment
are limited and desired for national citizens only. In Greece, France, Hungary, Poland,
Ireland, Russia, and Switzerland skills and qualification have no guidelines or recognition
for certain nationalities or fields of study.

Family reunion, the ability of temporary residents to sponsor their spouse/partner,
and reuniting with other relatives is halfway favorable in Western Europe (42), Northern
Europe (53), and Eastern Europe (54); the family reunion indicator is slightly promising
in Southern Europe (60). Some countries include Czechia, Portugal, Russia, and Slovenia.
The family member can benefit from the facilitated rules in Austria, Belgium, Denmark,
Germany, Italy, and Malta. In contrast, the family reunion is limited in other countries
such as the Netherlands, Switzerland, and the UK and requires language and integration
capability. Pre-entry language requirements are also in a few countries, such as Austria,
Denmark, Germany, Netherlands, and the UK.

The legal right to access compulsory and non-compulsory education for legal
and undocumented immigrants and the obstacles they face in accessing higher education,
etc,, is under the education category. Eastern Europe (24) and Southern Europe (39)
have a slightly unfavorable situation in terms of education indicator, Northern Europe
(57) and Western Europe (55) have a halfway favorable position. Supports to increase
immigrants’ access to and successful participation in higher education are available only
in Finland.

A health indicator is slightly favorable in Western Europe (68), halfway promising
in Northern Europe (59) and Southern Europe (50), and countries of Eastern Europe (36)
have a slightly unfavorable situation. Germany imposes conditions for emergency care
on immigrants, asylum seekers and refugees, while in Switzerland there is no barrier for
immigrants either undocumented migrants or legal immigrants.

7 Source: Framework designed for this study by the authors.
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Political participation indicator, having rights to vote and voting in local elections, is
halfway favorable in Northern (57) and Western Europe (54) and it is slightly unfavorable
in Southern Europe (26). Itis unfavorable in Eastern countries (13). Among the EU countries
local elections for voting is only possible for non-EU immigrants in Denmark, Finland,
Ireland, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden. The permanent resident scheme
and the wait for permanent residence is slightly favorable in Northern (66), Eastern (63),
and Southern (60) European countries. It is halfway good among the Western countries
(56).

Access to the nationality indicator, citizenship entitlements for children born or
educated in the country to foreign parents, dual nationality is halfway favorable in Northern
(51), Western (50), and Southern (44) countries, and itis slightly unfavorable in Eastern (38)
countries. All the regions have slightly favorable situations regarding anti-discrimination
policies discrimination prohibition based on nationality, race, ethnicity, and religion. The
most prohibited discrimination in MIPEX listed countries is employment and vocational
training and education, but less often in social protections and supply of goods and services.
Eastern European countries (76), Southern countries (74) have the highest score, Northern
and Western countries (73) are located the next.

Among the Eastern European countries, Bulgaria has the highest value in the anti-
discrimination score (100). Among the Northern European countries, Sweden and Finland
have the highest score in antidiscrimination (100), and Lithuania has the lowest score
in political participation (5). In Southern Europe, North Macedonia and Portugal have
the highest score (100) in anti-discrimination, and at the same time, North Macedonia has
a critically unfavorable situation in terms of political participation (0). In Western Europe,
Belgium has the highest score (100) in anti-discrimination, and Austria has the least score
(13) and the unfavorable situation in access to nationality. In general, among all the listed
countries below, on average, the anti-discrimination indicators have the highest values.

Immigrant-receiving countries' economic, social, cultural, and political characteristics
can be essential factors in accepting foreign nationals. Table 1 shows that the Western
and Northern European countries have the highest socioeconomic indicators. Southern
and Eastern European countries have similar characteristics lower than Northern
and Western European countries. The level of satisfaction of the citizens of these countries
with their living conditions paves the way for the acceptance and integration of immigrants
in these countries.

High levels of education, culture, income, and social services lead citizens to integrate
into the global community, meet more people from other parts of the world, or become
acquainted with different cultures and people through the Internet. All issues related
to these indicators in European countries result from globalization, or globalization is
the result of the increase of these indicators. These factors lead to an increased level of life
satisfaction and happiness among the citizens of these countries as well. By immigrants’
cooperation to be integrated and their acceptance by the citizens of the host countries,
the level of satisfaction and happiness of immigrants will increase. As a result, they will be
better integrated into their new environment in the host country.

Indeed, the knowledge and level of language fluency of immigrants in the host
countries are critical factors in their integration process in these countries. However,
in many European countries, immigrants usually use English as their second language or
international language (except for those whose mother tongue is the specific language
of that country). Thus, the English language skills of the people of the host countries can be
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an essential factor in helping immigrants who are at least fluent in English integrate into
these societies until the immigrants become fluent in the original language of that country.

Table 1
Socioeconomic characteristics of European immigrant-receiving countries and
MIPEX indexes, 20208
MIPEX = 2| 5
g g |5
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= | 8| = s |2 T N I ) S
= S| 5| %8| e 5|8 sl || 2|2 =
Country 2| < 213 &8l < 2 |2 Sl 8| 2| &8|EE| 8
s | £ g1 &|5]¢ 215 2lg|g| =gl s
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cels|le|&|2|&|8| 2| & || E|ES| S| |G| E|s| & |82
Eastern Europe
Bulgaria 40 48 38 21 29 0 69 13 100 7 018 | 2.7 |0.816 |0.721 (23325| 64.8 | 78.81 | 5.102 | 4.393 | 79.56
(Czech Republic 50 | 54 | 63 | 60 | 61 | 10 | 50 | 36 | 64 | 107 | 054 | 51 | 0.9 | 0.86 |38109] 807 | 86.6 [ 6911 | 5.88 | 84.85
Hungary 43 37 58 0 29 15 81 25 96 96 | 058 | 6.1 |0.854(0.791(31329| 76.1 |80.15| 6 |[5.272|83.83
Poland 40 | 31 | 58 | 33 | 27 | 10 | 50 | 50 | 63 | 379 | 08 | 22 | 088 [0.813[31623| 77.5 |83.08 | 6.186 | 5.649 | 80.02
Republic of Moldova| 47 48 61 19 36 15 69 42 84 4 0.1 2.6 | 0.75 [0.672 (13664 | 76.1 |67.58 | 5.608 | 5.187 | 67.55
Romania 49 46 67 4 46 5 56 38 9% | 192 07 3.7 10.828 | 0.73 (29497| 70.7 |78.41|6.124 | 5.945 | 79.44
Russia 31 28 46 12 23 30 46 44 22 146 11 8 10824 | 0.74 |26157| 80.9 | 73.45|5.546 | 5.548 | 72.03
Slovakia 39 17 59 7 50 5 65 28 79 55 0.2 3.6 | 0.86 [0.807 [32113| 80.7 |83.69 | 6.281 | 5.747 | 82.71
Ukraine 48 46 57 7 27 15 90 47 94 | 437 5 114 10.779 1 0.728 | 13216 | 58.9 | 66.97 | 4.561 | 4.546 | 73.93
Republic of Cyprus | 41 | 24 | 35 | 40 | 36 | 25 | 50 | 53 | 62 | 12 | 0.2 | 158 | 0.887 | 0.805|38207| 84.4 |85.03 | 6.159 | 6.337 | 8164
IAverage 43 38 54 24 36 13 63 38 76 | 284 | 193 | 6.2 |0.838(0.767 [27724| 75.0 | 78.38 | 5.85 | 5.450 | 78.56
Northern Europe
Denmark 49 65 25 45 56 70 42 4 51 58 0.7 | 124 | 0.94 |0.883 |58662| 97.6 [92.15|7.646 | 7.547 | 87.8
Estonia 50 69 76 69 29 20 75 16 48 1.3 0.2 15 [0.892|0.829 |36019| 89.4 |87.38 | 6.022 | 4.998 | 82.58
Finland 85 91 67 88 67 95 96 74 100 | 55 | 0.38 7 10.9380.888 48511 | 88.9 | 92.26 | 7.809 | 7.662 | 87.68
Iceland 56 33 62 45 54 65 77 55 57 | 0.35 [0.065| 19.2 | 0.949 [ 0.894 [54682| 99 |[89.29 | 7.56 |7.427 | 71.71
Ireland 64 | 22 | 48 | 45 | 85 | 85 | 50 | 79 | 94 | 5 | 0.87 | 17.6 | 0.955| 0885 |68371| 845 |89.47 | 7.094 | 6.916 | 85.75
Latvia 37 33 47 26 31 20 46 24 67 19 | 024 | 12.7 | 0.866 | 0.783 (30.282| 83.6 | 83.43 | 5.95 |4.728 | 80.19
Lithuania 37 52 43 43 31 5 52 22 51 27 (015 | 53 |0.8820.791[35799| 79.7 | 85.58 | 6.215 | 5.036 | 81.83
Norway 69 85 58 1 75 80 71 50 65 54 | 085 | 15.7 |0.957 [ 0.899 (66494 | 96.5 | 90.95|7.488 | 7.435 | 85.4
Sweden 8 | 91 | 71 | 93 | 83 | 80 | 90 | 83 | 100 | 10 | 2 | 19.8 |0945|0.882 54508 92.1 | 91.2 [7.353 | 7.184 | 89.44
United Kingdom 56 48 29 40 75 45 58 61 94 | 678 | 9.3 | 13.8 |0.932|0.856 [46071| 94.9 |87.98 | 7.165 | 6.667 | 89.31
[Average 59 | 59 | 53 | 57 | 59 | 57 | 66 | 51 | 73 | 106 | 15 | 13.9 | 0.926 | 0.859 46915 906 | 89.0 | 7.030 | 6.560 | 84.17
Southern Europe
[Albania 43 | 46 | 61 | 21 | 15 | 20 | 54 | 76 | 50 | 28 | 0.05 | 1.7 |0.795]0.708 |13998] 71.8 | 71.57 | 4.883 | 5.368 | 66.34
Croatia 39 50 48 33 27 10 54 19 7 41 052 | 129 |0.8510.783 [28070| 72.7 | 82.82 | 5.505 | 5.284 | 81.49
Greece 46 | 61 | 52 | 36 | 48 | 20 | 46 | 40 | 67 | 104 | 13 | 12.9 | 0.888 | 0.791|30155| 73 |84.37|5515| 5.96 | 83.65
Italy 58 67 64 43 79 25 67 40 78 | 604 | 6.3 | 10.6 |0.892(0.783 [42776| 74.4 | 86.56 | 6.387 | 6.506 | 82.92
Malta 48 48 36 40 56 35 46 63 63 04 [ 0N 26 |0.895(0.823 [39555| 81.4 |85.24 (6.773 | 4.97 |87.18
North Macedonia 42 31 58 21 38 0 69 22 100 | 21 | 013 | 6.3 |0.774|0.681|15865( 79.2 | 68.92| 5.16 |5.688 | 69.92
Portugal 81 94 87 69 65 80 71 86 100 | 10.2 1 9.8 |0.864 | 0.761 (33967 | 74.7 |85.97 | 5.911 | 5.036 | 85.22
Serbia 50 | 57 | 65 | 43 | 40 | 10 | 60 | 38 | 90 | 87 | 08 | 9.4 |0.806]0.705 [17192 73.4 |71.59 | 5.778 | 5.703 | 78.11
Slovenia 48 26 72 33 33 30 77 22 90 21 | 027 | 13.4 |0.917 [ 0.875(38080| 79.8 | 85.83 | 6.363 | 6.107 | 80.22
Spain 60 | 67 | 69 | 43 | 81 | 55 | 75 | 30 | 59 | 467 | 68 | 146 | 0.904 |0.783 [40975] 86.1 | 87.53 | 6.401 5488 | 85.87
Turkey 43 22 53 52 69 5 42 50 50 | 84.3 6 7.2 | 0.82 (0.683(27701| 71 |67.49|5.132|5.368 | 70.64
IAverage 51 52 60 39 50 26 60 44 74 | 211 | 21 11.3 | 0.86 | 0.761 29849 76.1 | 79.81|5.801 | 5.589 | 79.23
Western Europe
[Austria 46 | 59 | 36 | 52 | 81 | 20 | 50 | 13 | 53 | 9 | 1.7 | 19.3 | 0.922]0.857 |56197] 67.6 | 89.44]7.294 | 6.903 | 88.61
Belgium 69 56 48 74 73 65 75 65 100 | 11.6 2 17.3 10.931 [ 0.859 [52085| 88.7 | 88.68 | 6.864 | 6.601 | 90.33
France 56 | 52 | 43 | 36 | 65 | 45 | 58 | 70 | 79 | 652 | 85 | 131 | 0.901| 0.82 |47173| 82 |88.23 | 6.664 | 6.352 | 67.63
Germany 58 81 42 55 63 60 54 42 70 | 838 | 15.7 | 18.8 | 0.947 | 0.869 [55314| 89.7 |90.32 | 7.076 | 6.366 | 88.73
Luxembourg 64 35 52 64 46 85 58 79 89 0.6 0.3 | 67.9 [0.916|0.826 | 72712 97.1 | 88.75| 7.238 | 6.802 | 87.77
Netherlands 57 65 31 57 65 50 52 55 85 | 17.1 | 2.3 | 13.8 |0.944 [ 0.878 [57707| 94.7 | 90.57 | 7.449 | 6.945 | 90.91
Switzerland 50 63 41 48 83 55 48 28 38 8.7 2.5 | 28.8 [0.955|0.889 |69394 | 89.7 |89.89| 7.56 | 7.177 | 90.45
lAverage 57 | 59 | 42 | 55 | 68 | 54 | 56 | 50 | 73 | 28 | 47 | 256 | 0931|0857 |58655] 90.0 |89.41 7.16 |6.735 ] 89.20

& Source: Designed for this study. Data received from official websites of the provided indexes.
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In the analysis of this study, although there is no relationship between the English
language proficiency level of the people of the host countries (EF EPI) with the MIPEX index
ofintegration at the sig.level 0.01. (sig. 0.0160, Corr. Coeff. 0.4290 (table 2), this relationship
weakly exits at the significance level of 0.05. However, specifically for 27 European Union
countries, this study did not find any relationship between the host countries’ English
language proficiency level and the integration of immigrants. However, people's English
language proficiency level in the host country has a significant positive correlation with
HDI, IHDI, SPI, HRFB, RH, KOF, and IU. EF EPI has the strongest correlation with the KOF
globalization index (sig. 0.0000, Corr. Coeff. 0.7302), which shows the importance of English
language proficiency level in the globalization process.

Table 2 shows that all other indexes are mutually interrelated and correlated with each
other, although some of the correlation coefficients are not very strong. The highest level
of correlation belongs to IHDI with HDI (sig. 0.0000, Corr. Coeff. 0.9566), and SPI with HDI
(sig. 0.0000, Corr. Coeff. 0.9450), which shows that the more the countries are developed
with higher HD], the higher social progress they have.

Table 2
Pairwise correlation analysis®

MIPEX | HRFB RH HDI GNI IHDI SPI KOF IU EF EPI
MIPEX | 1.0000

HRFB | 0.6013 | 1.0000
0.0001

RH | 0.5607 | 0.9205 | 1.0000
0.0003 | 0.0000

HDI | 0.5250 | 0.8138 | 0.8963 | 1.0000
0.0007 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

GNI | 0.5528 | 0.8685 | 0.8611 | 0.8676 | 1.0000
0.0003 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

IHDI | 0.4729 | 0.7867 | 0.8884 | 0.9566 | 0.8147 | 1.0000
0.0027 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

SPI | 0.5174 | 0.7238 | 0.8578 | 0.9450 | 0.7890 | 0.9100 | 1.0000
0.0009 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

KOF | 0.5023 | 0.5811 | 0.7275 | 0.7940 | 0.7043 | 0.7448 | 0.8470 | 1.0000
0.0013 | 0.0002 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000

IU 0.4229 | 0.7937 | 0.8631 | 0.7908 | 0.7474 | 0.7707 | 0.7367 | 0.5328 | 1.0000
0.0082 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0006

EF EPI | 0.4290 | 0.5176 | 0.6385 | 0.6195 | 0.5364 | 0.6689 | 0.6907 | 0.7302 | 0.5439 | 1.0000
0.0160 | 0.0034 | 0.0001 | 0.0002 | 0.0019 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0016

The results also show a significant strong positive correlation between all the indexes
with Ranking of Happiness (RH) of the host countries’ people and Happiness Ranking for
the Foreign-Born (HRFB). RH of host countries’ people has the strongest correlation with HDI
(sig. 0.0000, Corr. Coeff. 0.8963); the higher the HDI, the happier the population of the host
countries is. There is also a robust positive correlation between the Ranking of Happiness

9 Source: Designed for this study. Analyzed in STATA.
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(RH) of the host countries’ people and the Happiness Ranking for the Foreign-Born (HRFB)
(sig. 0.0000, Corr. Coeff. 0.9205), which shows the importance of communities’ happiness
in the acculturation process of immigrants. The happier the foreign-born immigrants,
the better they are integrated in the host country (sig. 0.0001, Corr. Coeff. 0.6013).

There is also a strong positive correlation between the KOF globalization index
and social progress index (sig. 0.0000, Corr. Coeff. 0.8470), showing the two-way importance
of globalization and social progress on each other. However, RH has a strong positive
correlation with KOF, and the HRFB has a moderate correlation with KOF (sig. 0.0002,
Corr. Coeff. 0.5811). HRFB is less dependent on the globalization level of the countries,
but indirectly through RH, it is strongly correlated. All the indexes except EF EPI are
correlated with the MIPEX integration index at sig. level. 0.01. however, the correlations
coefficients do not show a substantial value. The weakest correlation is Internet users
(% of the population) IU and MIPEX (sig. 0.0082, Corr. Coeff. 0.4229). This shows a soft direct
effect of % of the people who use the internet on the integration process of immigrants.

9
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Graph 1. Relationship between Happiness Ranking for the Foreign-Born (HRFB) and MIPEX Integration
Index (Total value)®.

All the indexes lead to HRFB in the host countries, and there is almost a strong
relationship between HRFB and MIPEX integration index. Figure 1 shows that Sweden
and Finland have the highest MIPEX integration value, 86 and 85, respectively; at the same
time, Finland has the highest HRFB value, 7.662, and Sweden also has a high HRFB, 7.184.
Among these countries, Russia has less than average, the lowest MIPEX integration value
(31), while it has more than average HRFB among the Eastern European countries (5.548).
Bulgaria has the weakest HRFB value (4.393) among Eastern European countries, lower

10 Source: Designed for this study.
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than average, and its MIPEX integration index total weight is 40. In general, the Northern
and Western European countries have a better situation in terms of both Happiness Ranking
for the Foreign-Born and MIPEX integration index and in general, among other indicators.
While Eastern and Southern European countries have almost a similar situation not only
in terms of HRFB and MIPEX but also in all other indexes.

Conclusion

The results show that the integration process and policies differ among European
countries. Southern and Eastern European countries have similar characteristics and lower
rates than Northern and Western European countries. Among the four geographical
European regions, Northern, Western, Southern, and Eastern European countries have
the highest to the lowest favorable integration policies for immigrants. Access to the labor
market is not equal for immigrants and natives. Family reunion is halfway favorable
in Western, Northern, and Eastern Europe, and it is slightly promising in Southern Europe.
Eastern and Southern Europe have a slightly unfavorable situation regarding education
indicators. The health indicator is slightly favorable in Western Europe; halfway promising
in Northern and Southern Europe, and countries in Eastern Europe have a slightly
unfavorable situation. Political participation is halfway favorable in Northern and Western
Europe, and it is slightly unfavorable in Southern Europe, and it is unfavorable in Eastern
countries. The wait for permanent residence is slightly favorable in Northern, Eastern,
and Southern European countries. Access to the nationality indicator, is halfway favorable
in Northern, Western, and Southern countries, and it is slightly unfavorable in Eastern
European countries. And all the regions share almost slightly favorable situations regarding
anti-discrimination policies.

The level of life satisfaction and life happiness of the host countries' citizens improves
the integration process of immigrants. Socioeconomic status of the immigrant receiving
countries, level of globalization, sociocultural progress, income and education level,
level of internet usage, and human development increase the acceptance of foreigners.
Globalization level of the countries has positive relationship with development level
and higher HDI leads to higher happiness among the host countries' natives. There is also
a positive significant correlation between the natives' ranking of happiness, immigrants'
happiness, and immigrants' integration in the host countries. All the indexes in this study
are mutually interrelated and correlated. Integration of immigrants in the host countries is
a two-way process, and it depends on the immigrants themselves and the people in the host
country. In order to benefit immigration, besides the immigrants’ efforts, the host countries
must concentrate on increasing the socioeconomic well-being of their citizens, as the results
showed the higher the socio economic well-being of the population the higher the integration
index of immigrants.
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