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Abstract

This paper investigates whether citizenship acquisition affects immigrants’ employment in Belgium.
To do so, we rely on a longitudinal database, over the period 2008-2014, coupling administrative data
from the Crossroads Bank for the Social Security (CBSS) and survey data from the Labour Force
Surveys (LFS). During this period, citizenship was open to all immigrants who have been legally
resident for at least 7 years, without any language or integration requirements. This allows us to study
naturalisation in a liberalised context, avoiding part of the selection bias. The econometric analysis
has been carried out using panel data fixed effects techniques applied to a programme evaluation
model. We find that citizenship acquisition increases immigrants’ employment by 7 percentage points
after naturalisation. This effect persists even after controlling for endogeneity by exploiting an
instrument for naturalisation and thus confirms the existence of citizenship premium in Belgium.
Furthermore, the analysis by type of employment shows that citizenship has a positive effect on
migrants' entrepreneurship as well as on their probability of finding a better and more stable job.
Finally, using cross-section administrative data from the CBSS, covering the entire population, we
find that citizenship effect is stronger for individuals with a non-EU origin.
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Non-technical summary

In recent years, the world has experienced an increase in international migration. Consequently,
immigration has become a major policy concern in these receiving countries, notably from a labour
market perspective. Indeed, regarding the labour market, studies show that immigrants seem to
perform poorly compared to natives. They have higher unemployment rates and earn substantially
less than natives. Whereas, as evidenced, a better integration of immigrants into the labour market
is beneficial for immigrants themselves as well as for the host country. Labour market integration of
immigrants leads to less dependence on the welfare system and has a positive effect on fiscal
contributions. Moreover, it leads to greater social cohesion in the host country. Hence, finding an
efficient policy to help foreigners to integrate better has become the focus of political as well as
academic interest. In this regard, acquiring the host country’s citizenship could be an instrument for
facilitating immigrant’s socioeconomic integration and could help them mitigate their labour market
disadvantages.

This paper attempts to shed light on the effect of naturalisation on immigrants’ employment. In order
to do so, we rely on a Belgian longitudinal database, over the period 2008-2014, coupling
administrative data from the Crossroads Bank for Social Security (CBSS) and survey data from the
Labour Force Surveys (LFS). During this period, citizenship was open to all immigrants who have
been legally resident for at least 7 years, without any language or integration requirements. This
allows us to study naturalisation in a liberalised context, avoiding part of the selection bias.

Our findings indicate that naturalised individuals have a chance 7 % points greater of being employed
than those who have not naturalised, other things being equal. In addition to this, we find that the
effect increases over time after naturalisation. We further test the effect of naturalisation on different
type of jobs. Our results indicates that naturalisation has a positive effect on migrants’
entrepreneurship as well as on their likelihood of finding a full-time job. Regarding the public sector,
a positive effect is found only in the long term.

The citizenship premium varies depending on personal characteristics. While all immigrants benefit
from acquiring the Belgian nationality, our results show that the effect is more pronounced for those
originating from a non-EU country and in particular from the Maghreb. a group facing the largest
obstacles in the labour market. Analysis by level of education points to a larger citizenship premium
for low-educated immigrants (at most a lower secondary degree) and high-educated immigrants
(tertiary degree) than for the middle-educated ones (upper secondary degree).
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1 Introduction
This paper attempts to shed light on the effect of naturalisation on first-generation1

immigrants’ employment. In recent years, the world has experienced an increase in
international migration. The total number of the first-generation immigrants in OECD
countries rose by more than 60%, from 83 to 135 million over the period 2000-2019. In 2019,
foreign-born individuals represented more than 10% of the OECD population, 12% on average
in the European Union, 14% in the United States, and more than 20% in Australia, Canada
and Switzerland (OECD, 2020). Consequently, immigration has become a major policy
concern in these receiving countries, notably from a labour market perspective.

Indeed, regarding the labour market, studies show that immigrants seem to perform poorly
compared to natives (Borjas, 1994; Kogan, 2006 and Lancee, 2012). They have higher
unemployment rates and earn substantially less than natives (Heath and Cheung, 2007;
Algan et al., 2010; OECD, 2015). Whereas, as evidenced, a better integration of immigrants
into the labour market is beneficial for immigrants themselves as well as for the host country.
Labour market integration of immigrants leads to less dependence on the welfare system and
has a positive effect on fiscal contributions (Dustmann and Frattini, 2014; NBB, 2020).
Moreover, it leads to greater social cohesion in the host country (Freedman et al., 2018;
Mastrobuoni and Pinotti, 2015). Hence, finding an efficient policy to help foreigners to
integrate better has become the focus of political as well as academic interest. In this regard,
acquiring the host country’s citizenship could be an instrument for facilitating immigrant’s
socioeconomic integration and could help them mitigate their labour market disadvantages
(OECD, 2011).

Nevertheless, existing studies on the link between naturalisation and employment have so
far produced mixed results. Some studies find that naturalisation has a positive effect on the
employment of immigrants (Fougère and Safi, 2009; Bevelander and Pendakur, 2012;
Engdahl, 2014; Gathmann and Keller, 2018; Peters et al., 2018; Hoxhaj et al., 2020), whereas
others do not support the existence of such a citizenship premium (Bevelander and DeVoretz,
2008) or even find a negative effect (Scott, 2008). This mixed result on the relevance of
citizenship is often attributed to differences in terms of national context and to the
methodological approach used. Indeed, existing studies have used either longitudinal or cross-
sectional data to analyse how citizenship affects the economic integration of immigrants.
Moreover, literature shows that the impact of citizenship seems to differ across migrants’
groups (depending on gender, origin, level of education, etc.), which can therefore lead to an
ambiguous aggregate effect. Relying on a novel dataset, this paper contributes to this
literature by investigating how and to what extent naturalisation affects the employment of
migrants in Belgium, but also to whom citizenship matters the most.

Belgium is a particularly interesting case study. First, it is considered one of the most
multicultural countries in the OECD area (Martiniello, 2003), with almost 17% of its
population being first-generation immigrants. Nevertheless, it is also one of the worst OECD
countries in labour market integration of immigrants, both regarding their (un)employment

1 A first-generation immigrant is defined in this paper as someone who is born abroad with parents also born
abroad.
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rate and the gap with respect to natives. Moreover, unlike many other European Union
countries, during our study period, Belgium did not impose formal conditions for citizenship
acquisition. The only requirement was a minimum legal residence period of 7 years, without
any criteria in terms of language knowledge, integration efforts, labour market status or
income. In that respect, our study complements the existing literature which extensively
focuses on countries that impose strict conditions for naturalisation. In such countries,
naturalised immigrants are more likely to be a selected subset, particularly by characteristics
for which the survey data do not allow control for. And finally, to the best of our knowledge,
there is no empirical study that has fully analysed the effect of citizenship acquisition on the
employment of first-generation immigrants in Belgium, while using both longitudinal and
cross-sectional data.

We rely on longitudinal data derived from the merging of the 2008 and 2014 ad hoc modules
of the Labour Force Survey (LFS) with administrative data taken from the Crossroads Bank
for Social Security (CBSS). This linked LFS-CBSS dataset contains detailed information on
the labour market situation of immigrants, for all quarters between 2008 and 2014. Combined
with the liberal context of citizenship acquisition over that period, this panel dataset allows
us to tackle endogeneity issues and to provide a robust estimation of the effect of
naturalisation on employment. In the second step, we use cross-sectional administrative data
from the CBSS, covering the entire population, to evaluate the heterogeneous impact across
different groups of immigrants.

This paper is structured as follows. We start by discussing previous evidence on the effect of
citizenship on labour market outcomes of first-generation immigrants. We then present in
detail our two databases. Section 4 is devoted to explaining how naturalisation works in
Belgium, to positioning it in international comparison and to providing an overview of who is
more or less likely to get/ask for Belgian nationality. The first assessment of how
naturalisation affects employment is presented in Section 5. Based on longitudinal data, the
section shows how career paths are influenced by citizenship acquisition and provides an
estimation of the magnitude of the impact of naturalisation on the employment rate as well
as on the type of job naturalised immigrants can get. Section 6 analyses to whom
naturalisation matters the most depending on gender, country of origin and level of education.
The last section concludes our paper.

2 Literature Review
The relationship between citizenship acquisition and the labour market integration of first-
generation immigrants has received much attention over the past decades.2 This growing
interest is explained by the fact that labour market outcomes (such as employment levels,
occupational status and wages) significantly differ between immigrants and natives in all

2 See among others: Chiswick (1978); Bratsberg et al. (2002); Bevelander and Pendakur (2012); Fougère and Safi
(2009); Corluy et al. (2011); Gathmann and Keller (2018); Peters et al. (2018, 2020); Bevelander and Veenman
(2006); Scott (2008); Steinhardt, (2012); Engdahl (2014); Hoxhaj et al. (2020).



3

developed countries,3 and Belgium is no exception.4 In other words, migrants tend to be
disadvantaged in the labour market, as compared to natives.

Indeed, the literature provides some main reasons why first-generation immigrants perform
worst in the labour market. First, most first-generation migrants lack mastery of the host
country’s language,5 which is however key to immigrants’ socio-economic integration.6

Therefore, this lack of language skills negatively affects their labour market outcomes by
reducing their employability in many segments of the labour market.

The second reason is linked to immigrants’ educational level. Existing studies7 suggest that
people do not benefit equally from their educational credentials. Given the fact that
immigrants’ educational credentials obtained in their home countries may not have the same
interpretation interms of skills and productivity in the eyes of employers, the latter will prefer
well-known qualifications, i.e. domestic ones. In addition to their educational credentials,
immigrants’ labour market experience obtained in their home countries, is not or is less
valuable in the host country’s labour market.8

The third is related to the human capital endowment (other than schooling, such as cultural
capital or knowledge of the functioning of the labour market, for example). It is well-
documented that first-generation immigrants are often less endowed than natives and
present different kinds of human capital than those that are needed to successfully integrate
into the host country’s labour market.9 Furthermore, in most countries, due to legal
requirements and various restrictive practices, first-generation migrants are excluded from a
large proportion of jobs in the labour market (such as jobs in justice, police, and general
administration). Finally, due to costs10 supported by employers when hiring a foreigner, they
will prefer to hire a native or an individual with host country citizenship.

In this context of labour market disadvantages, granting citizenship can help migrants to
offset these disadvantages and can also be used by policy-makers as a tool to boost migrants’
socio-economic integration.

First, citizenship acquisition provides migrants with unrestricted access to the labour market
of the host country. Indeed, citizenship allows migrants to access jobs that are reserved for
citizens, such as jobs in the public sector and certain regulated professions (such as medicine,
architects, notaries). In addition to these restricted jobs, citizenship facilitates access to many
public service jobs, self-employed and professional occupations. Besides that, it eliminates
barriers to some other jobs that require unrestricted mobility of their employees without any
bureaucratic hurdles (Steinhardt, 2012; Poeschel, 2016). This aspect is particularly relevant
for non-EU immigrants who need a visa11 to travel inside and outside of Europe. Moreover,

3 See Borjas (1994); Kogan (2006); Lancee (2012); Heath and Cheung (2007); Fleischmann and Dronkers (2010);
Yann et al. (2010); Chiswick (1978); Baker and Dwayne (1994); Dell’Aringa et al. (2015).

4 See Corluy and Verbist (2014); HCE (2018); NBB (2020); Piton and Rycx (2021).
5 See Van Tubergen and Kalmijn (2005); Heath and Cheung (2007); Isphording (2015).
6 See Chiswick (1991); Dustmann and Fabbri (2003); Bleackley and Chin (2010); Lochmann et al. (2019).
7 See for example Corluy and Verbist (2014); Damas de Matos and Liebig (2014).
8 See Heath and Cheung (2007); Chiswick and Miller (2009).
9 See Heath and Cheung (2007); Bevelander and Veenman (2008); Algan et al. (2010).
10 Those costs could be administrative or financial but also linked to discriminatory practices, lack of information

about productivity, or risk of short-term emigration. See Fougère and Safi (2009); Arrow (1972); Dustmann
(2000).

11 Those with a foreign nationality from outside the Schengen agreement
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citizenship makes it possible to decrease the administrative costs of hiring a foreigner for
employers.12 In addition, it helps to reduce statistical discrimination faced by foreigners when
applying for jobs and provides immigrants with better opportunities in the labour market.13

Second, citizenship increases the employability of first-generation migrants. As stated above,
employers are unable to fully assess migrants’ potential productivity through common
indicators, such as educational qualifications and past labour market experiences. For this
reason, acquiring the host country’s citizenship would be perceived by employers as a signal
of migrants’ integration and as their commitment to staying in the country. This long-term
commitment to stay motivates migrants to increase their investments in education, language
knowledge and other country-specific skills.14 Consequently, it should also increase employers’
likelihood to invest in the training of foreign employees.15 This human capital development
should lead to a positive effect on the labour market performance of immigrants.

In addition, citizenship acquisition may facilitate upward professional mobility and lead to
higher earnings (DeVoretz, 2006). Moreover, it facilitates access to host country high
education institutions and scholarships, and facilitates access to credit or business creation.
In some countries, citizenship acquisition is associated with some additional rights such as
social benefits and political participation. Hence, through these mechanisms, citizenship can
help to overcome barriers to employment and promote the socioeconomic integration of
first-generation immigrants.

Empirically, following the seminal work of Chiswick (1978),16 existing studies generally
support the existence of a positive link between citizenship acquisition and labour market
outcomes.17 However, a few studies observe no or even a negative correlation.18 Finally, it
should be noted that the effect of citizenship is not the same for all groups of migrants. Studies
suggest that the citizenship premium is stronger for migrants that are the most exposed,
vulnerable and who struggle in the labour market – in particular, those from less developed
origin countries (Bratsberg et al., 2002; Fougère and Safi, 2009; Peters et al., 2018).

The analysis of the impact of citizenship acquisition on the employment of immigrants in
Belgium is scarce. The first empirical estimation has been provided by Corluy et al. in 2011.
Using the 2008 ad hoc module of the Labour Force Survey, they found that naturalisation is
associated with significantly better employment outcomes among immigrants. This effect
remains significant even after controlling for years of residence since migration. More recent
analyses, broadly analysing the labour market integration of immigrants and using the
merged CBSS-LFS database over the period 2008-2014, supports the existence of a citizenship
premium in Belgium (HCE, 2018; NBB, 2020; Piton and Rycx, 2021).

Relying on the same database, our paper, thanks to the use of instrumental variables,
attenuates the potential endogeneity and self-selection issues often highlighted by the

12 See Bratsberg et al. (2002); Cahuc and Zylberberg (2004); Mazzolari (2009).
13 See Duguet et al. (2007, 2010); Petit et al. (2015); Govind (2020).
14 See Bevelander and Pendakur (2009); Mincer and Polachek (1974); DeVoretz and Pivnenko (2008).
15 See Steinhardt (2012); Von Haaren-Giebel and Sandner (2016).
16 Is one of the first studies and compares wages of foreign-born men with and without U.S citizenship in a

cross-sectional framework.
17 See among others Bratsberg et al. (2002); Fougère and Safi (2009); Corluy et al. (2011); Bevelander and

Pendakur (2012); Steinhardt (2012); Engdahl (2014); Gathmann and Keller (2018); Peters et al. (2018; 2020).
18 See for example Bevelander and DeVoretz (2008); Scott (2008); Bratsberg and Raaum (2011); Engdahl (2011).
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literature.19 Indeed, immigrants who decide to apply for citizenship tend to be the ones that
are already better integrated into the host country, and those who end up acquiring the
citizenship are also positively selected among all applicants. Focusing on Belgium already by
definition reduces this effect since no specific requirements are needed in terms of integration
to ask for or to obtain Belgian nationality. Nevertheless, some reverse causality can still be
present with people who want to obtain host country citizenship investing more in their
(labour market) integration. To overcome this issue, we use the combination of citizenship
acquisition rules (minimum legal period of residence of 7 years) and the years since first
eligibility for citizenship as an instrument for citizenship. Results remain similar and confirm
the existence of a citizenship premium in Belgium.

In addition, we go one step further by analysing not only the citizenship premium in Belgium,
but also how it evolves over the years since naturalisation and to what extent it may help to
get a higher quality job. We also evaluate which groups of immigrants benefit most from
citizenship acquisition.

3 Data and descriptive statistics
To study the impact of naturalisation on the employment of immigrants in Belgium, we rely
on two types of data that were gathered from the Crossroads Bank for Social Security (CBSS).
The first database is a representative sample providing longitudinal data for all surveyed
individuals over every quarter from 2008 to 2014. The second is a cross-sectional aggregate
dataset which contains information on the entire population for all the years between 2009
and 2014, without panel information. For the rest of the paper, when the longitudinal
database is used, the sources named are ‘CBSS Datawarehouse and Statbel (LFS 2008 and
2014 ad-hoc modules)’; when the data for the entire population is used, the source is ‘CBSS
Datawarehouse’ only.

Datasets include both natives and immigrants. Our research question being focused on
immigrants only, we first restricted our databases and defined what we will call “first-
generation immigrants”. The studied group is therefore defined as all individuals who were
born abroad with parents who were not born in Belgium.20 A further distinction can be made
between individuals born in an EU country and those born outside the EU. Thanks to different
origin groups defined by the Socio-economic Monitoring,21 the CBSS also gives eleven groups22

of origin, namely EU14, Other EU countries, EU candidate countries, Other European
countries, the Maghreb, Sub-Saharan Africa, the Near and Middle East, Oceania and the Far
East, Other Asian countries, North America, and Central and South America.

Both datasets include citizenship information (Belgian or foreign nationality on an annual
level), the number of years since citizenship acquisition as well as the number of years of
residence in the country. Other personal information is also available, such as gender, age (in

19 See Bratsberg et al. (2002); Fougère and Safi (2009); Peters et al. (2018, 2020).
20 Usually in the literature and in provided statistics, data lack information on parents’ country of birth so that a

first-generation immigrant is defined as a person born abroad. Here, our dataset allows us to avoid considering
people born abroad but with Belgian parents as immigrants.

21 See reports 2013, 2015, 2017, 2019.
22 The list of the countries included in each group is provided in Appendix.



6

5-year tranches), region of residence (Brussels, Flanders, Wallonia), level of education23 (high,
medium, low), type of household24 (married, cohabiting or single, with or without children), as
well as the socio-economic position, i.e. employed or not employed. That information is
available at a quarterly level for the longitudinal database.

In order to be able to come up with an analysis that is relevant to the labour market, datasets
are limited to people aged between 20 and 64, i.e. the working-age population and to people
living in Belgium.

The longitudinal dataset is based on the samples selected for the 2008 Labour force survey
ad-hoc module “Labour market situation of migrants” and the 2014 Labour force survey ad
hoc module “Migration and labour market”. Starting from this sample, the CBSS has been
asked to provide administrative information for all individuals over every quarter from
2008Q1 to 2014Q4 (28 quarters). The dataset therefore contains longitudinal information for
the 49,091 individuals surveyed.

Among them, 6,212 people are defined as first-generation immigrants. Focusing on working-
age population (20-64 years) and people living in the country restricts the sample to
4,918 individuals, for whom we have 118,195 observations. This means that not everyone was
observed during the 28 quarters. This is due to the fact that some people were outside the
working age during some quarters (e.g. younger than 20 at the beginning of the period, older
than 64 at the end of the period). For some of them, they also (temporarily) left the country25

or they arrived in Belgium during the period. The minimum number of observations per
individual is 4 quarters and the maximum is 28. On average, a person is observed during 24
quarters.26

While the sample is constructed to be representative of the population, Statbel usually use
weighting coefficients to provide aggregate figures. However, those coefficients are only
available for the two quarters of the survey, i.e. 2008Q2 and 2014Q2, so that we cannot use
them for our analysis over the entire period. Despite this drawback, Table 1 on naturalisation
and Table 2 on people characteristics show us that our longitudinal database is very close to
what we found in the population administrative data. Moreover, a major advantage of this
dataset is that an individual can be tracked over the period, which makes it possible to provide
a robust result on how naturalisation will influence careers and (types of) employment.
However, the sample is too small to focus on specific characteristics such as gender, origin or
the level of education.

The population dataset, provided by the Crossroads Bank for Social Security (CBSS),
contains exhaustive administrative information on the entire population over the years 2009
to 2014. The advantage is that it does not relate to a sample and therefore does not entail any
representativeness issues. The disadvantage is that an individual cannot be tracked.
Therefore, we will use this dataset to analyse the heterogenous impact of naturalisation,

23 Note that the level of education differs in both datasets. Data in the population is the level of education registered
in administrative data (information provided by the Communities and the Public Employment Services). The
one provided in the longitudinal dataset is furnished by the survey and is self-reported by respondent.

24 Only for the population dataset.
25 Over the period, 200 persons (temporarily) left the country.
26 70% of our sample is observed during the entire period.
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estimating the impact for each group separately, without the risk of not having enough
observations to provide robust results.

The data is for the situation as at 31 December of the year. For each year, we know the number
of people corresponding to all possible cross values of the variables. For example, the data tells
us how many men aged between 30 and 34 years old who are living in Brussels, born in an
EU country, have a high level of education and are married with children. The dataset
includes on average 1,134,958 first-generation immigrants every year, such that we end up
with almost 7 million observations.

Table 1
Comparison of both datasets

Longitudinal dataset Population dataset

Nb individuals 4,918 1,134,958
Type of observation Every quarter Aggregate information each year

(min 4, max 28, average 24)
Period 2008-2014 2009-2014
Total nb obs. 118,195 6,809,746
Naturalisation
Belgian 43% 37%
New Belgian 7.7% 9.5%
Foreigner 57% 63%
Average years since
naturalisation 28.3 years 27.9 years

Sources: CBSS Datawarehouse and Statbel (LFS 2008 and 2014 ad-hoc modules), authors’ calculations.

As shown in Table 1, longitudinal dataset contains rather more Belgian citizens than we
might see in the population (43 against 37%, respectively). This seems to be linked to the
slight over-representation of immigrants who are in the country for more than 10 years in the
survey, compared to what can be found in administrative data. The difficulty in reaching
newcomers to answer a survey may well explain this phenomenon. The average number of
years since naturalisation is similar in both datasets and spans 28 years.

Table 2 further provides descriptive statistics on labour market outcomes, personal and
household characteristics of first-generation immigrants in our databases. We first see that
the share of employed immigrants is low, with less than half of them having a job (compared
to 69% for people born in Belgium). Moreover, naturalised immigrants tend to be more often
employed than foreigners. While a large share of first-generation immigrants have lived in
Belgium for more than 10 years, this proportion largely increases when looking at naturalised
immigrants. In other words, on average, immigrants with Belgian citizenship spent more time
in the country than immigrants with a foreign nationality.

Regarding the country of origin, 43% of first-generation immigrants were born in an EU
country and most of them in one of the EU14. The remaining 57% were born in a country
outside the EU, with the largest group of origin being the Maghreb and Sub-Saharan Africa.
Based on those proportions, we can see that immigrants with a non-EU origin are over-
represented among Belgian citizens (82%), while EU migrants seem to more often keep their
home country’s citizenship.
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Table 2
Descriptive statistics

Longitudinal dataset Population dataset

Total Naturalised Foreigners Total Naturalised Foreigners p.m.
natives

Socio-economic position
Employed 46% 50% 42% 49% 51% 47% 69%
Not employed 55% 50% 58% 51% 49% 53% 31%

Years of residence
0-4 years 16% 1% 28% 28% 2% 44%
5-9 years 19% 11% 25% 13% 11% 15%
10 years or more 62% 83% 45% 52% 82% 34%
missing 3% 4% 2% 6% 5% 7%

Country of birth
EU14 36% 16% 51% 32% 14% 43%
Other EU countries 9% 5% 12% 11% 4% 14%
Other European countries 7% 9% 6% 7% 9% 7%
EU candidate countries 7% 12% 4% 8% 14% 4%
The Maghreb 18% 28% 10% 17% 27% 10%
The Near and Middle East 4% 5% 3% 4% 5% 3%
North America 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1%
Oceania and the Far East 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 3%
Central and South America 3% 4% 3% 3% 4% 3%
Sub-Saharan Africa 10% 14% 7% 11% 15% 8%
Other Asian countries 3% 4% 2% 3% 4% 2%
missing 0.2% 0.0% 0.3% 0.01% 0.01% 0.01%

Gender
Men 47% 44% 49% 49% 46% 51% 50%
Women 53% 56% 51% 51% 54% 49% 50%

Age
20-24 6% 5% 7% 8% 6% 10% 11%
25-29 9% 7% 11% 12% 8% 15% 10%
30-34 12% 9% 14% 14% 10% 16% 10%
35-39 14% 12% 15% 14% 13% 14% 10%
40-44 14% 15% 14% 13% 15% 12% 11%
45-49 13% 15% 11% 12% 14% 11% 12%
50-54 12% 14% 10% 10% 13% 9% 12%
55-59 11% 13% 9% 9% 11% 7% 11%
60-64 10% 10% 9% 7% 9% 6% 10%

Level of education
At most lower secondary education 37% 41% 34% 18% 23% 16% 11%
Higher secondary education 27% 27% 28% 7% 11% 5% 18%
Tertiary education 27% 23% 29% 11% 11% 10% 16%
missing 9% 8% 9% 64% 55% 69% 56%
Type of household
Single without children n.a. n.a. n.a. 20% 14% 24% 15%
Single with children n.a. n.a. n.a. 7% 9% 6% 6%
Married without children n.a. n.a. n.a. 11% 11% 12% 16%
Married with children n.a. n.a. n.a. 37% 48% 31% 30%
Unmarried couple without children n.a. n.a. n.a. 5% 2% 7% 7%
Unmarried couple with children n.a. n.a. n.a. 6% 4% 8% 9%
Other type of household n.a. n.a. n.a. 13% 11% 14% 18%

Sources: CBSS Datawarehouse, Statbel (LFS 2008 and 2014 ad-hoc modules), authors’ calculations.
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There are slightly more women among first-generation immigrants than among natives and
this is particularly true for naturalised immigrants. They also tend to be younger and with a
lower level of education. The more common type of household is being married with children.
While this is also true for natives (30%), the proportion is greater for first-generation
immigrants (37%) and still higher for those who are naturalised (48%).

4 Citizenship acquisition in Belgium
Before going more deeply in the analysis of the relationship between citizenship and
employment, it is important to provide an overview of the Belgian situation regarding rules
for acquiring the Belgian nationality, to compare them with rules that prevail abroad, and
also to analyse who is more or less likely to get or to ask for the Belgian nationality. These are
the aims of this fourth section.

4.1 Rules to acquire Belgian citizenship

The Belgian Nationality Code27 was created in 1984 and became effective in 1985. Available
statistics show two peaks: one in 1992, and the other in 2000 and 2001 (see Figure 1). In 1991,
the Code was reformed, so children born in Belgium to parents who were themselves born
there could obtain Belgian nationality. The number of 46 368 changes of nationality then
peaked in 1992, while the annual average before that date had been around 8 500 (average
1988-1991).

Figure 1  -  Number of foreigners acquiring Belgian nationality.
(in persons)

Source: Statbel.

The 2000 reform, known as the “Snel Belg wet” greatly eased the criteria for acquiring Belgian
nationality. Before that reform, candidates for naturalisation had to be aged between
18 and 30, born in Belgium and having their main residence there to become Belgian. The

27 For more information, please refer to http://www.ejustice.just.fgov.be/eli/loi/1984/06/28/1984900065/justel.
See also Corluy et al. (2011); Geddes and Niessen (2007); HCE (2018) and Sredanovic (2019).
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reform abolished the age limit of 30 years and defined three situations in which it is possible
to obtain Belgian nationality: (1) if the person is born in Belgium and has had their main
residence there since birth; (2) if the person is born abroad and has one parent with Belgian
nationality at the time of the declaration; (3) if the person has been resident for 7 years in
Belgium and has an unlimited right of residence. In other words, until 2013, access to
citizenship was basically open to all migrants with a minimum period of lawful residence in
Belgium. No specific requirements in terms of integration or knowledge of languages had to
be fulfilled. However, naturalisation is granted by a parliamentary commission on a case-by-
case basis, without public criteria or a right of appeal. Besides this discretionary process, legal
residents with at least seven years of residence have the unconditional right to acquire
citizenship.

Given this easy access to Belgian citizenship, the proportion of Belgian citizens in the foreign-
born population has increased considerably over the period 2000-2013. According to the
Belgian National Institute of Statistics, Statbel, this change in the nationality code implies
an increase in the number of citizenship changes from 24,196 in 1999 to 62,982 in 2001. This
number is then gradually reduced to reach an average of 35,000 acquisitions per years over
the period 2002-2013.

In 2013, the Belgian Nationality Code was amended again, but this time the criteria for
acquiring nationality were tightened up, reducing the numbers changing their nationality to
18,726 in 2014. The current Code, voted for in 2012, specifies that immigrants must
demonstrate their social and linguistic integration and, to some extent, their labour market
integration. This recent reform also limited the citizenship acquisition procedure, which
involves the Chamber of Deputies, to applications from candidates with exceptional merits.
At present, foreigners have to fulfil the following conditions in order to be able to acquire
Belgian nationality:

1) be at least 18 years old;
2) know at least one of the three national languages;28

3) provide evidence of social integration;
4) have been resident in Belgium for:

5 years if they have worked for at least 468 days, are married to a Belgian, or have a
disability preventing them from working;

or 10 years if none of the preceding three conditions are satisfied.

There are different ways to fulfil these criteria. For example, having worked for five
uninterrupted years before the application can be used by the candidate as proof of their
linguistic competence. Yet, obtaining a Belgian degree in one of the national languages can
also be used as proof of linguistic integration. Alternatively, candidates who have studied and
obtained a degree at a Belgian University can use the years spent obtaining the degree
towards the fulfilment of the economic integration requirement. Finally, applicants who have
been legally resident in Belgium for at least 10 years, can avoid demonstrating economic
integration, but need to provide proof of their participation in the life of the local community.

28 French, Dutch or German.
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4.2 International comparison

The Migrant Integration Policy Index provides an aggregate indicator per country of the
policies that are decided and implemented in order to promote the integration of migrants. All
provided indicators range from 0 to 100, a higher level meaning a better policy (or fewer
restrictions). It is computed on the basis of almost 300 questions and is aggregated in eight
different policy areas, among which access to nationality. This nationality index is based on
eligibility criteria (residence conditions, citizenship for immigrant children), on naturalisation
requirements (language, integration, economic resources, criminal records) and on the
possibility of dual citizenship. Indexes of naturalisation requirements provide a good estimate
of the liberal or restricted context regarding expected integration or investment in human
capital required before the naturalisation.

As shown in Figure 2, unlike many other European Union countries, during our study period,
Belgium did not impose formal conditions for citizenship acquisition (except for criminal
records) and was therefore one of the most liberal countries in that respect.

Figure 2  -  Naturalisation requirements in international comparison
(index from 0 to 100, average of language, integration economic resources and criminal records
requirements, a higher level means more liberal rules, 2012)

Source: MIPEX.
Note: The value of the index for AT, DE, HU, IT, RO and ES is zero so that rules are very strict regarding nationality
acquisition in those countries.

The only requirement was a minimum legal residence period of 7 years. Yet, there was no
requirement in terms of knowledge of languages, integration efforts, labour market status or
income. In that respect, our study complements the existing literature, which extensively
focuses on countries that impose strict conditions for naturalisation. In such countries,
naturalised immigrants are more likely to be a selected subset, particularly for characteristics
for which the survey data do not allow control.
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4.3 Characteristics of people with Belgian nationality

Over the period studied, an average of 37% of first-generation immigrants had Belgian
nationality and every year, almost 2.6% of foreign citizens acquired it. Based on the population
dataset,29 we computed a propensity to obtain Belgian citizenship as a function of personal
characteristics using a probit regression. The dependent variable is a dummy taking the value
of 1 if individual 𝑖 in year𝑦 has the Belgian nationality and 0 otherwise. Explanatory variables
include gender, region of residence (Brussels, Flanders, Wallonia), age (by 5 years category),
level of education (at most lower secondary education, upper secondary education, tertiary
education), type of household (single with or without children, married with or without
children, couples with or without children), country of birth (11 groups), number of years of
residence and year fixed effects.

The defined model allows for predicted probabilities of being naturalised to be computed for
all categories of individuals, maintaining the other characteristics as constants and equal to
the mean. Results are presented in Figure 3.30

By far, the most important factor influencing the propensity of being naturalised is the
country of origin. Non-EU immigrants are much more likely to be naturalised (52%) than EU
immigrants (8.3% for total EU, 5.1% for people from EU14 and 27% for people from EU13)
and this is true for all detailed groups of origin, except for North America (16%) and other
European countries that are not part of the EU (37.4%). Two groups with which Belgium has
an international agreement (Schengen and OECD countries).

Regarding other personal characteristics, women are more likely to have Belgian citizenship
(39%) than men (30%). Being married also has an influence on the propensity to be
naturalised, irrespective of whether or not one has children. The youngest and the oldest get
the highest expected probabilities and citizenship acquisition is also largely influenced by the
number of years of residence, with almost none of the immigrants getting Belgian nationality
during their first few years in the territory. Finally, people with a lower level of education are
less likely to be Belgian citizens (31%). The highest probability is observed for middle-
educated people (41%) followed by higher-educated (35%).

29 The analysis is made using frequency weights defined as the number of people corresponding to a specific cross
value of the variables.

30 Detailed results on the probit regression could be obtained upon request.
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Figure 3  -  Predicted probability of being naturalised by personal characteristics

Source: CBSS Datawarehouse, authors’ calculations.
Note: Predicted probabilities based on the margins of a probit model controlling for gender, age, region of residence,
level of education, type of household, origin, years of residence and year fixed effects. Differences between groups
are statistically significant, except between married couples with and without children, between single or
unmarried couples without children, between age categories 40-44 and 35-39 and between age categories 60-64 and
20-24.
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5 Baseline analysis - how does naturalisation influence
the labour market status of immigrants?

In this section, we are going to analyse how citizenship affects migrants’ labour market status.
To do so, we will rely upon the longitudinal dataset. We first characterise the career paths of
immigrants depending on whether or not they acquire Belgian nationality. In the second
section, we then measure the extent to which acquiring the host country nationality can
increase the employment rate of immigrants. Finally, we go one step further and deeply
analyse the effect of naturalisation on the type of jobs taken by immigrants, i.e. whether they
tend to work for the public or the private sector, whether they become self-employed and
whether they are more likely to work full-time.

5.1 Analysis of the career paths of immigrants who acquired Belgian
nationality

Our longitudinal dataset allows us to follow individuals over 28 quarters31 and for each of
those quarters to know their socio-economic status (i.e. employed, unemployed or inactive).
Moreover, detailed information on individuals’ citizenship, as well as the year of citizenship
acquisition offer a unique opportunity to compare career paths of three different groups: (i)
those who are Belgian but who obtained the nationality before the period studied; (ii) people
who acquired Belgian nationality between 2008 and 2014; (iii) people with a foreign
nationality.

Following Brzinsky-Fay, Kohler and Luniak (2006), we provide a sequence analysis allowing
for individuals to be sorted depending on their labour market status. Figure 4 presents the
sequence index plots for the three categories of first-generation immigrants. Each line of the
graphs represents the career path of one individual. As we can see, the share of employed
individuals (green part of the graph) is larger for naturalised immigrants than for foreigners.
On average, a first-generation immigrant who acquired Belgian citizenship before 2008, was
employed during 15 quarters over the period 2008-2014; for those who acquired the Belgian
citizenship during the period studied, the number of quarters as employed is 14.5 and 12.5 for
foreigners. This first analysis is therefore already pointing towards a citizenship premium,
which becomes larger as the number of years of residence increases.

Note that for all groups the centre of the graph shows a relatively unstable career for many
first-generation immigrants. As shown by HCE (2018), using the same database, this feature
is specific to immigrants and a much more stable career appears for natives. While citizenship
seems to increase the probability of being employed (see also next section), it does not really
have an influence on the stability of the career.

31 Our dataset being restricted to working-age population, some quarters are missing for individuals if they were
not aged between 20 and 64 years over the entire period. Moreover, some immigrants came to Belgium during
the period, meaning also that we do not have data for all quarters. For this specific analysis, we focus only on
individuals for whom we have all quarters available. This restricts the sample somewhat compared to the
descriptive statistics provided in Section 3.
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Figure 4  -  Career paths of foreign-born individuals by nationality.
(socio-economic status of people aged 20 to 64 years, 2008-2014, each line represents an
individual)

Belgian nationality
before 2008 Foreign nationality Belgian nationality acquired

between 2008 and 2014

   Employed    Unemployed    Inactive
Source: CBSS Datawarehouse, Statbel (LFS 2008 and 2014 ad-hoc modules), authors’ calculations.
Note: among individuals that we can follow over the entire period, 1,392 individuals have the Belgian nationality
and acquired it before the analysed period, 1,660 have a foreign nationality, and 369 acquired the Belgian
nationality during the time range (2008-2014).

One advantage of our dataset is that we can identify the moment of the nationality acquisition
for the 369 individuals concerned. Given the time range, we can then compute the
employment rate over four quarters before it was obtained and three quarters afterwards. On
average, in quarter t (corresponding to the Belgian nationality acquisition), 54% of individuals
were employed. However, during the four previous quarter, 54% of individuals already had a
job, and 52% on average during the three next quarters. This seems to confirm the
endogeneity issue, meaning that immigrants who get Belgian citizenship are also those who
are initially more integrated or who better invested in human capital specific to the host
country.

5.2 Analysis of the effect of naturalisation on the probability of being
employed: evidence from the Longitudinal Data

In this section, we investigate how citizenship affects immigrants’ employment. Computing
the average employment rate for naturalised versus non-naturalised immigrants already
shows us a higher level of labour market integration for first-generation immigrants with
Belgian nationality (with an employment rate of 50%) than for foreigners (42%). However, to
precisely measure the citizenship premium, we estimate the following linear probability
model:

𝐸𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼0 + 𝛼1𝑁𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼2(𝑁𝑖𝑡 ∗ 𝑌𝑆𝑁𝑖𝑡) + 𝛼3𝑌𝑆𝑀𝑖𝑡 + 𝛼4𝑌𝑆𝑀𝑖𝑡
2 + 𝛽𝑋𝑖𝑡

+ 𝜃𝑡 + 𝑐𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡
(1)

where the dependent variable 𝐸𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑖𝑡 is a dummy variable equal to 1 if individual 𝑖 is
employed at quarter 𝑡, and 0 if he/she is either unemployed or inactive. Our variable of interest
𝑁𝑖𝑡 is a dummy variable set to 1 if individual 𝑖 is naturalised in quarter 𝑡 and 0 otherwise.
𝑌𝑆𝑁𝑖𝑡 is the variable for years since naturalisation of individual 𝑖 at quarter 𝑡. 𝑌𝑆𝑀𝑖𝑡 is the
variable that controls for years since migration of individual 𝑖 at quarter 𝑡. 𝑌𝑆𝑀𝑖𝑡

2  represents
the quadratic form of years since migration. 𝑋𝑖𝑡 is a vector of covariates containing individual
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characteristics (such as age or region of residence) varying over time, affecting employment
and which may also be correlated with the naturalisation status of immigrants. 𝜃𝑡 represents
year-quarter dummies and will control for cyclical effects on the dependent variable and
potential time trends (time fixed-effects). 𝑐𝑖 represents the individual specific time invariant
component of the error term (individual fixed-effects). Finally, 𝜀𝑖𝑡 is the classical error term.

This model is based on a standard model for Programme Evaluation (see Wooldridge,
2010 p.289). To account for any gradual increase in the probability of employment
surrounding the time of naturalisation, we follow Peters et al. (2018) and interact
naturalisation variable and the number of years since naturalisation.32 Our estimation
strategies are based on panel data with individual fixed effect techniques. This method
allowed us to control for unobserved individual heterogeneity, such as ability and motivation.
However, as we focus on differences within individuals over time, this means that individuals
who always or never have employment over the period are excluded from the analysis, since
they do not vary on the dependent variable.

In this model, the most important coefficients are 𝛼1 and 𝛼2. The estimated coefficient 𝛼1 will
indicate the one-time boost in the probability of employment after citizenship acquisition.
Whereas, estimated 𝛼2 will immediate the gradual effect. A positive estimated 𝛼1 associated
to this interaction term (𝛼2) indicates that the effect of naturalisation increases over time.
Whereas a negative𝛼2 suggests that the probability of being employed increases faster among
immigrants who are not (yet) naturalised.

Column (1) in Table 3 summarizes the results from the estimation of equation (2). Overall, it
shows that citizenship acquisition is associated with a positive and significant effect on
immigrants’ employment probabilities. After citizenship acquisition, naturalised migrants
have 6.86% points more chance of being employed than those who have not been naturalised,
all else constant. Furthermore, the estimated coefficient of the interaction between years since
naturalisation and whether a migrant is naturalised or not is positive and statistically
significant (+0.25% points). It indicates that the probability of being employed for a
naturalised individual increases by 0.25% points per year after naturalisation. For example,
10 years after being naturalised, the probability of being employed is 9.3% points higher than
a foreign immigrant (one-time increase of 6.8% points plus 10 times a 0.25% point increase
every year). The latter shows that citizenship acquisition increases the probability of
employment over time for naturalised migrants.

Beyond these two variables, we also find that years of residence (𝑌𝑆𝑀𝑖𝑡) has a positive and
statistically significant effect on employment. This indicates that the longer migrants reside
in Belgium, the higher their probability of being employed. This is explained by the human
capital theory originally developed by Becker (1964). Immigrants’ lack of human and cultural
capital specific to Belgium may gradually improve with the number of years of residence, for
example if they learn the language(s) and how the labour market operates, take training or
gain local work experience. Altogether, this could help them to increase their chance of
integration into the labour market. However, the relationship is not linear, as evidenced by
the estimated coefficient of the quadratic form of years of residence (𝑌𝑆𝑀𝑖𝑡

2 ). The estimated

32 Note that years since naturalisation and years since migration are not perfectly correlated (0.48) which allows
us to control for both variables at the same time.
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coefficient associated to the quadratic form suggests that the marginal gain of an additional
year of residence becomes less and less important as the time spent in Belgium increases.

Table 3
Estimated effect of citizenship acquisition on employment

Baseline Eligibility
criteria

Min.
observations

Instrumental
variable

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Naturalised 0.0686*** 0.0692*** 0.0624*** 0.0707***
(0.0052) (0.0057) (0.0055) (0.0091)

Naturalised*YSN 0.0025*** 0.0027*** 0.0031*** 0.0025***
(0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0003)

YSM 0.0167*** 0.0035 0.0174*** 0.0167***
(0.0021) (0.0027) (0.0022) (0.0021)

YSM² -0.0002*** 0.0001* -0.0002*** -0.0001***
(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)

Other covariates Yes Yes Yes Yes
FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nb. obs. 104,308 79,624 96,592 104,308

Sources: CBSS Datawarehouse, Statbel (LFS 2008 and 2014 ad-hoc modules), authors’ calculations.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Statistical significance *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. FE includes time,
region of origin times region of residence and individual dummies. Other covariates include age categories.

To test the stability of our findings, we perform several robustness checks. First, we perform
our main analysis by focusing on individuals who stay long enough to fulfil the eligibility
requirement (a minimum of 7 years) and for whom the data does not show empty quarters
(for example, if the person temporarily leaves the country). The corresponding estimates,
shown in column (2), are similar to those in our baseline regression, with a one-time increase
of 6.9% points and an additional 0.27% points per year. However, the coefficient of the variable
“years since migration” becomes insignificant, showing that the first few years are key to
increasing human capital accumulation and employment, and an additional year of residence
is less important after 7 years in the country.

Second, we restrict our sample to individuals who have at least 16 observations (4 years)
during our study period. The idea behind this specification is to rule out the fact that our
baseline results are driven by individuals with a minor number of observations. The results
presented in column (3) seem to invalidate this assumption, since the results are again similar
to the baseline regression.

Finally, to reinforce our causal interpretation, we instrumented citizenship acquisition.33 Our
findings so far support the existence of the citizenship premium in Belgium. However, it is

33 To formally test whether or not citizenship acquisition variable (naturalisation) is endogenous, we follow
Wooldridge (2010, pp. 287) and test for strict exogeneity (feedback effect or reverse causality) of citizenship. The F-
stat and the p-value associated with the test are respectively 72.81 and 0.0230. Thus, we can reject at 5% level the
null hypothesis that the variable naturalisation is strictly exogenous. Furthermore, we test for omitted variable
bias using the Ramsey RESET test, under H0: our model has no omitted variables. With an F-stat associated with
the test of 124.78 and a p-value of 0.000, we conclude that our model suffers from omitted variable bias. Others tests
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possible that our results suffer from the endogeneity issue, and if this is the case then
citizenship impact cannot be interpreted as a causal effect. Indeed, the main sources of
endogeneity are the unobserved heterogeneity among migrants and the reverse causality. So,
we believe that citizenship acquisition is correlated with several other participatory factors,
including whether or not an individual is employed. If this is the case, it is conceivable that
immigrants who get a job are also likely to become citizens.

In the literature, two types of instruments are more frequently used: years since eligibility34

and the geographical distance between the host country and the origin country.35 Authors who
used the first one have assumed that its ceteris paribus affects labour market outcomes only
by the means of naturalisation because migrants cannot naturalise before they are eligible
and so the probability of naturalisation increases with years since eligibility. Instead, the
rationale behind the second instrument is that a shorter distance between the origin and the
host country decreases the cost associated with return migration and thus decreases the
propensity to naturalise (see Yang 1994, p. 473).

Given that in our database, migrants’ countries of origin have been categorised into eleven
groups of countries, the application of geographical distance as an instrument for citizenship
will not be feasible. Instead, we follow Bevelander and Pendakur (2012) and use the product
of whether an immigrant is eligible to acquire citizenship or not. More specifically, we use the
combination of citizenship acquisition rules (minimum legal period of residence of 7 years)
and the years since first eligibility for citizenship as the instrument for citizenship36. The first
is a binary variable equal to the unit if the individual is eligible, i.e. has resided in Belgium
for at least 7 consecutive years, while the second is a continuous variable. We have assigned
a zero value to all ineligible individuals when computing years since first eligibility.

Recall that the information contained in our database allows us to accurately calculate years
since first eligibility. As it has been stated in the literature, “different instruments will identify
treatment effects for different subgroups, and we will therefore get numerically different
treatment effects” (Becker, 2016). For this reason, and also to increase the statistical precision
or efficiency of the estimates, looking at several different instruments instead of a single
binary instrument for a single treatment was suggested.37 However, combining multiple
instruments requires monotonicity assumption (and identical choice behaviour), with a
positive first stage. We assume that, all else being constant, our instruments affects
employment only by means of naturalisation because individuals cannot naturalise before
they are eligible and the probability of naturalisation increases with years since eligibility.
Hence, we exploit heterogeneity in naturalisation outcomes generated by our instruments to
identify the causal effect on employment.

Before any interpretation of the results obtained, it is worth discussing whether our
instruments are relevant and exogenous. Following Staigner and Stock (1997), we tested the
relevance of our instruments. The estimated F-stat is about 2878.73 (with a p-value of 0.0000)

not reported (such as Durbin-Wu-Hausman test of endogeneity) have also been implemented. So, to attenuate these
two sources of endogeneity, we employed an instrumental variable approach.
34 See Bevelander and Pendakur (2012); Riphahn and Saif (2018).
35 See Just and Anderson (2012, p.99); Peters et al. (2018, 2020).
36 We also test models in which naturalisation is instrumented by the two instruments separately. Results

(available upon request) are similar to those presented in the paper.
37 See Imbens and Angrist (1994); Angrist and Pischke (2009, p. 173); Mogstad et al. (2021).
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and is well above the threshold of 10. Thus, we conclude that our instruments are good and
relevant. Concerning the exogeneity condition, we have tested it using the heteroskedasticity-
robust version of the Sargan test, in particular the Hansen J-test. Results show that we cannot
reject the null hypothesis that our instruments are exogenous. 38 In addition to this exogenous
condition, we assume monotonicity. This means that, if individuals are more likely to
naturalise given “instrument = eligibility” than “instrument = years since eligibility”, then,
people who would naturalise given “instrument = years since eligibility” must also naturalise
given instrument = eligibility”. We control for YSM to ensure for the exogeneity of our
instrument.

Column (4) presents the results obtained from the IV approach. The estimated coefficient of
naturalisation has slightly increased in magnitude compared to the one from our baseline
model in column (1).39 This estimated coefficient suggests that citizenship has a strong,
positive and significant effect on the probability of being employed, even after controlling for
endogeneity. In other words, naturalised migrants enjoy a one-time increase in their
employment probability of 7.07% points and an additional 0.25% point rise per year.

5.3 Analysis of the effect of naturalisation on the type of job
So far, we have shown that naturalisation matters, and it has a positive and significant effect
on the employment of naturalised individuals. However, our results do not show how this
effect affects different types of jobs. We define four types of employment, namely public sector
employment, private sector employment, self-employment and full-time employment.

Table 4 presents the results of our estimations. In column (1), our dependent variable,
Employment, is equal to 1 if the individual works in the public sector at quarter 𝑡, and
0 otherwise. The estimated effect of naturalisation in this column is negative and significant
at 5% level, meaning that a naturalised immigrant is 0.42% points less likely to be employed
in the public sector just after his/her Belgian nationality acquisition. Nevertheless, it seems
that the transition to the public sector takes place years after naturalisation, as evidenced by
the estimated coefficient of the interaction between years since naturalisation and whether a
migrant is naturalised or not. This coefficient indicates that one year after naturalisation, the
probability of employment of a naturalised individual increases by 0.21% points. Another
important result in this column is the estimated coefficient of years of residence (YSM), which
is not significant. This result shows that, all things being equal, the length of residence of an
individual in Belgium does not affect his/her chances of being employed in the Belgian public
sector.

A potential explanation of this observation is that immigrants most often enter private sector
(and rarely public sector) employment upon arrival, especially in Belgium were there are some
restrictions regarding citizenship. So, when they become eligible to naturalise (after having
spent a certain time in the country), most of them have already chosen a career path at the
time of naturalisation, and this can influence their choices even when they change jobs.

38 Hansen’s J Chi2 (1) = 2.35811 (p-value= 0.1784). This test can be better understood as a test of compatibility of
the instruments.

39  We perform a general specification test ala Hausman by comparing the results obtained from the IVs against
those from our baseline model. With a critical value of 96.45 and a p-value of 0.000, we can reject the null H0
that “difference in the coefficient is not systematic” and conclude that we were right to use instruments.
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Moreover, those restrictions only apply to non-EU foreigners. In fact, by restricting our
database to non-EU individuals and re-estimated the effect on employment, our results
indicate that naturalised individuals from non-EU countries enjoy a one-time boost of 0.7%
points in the probability of employment in the public sector after the citizenship acquisition.

In column (2), we examine to what extent citizenship acquisition helps to obtain a job in the
private sector. To do so, we redefine our dependent variable Employment as equal to 1 if the
individual is a private sector employee at quarter 𝑡, and 0 otherwise. The results reported in
this column show that, all else being equal, naturalised immigrant have a greater chance of
employment in the private sector compared to their non-naturalised counterparts by 4.57%
points. This effect is consistent with the notion that, naturalised immigrants are attractive to
employers thanks to reduced administrative cost and the positive signalling. Nevertheless,
this one-time boost in employment into the private sector is decreasing over time (-0.09%
points per year).

Facing numerous obstacles to entering the labour market, literature shows that immigrants
more often opt for a self-employment status to avoid barriers to entry and to set up their own
business. We are interested to see to what extent naturalisation can amplify this phenomenon
by reducing remaining barriers, namely the administrative ones. Reported results in
column (3) show that naturalised immigrants enjoy a one-time boost of 2.7% points in the
probability of being a self-employed worker after naturalisation, all else constant.
Furthermore, the interaction between years since naturalisation and whether a migrant is
naturalised or not is positive and statistically significant. It indicates that the probability of
self-employment increases over time for naturalised migrants. According to Mestres (2010),
foreign-born entrepreneurs most often face financial constraints and thus through
naturalisation, they overcome these constraints, notably through access to credits. Another
possible explanation for this effect relates to the conditions for exercising a liberal activity in
Belgium. Indeed, non-EU citizens40 are required to hold a “professional card” to be allowed to
be entrepreneurs. However, obtaining this card is not easy and its application is
preconditioned by the right to residence, the compliance with the regulatory requirements
and, more particularly, requirements related to the project and its importance to the region.
Therefore, citizenship acquisition would avoid all these procedures. This positive effect of
citizenship acquisition on entrepreneurial activities can also be explained by the fact that
migrants choose self-employment as a means to overcome marginalisation in the host
country’s labour market (OECD, 2007, 2008).

40 Except EEA citizens and some other categories of foreigners because of the nature of their activities, the nature
of their stay, or pursuant to international treaties.
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Table 4
Estimated effect of naturalisation on the type of job

Public sector Private sector Self-employed Full-time job
(1) (2) (3) (4)

Naturalised -0.0042** 0.0457*** 0.0270*** 0.0602***
(0.0020) (0.0049) (0.0037) (0.0044)

Naturalised*YSN 0.0021*** -0.0009*** 0.0013*** 0.0007***
(0.0001) (0.0002) (0.0002) (0.0002)

YSM 0.0007 0.0106*** 0.0054*** 0.0065***
(0.0008) (0.0020) (0.0015) (0.0018)

YSM² -0.00002** -0.0001*** 0.00001 -0.0001**
(0.00000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)

Other covariates Yes Yes Yes Yes
FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nb. obs. 104,308 104,308 104,308 104,308

Sources: CBSS Datawarehouse, Statbel (LFS 2008 and2014 ad-hoc modules), authors’ calculations.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Statistical significance*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. FE includes
time, region of origin times region of residence and individual dummies. Other covariates include age
categories and economic sectors.

Finally, in the last column of Table 4, we examine the effect of naturalisation on job quality,
by measuring its impact on access to a full-time job. Our dependent variable is therefore equal
to 1 if individual 𝑖 is a full-time employee at quarter 𝑡, and 0 otherwise. Results in column (4)
indicate that naturalised immigrants have a greater chance of full-time employment by 6.02%
points, all else equal, than foreigners. This result confirms the findings of earlier research
previous studies that naturalisation may facilitate upward professional mobility and lead to
higher earnings or better-paid jobs (DeVoretz, 2006; OECD, 2011). Once again, this positive
effect increases over time even if at a lower rate than for public employment or self-
employment.

6 The heterogenous impact of citizenship acquisition:
evidence from Cross-Sectional Data41

While previous section highlights the positive impact of naturalisation, this aggregate effect
can hide some heterogeneity depending on the characteristics of immigrants. Some groups
could benefit more from becoming Belgian citizens and some others a bit less than the average.
In order to deeply analyse to whom citizenship matters, one needs to shift to the population
dataset that provides exhaustive information even for very small groups. Pooling these
independent cross-sections across time will increase our observations and enable us to get
more precise estimators and test statistics with more power. Yet, among other things, it rules

41 Panel data are too restricted in numbers to make an analysis as granular as the one presented in this section.
Nevertheless, to test the robustness of our results, we estimated the same specification as in Section 5 for big
enough groups. Results are presented in Appendix 2. While magnitude of the coefficients differs, the link of the
relationship remains: women are less likely to benefit from naturalisation and non-EU immigrants are more
likely to benefit from it.



22

out correlation in the error terms across different observations (Wooldridge, 2015 p.403).
Thus, our estimates in this section will be based on a modified version of equation (2). The
individual fixed-effects need to be dropped, since the dataset does not allow for following
individuals over time. However, the richness of the information available enables controlling
for numerous personal and household characteristics that could influence the employment
rate of immigrants. The drawback without the individual fixed-effect is that we do not control
for other non-observable or non-available factors, such as ambition to stay, network, language
knowledge, etc. Nevertheless, our baseline estimation (see column (1) of Table 5) is close to
the one provided in Section 5.2. As a result, we believe that this analysis, while not being of
exact magnitude, could allow us to define to whom the effect of citizenship acquisition is more
pronounced.

Our linear probability model becomes:

𝐸𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑖 = 𝛼0 + 𝛽1𝑁𝑖 + 𝛽2(𝑁𝑖 ∗ 𝑌𝑆𝑁𝑖) + 𝛽3𝑌𝑆𝑀𝑖 + 𝛽4𝐻𝐻𝑖 + 𝛽5𝑋𝑖 + 𝛿𝑡 + 𝜀𝑖  (2)

where our dependent variable𝐸𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑖 is a dummy variable equal to 1 if individual 𝑖 is employed
and 0 otherwise. Our variable of interest 𝑁𝑖 is a dummy variable set to 1 if individual 𝑖 is
naturalised. 𝑌𝑆𝑁𝑖 is the number of years since naturalisation.𝑌𝑆𝑀𝑖 corresponds to years since
migration, constructed here as 10 dummies with the last category being 10 years or more. 𝐻𝐻𝑖
is the type of household (6 dummies). 𝑋𝑖 is a set of covariates of individual 𝑖 that affect
employment and may also be correlated with the naturalisation status of immigrants. These
variables include education level (2 dummies), age (8 dummies), origin country (10 dummies),
gender, region of residence (2 dummies) and reason for migration (6 dummies). 𝛿𝑡 represents
years dummies. These will reflect the fact that the population may have different distributions
across our study period. And 𝜀𝑖 represents the error term.

Following the main sources of heterogeneity highlighted in the literature (see section 2), we
estimated equation (3) separately by gender, by country of origin and by education level of
individuals.

6.1 By gender
As is well documented in labour market studies, women are penalised with respect to their
participation, employment and wages (Castellano and Rocca, 2019). Yet, according to
NBB (2020), immigrant women are 10% points less likely to be employed than immigrant
men. Moreover, in their decomposition between EU and non-EU immigrants, Piton and
Rycx (2021) find that foreign-born women of EU origin face a double penalty. In other words,
women of EU origin are disadvantaged in the labour market for being both women and
immigrants. For those from non-EU origin (except for Sub-Saharan origin, who faces the same
penalty as those from the EU), the penalty is even more pronounced. Finally, Bentouhami
and Khadhraoui (2018) show that foreign-born women from non-EU origin face the gender
gap immediately when entering the labour market.

We investigated whether citizenship acquisition could enable women to compensate for their
disadvantages and eventually catch up with their male counterparts. To this end, we
estimated equation (3) separately by gender. Table 5 below, shows the results obtained from
the estimation. First, the results in column (1) show that on average, naturalised individuals
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have 7.15% points chance of being employed than those who have not naturalised, other
things being equal. This effect is very significant and close in magnitude to the one obtained
using panel data fixed effects techniques in column (1) of Table 1. This effect, even if it does
not indicate a causal effect, shows that citizenship has a positive and significant effect on the
employment of naturalised individuals.

Table 5
Estimated effects of citizenship acquisition on employment by gender

Total Men Women

(1) (2) (3)

Naturalised 0.0715*** 0.0785*** 0.0612***

(0.0019) (0.0028) (0.0026)

Other covariates Yes Yes Yes

Year dummies Yes Yes Yes

Nb. obs. 1,328,835 663,156 665,679

Source: CBSS Datawarehouse, authors’ calculations.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Statistical significance*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Other covariates
include years since naturalisation, age, origin country, gender (for total regression), region of residence, reason for
migration and years since migration. Year dummies include a dummy for all years from 2010-2014, 2009 being the
base year. In an alternative regression, we clustered our standard errors at year levels. Coefficients remain
statistically significant at 99% despite the increase in standard errors. Difference between men and women
coefficients of naturalisation is statistically significant. Estimation using interaction variable shows a smaller
impact of -0.0156*** for women compared to men.

The decomposition of the effect of citizenship acquisition on employment between men
(column (2)) and women (column (3)) shows that, on average, the effect is higher for men
(+7.85% points) than for women (+6.12% points) and the difference is statistically significant.
This result indicates that citizenship does not enable naturalised women to match their male
counterparts in the Belgian labour market after naturalisation. This result shows that
citizenship plays an important role in the integration of women into the labour market, but it
is not the only factor that explains the differences in employment, wages or participation
between men and women. It should be noted, however, that these differences between men
and women may vary across different origins, different levels of education or depending on
the type of household. For that reason, in all subsequent sections, we discuss total regression
but also men and women separately.

6.2 By country of origin
The literature suggests that the relevance of citizenship is not the same for all migrants (see
section 2). Hence, to identify for whom citizenship is most relevant, we perform separate
analyses by migrants' countries of origin.

In their study on the heterogeneous employment outcomes of first and second-generation
immigrants in Belgium, Piton and Rycx (2021), show that first-generation immigrants face a
substantial employment penalty compared to their native counterparts. However, this
penalty is more pronounced among those foreign-born from non-EU countries than those from
the EU. Deconstructing the penalty across non-EU countries, they find that it is lower for
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those born in other Asian and other African countries (-11% and -15% points respectively) and
higher for those born in EU candidate countries (-24% points), the Maghreb (-25% points),
other European countries (-28% points) and, in particular the Near or Middle East (-36%
points). Based on these results, we hypothesise that overall citizenship would matter most for
non-EU individuals and more specifically for migrants from countries with the highest
penalty rates and lowest employment rates in the Belgian labour market. Indeed, those who
are most disadvantaged in the labour market will benefit greatly from citizenship acquisition,
as it will enable them to overcome some of their disadvantages.

Table 6
Estimated effects of citizenship acquisition on employment by origin

EU Non-EU
Total Men Women Total Men Women

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

Naturalised 0.0405*** 0.0426*** 0.0379*** 0.0690*** 0.0729*** 0.0570***
(0.0053) (0.0087) (0.0067) (0.0021) (0.0030) (0.0029)

Other covariates Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Nb. obs. 538,361 247,677 290,684 790,474 415,479 374,995

Source: CBSS Datawarehouse, authors’ calculations.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Statistical significance*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Other covariates
include years since naturalisation, age, education level, detailed groups of country of birth, gender (for total
regression), region of residence, reason for migration, years since migration and household composition. Year
dummies include a dummy for all years from 2010-2014, 2009 being the base year. The difference between
coefficients of naturalisation for EU and non-EU origins is statistically significant. Estimation using interaction
variable shows a larger impact of +0.0247*** for non-EU origin compared to EU origin. This is however only true
for men (+0.0283**), while there is no statistically significant difference between EU and non-EU origins for women
(+0.0146).

Table 6 displays the results dividing immigrants into two groups – those born in an EU
country and those born in a non-EU country. The results are indicative of the heterogeneity
in citizenship effects. First, we can observe that, overall, citizenship acquisition increases
immigrants’ employment rate. However, as expected, the effect is on average higher for
immigrants from non-EU (6.9% points) origin countries than for those from EU countries
(4.05% points). This result can be explained by the fact that individuals from non-EU
backgrounds face substantial obstacles when it comes to their integration into the Belgian
labour market (see HCE, 2018). Thus, acquiring Belgian citizenship could allow them to
compensate for these obstacles. In contrast, immigrants from EU countries have almost the
same rights and opportunities as Belgian citizens in the labour market. So, they only have
small additional benefits from Belgian citizenship acquisition. Moreover, the probability of
being in employment for a non-naturalised immigrant from an EU country is over 59%
compared to less than 40% for a non-naturalised immigrant from a non-EU origin country.
These figures show how difficult it is for non-EU people to find a job in Belgium if they do not
have Belgian nationality, in contrast to immigrants from EU countries. Moreover,
government jobs are not open to non-EU member country individuals, and the public sector
constitutes a large part of employment in Belgium (NBB, 2020). Thus, by acquiring Belgian
citizenship, the latter would have unrestricted access to the Belgian labour market and would
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therefore increase their probability of being employed. This may explain why the effect is
higher for non-EU immigrants.

However, considering that not all migrant groups face the same penalties and that some
employers will have preferences for certain groups depending on the levels of risk they
attribute to them, we re-estimated equation (3) for all origin groups. We have categorised the
origins of migrants into 11 groups. They are: Other European countries, EU candidate
countries, Maghreb countries, Near and Middle East, North America, Oceania Far East, Latin
America, Other African countries, and Other Asian countries.

Table 7 reports the results of our estimates and is split into three panels. Panel A presents
the results of the estimations according to origins in a general way. Panels B and C present
the results for men and women, respectively. Firstly, we observe that, on average, the
citizenship acquisition positively affects the employment of naturalised people, whatever their
origin. However, the magnitude of the effect varies across regions of origin of individuals. This
heterogeneity in the effect of naturalisation shows that, the relevance of citizenship for
employment is conditioned by the origin context and is consistent with the literature. The
highest average effect is observed for individuals from the Maghreb (+8.15% points, column
(5) of Panel A) and the lowest effect for those from EU-14 countries (+2.39% points, column
(1) of Panel A).

The gender decomposition of the effect shows that, depending on the origin, the effect is not
always higher for men than for women. The effect of naturalisation is similar to men or higher
than men for women coming from an EU candidate country, Central and South America or
Sub-Saharan Africa. Nevertheless, estimating gender differences in the coefficient of
naturalisation by origin groups42 show that the only statistically significant difference occurs
for Other European countries and the Maghreb, with women benefitting less from
naturalisation than men.

For men, the highest effect is observed for migrants from the EU-13 (+11% points) and the
Maghreb (+8.8%). For women, the largest effect is observed for those from Central and South
America (+8.05% points) and Sub-Saharan Africa (+7.13% points). However, due to
substantial demographic and institutional differences within these origin groups, we were
unable to explain the empirical differences observed between these groups. In order to better
understand these differences, and identify the mechanisms that explain them, an analysis
that focuses on a specific characteristics of origin countries is worth carrying out.

42 Results based on separate regressions by origin groups, but adding an interaction term between naturalisation
and gender.
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Table 7
Estimated effects of citizenship acquisition on employment by detailed origin

EU-14 Other EU
Other

European
countries

EU
candidate
countries

The
Maghreb

The Near
and

Middle
East

North
America

Oceania
and the
Far East

Central
and South
America

Sub-
Saharan

Africa

Other
Asian

countries

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11)

Panel A: Total

Naturalised 0.0239*** 0.0788*** 0.0533*** 0.0508*** 0.0815*** 0.0407*** -0.0096 0.0249** 0.0760*** 0.0701*** 0.0364***
(0.0068) (0.0088) (0.0047) (0.0069) (0.0041) (0.0067) (0.0354) (0.0120) (0.0106) (0.0042) (0.0100)

Nb. obs. 407,673 130,688 130,676 72,608 208,674 71,133 6,879 32,220 43,622 189,701 34,961

Panel B: Men

Naturalised 0.0287*** 0.1097*** 0.0641*** 0.0415*** 0.0882*** 0.0453*** 0.0176 0.0366** 0.0717*** 0.0611*** 0.0469***
(0.0106) (0.0153) (0.0072) (0.0093) (0.0056) (0.0086) (0.0518) (0.0170) (0.0172) (0.0062) (0.0169)

Nb. obs. 192,995 54,682 58,006 41,974 126,778 49,294 3,251 14,554 16,934 92,791 11,897

Panel C: Women

Naturalised 0.0196** 0.0560*** 0.0432*** 0.0440*** 0.0535*** 0.0322*** -0.0211 0.0104 0.0805*** 0.0713*** 0.0284**
(0.0090) (0.0107) (0.0063) (0.0099) (0.0059) (0.0103) (0.0469) (0.0168) (0.0133) (0.0057) (0.0123)

Nb. obs. 214,678 76,006 72,670 30,634 81,896 21,839 3,628 17,666 26,688 96,910 23,064
Other covariates Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Source: CBSS Datawarehouse, authors’ calculations.
Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. Statistical significance*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Other covariates include years since naturalisation, age, education level,
gender (for total regressions), region of residence, reason for migration, years since migration and household composition. Year dummies include a dummy for all years from 2010-
2014, 2009 being the base year. Taking EU-14 origin as reference group, regression with interaction between naturalisation and origin shows a statistically higher coefficient for
other EU countries (+0.052***), the Maghreb (+0.0518***), Central and South America (+0.0473***), Sub-Saharan Africa (+0.0415***), Other European countries (+0.0327***)
and EU candidate countries (+0.0258**). Other groups of origin are not statistically different from EU-14 origin. Note that our results might underestimate the employment effect
of citizenship for immigrants born in the EU-27 and/or outside the EU such as North American if they are working for international organisations such as NATO or the EU, since
they are recorded as inactive in the administrative data.
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These results confirm our previous findings that the effect of naturalisation is higher for
individuals of non-EU origin countries. On average, individuals from non-EU origin countries
have the highest effect. This result is explained by the fact that the latter are those who, in
particular, are vulnerable and are struggling in the labour market (Bratsberg et al. (2002);
Fougère and Safi (2009), Peters et al. (2018)).

6.3 By level of education
In this section we analyse the effect of educational level on the employment of naturalised
persons. In order to do so, we re-estimate equation (3) separately by education level. Table 8
presents the results obtained from our estimations. The results are categorised into three
levels of education, namely low, medium and high education. To recap, low-educated
individuals have a low secondary education diploma; medium-educated have a certificate of
higher secondary education and highly-educated hold a degree in tertiary education.

Table 8
Estimated effects of citizenship acquisition on employment by level of education

Highly-educated Middle-educated Low-educated
(1) (2) (3)

Panel A: Total

Naturalised 0.0688*** 0.0485*** 0.0782***
(0.0034) (0.0047) (0.0027)

Nb. obs. 441,058 214,060 673,717

Panel B: Men

Naturalised 0.0690*** 0.0493*** 0.0895***
(0.0049) (0.0067) (0.0039)

Nb. obs. 188,357 106,368 368,431

Panel C: Women

Naturalised 0.0623*** 0.0480*** 0.0618***
(0.0046) (0.0064) (0.0037)

Nb. obs. 252,701 107,692 305,286
Other covariates Yes Yes Yes
Year dummies Yes Yes Yes

Source: CBSS Datawarehouse, authors’ calculations.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Statistical significance*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Other covariates
include years since naturalisation, age, origin country, gender (for total regression), region of residence, reason for
migration, years since migration and household composition. Year dummies include a dummy for all years from
2010-2014, 2009 being the base year. Differences by level of education are statistically significant for the total
regression and for men but not for women. For the total, the interaction terms between naturalisation and level of
education show that middle-educated immigrants are less likely to benefit from naturalisation than highly-educated
immigrants (-0.0190***), while the low-educated are more likely to benefit from it than the highly-educated
(+0.0153***).

Overall, all else constant, we find a positive effect on the employment of naturalised people
compared to those who did not naturalise, regardless of the level of education. However, we
can observe that this effect is higher among naturalised people with a low level of education.
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All else constant, a naturalised person with a low level of education is on average 7.82% points
more likely to be in employment than a non-naturalised person with the same level. This
probability is +4.85% and +6.88% points, on average, for naturalised individuals with a
medium and high level of education, respectively. These figures show that naturalised
individuals with a low and high level of education are more likely to find a job quickly than
those who naturalised with a medium level of education. In other words, naturalised
individuals with a low and high level of education integrate faster into the Belgian labour
market than those with a medium level of education. These results can be explained by the
fact that middle-educated immigrants are likely to find a low-skilled job more easily, for
example in the construction sector, even without Belgian nationality. Nevertheless, for the
low-educated, the story is different, since they often face more obstacles and acquiring Belgian
nationality can help them by sending a positive signal to employers. Immigrants with a high
diploma degree encounter diploma recognition issue which restrict access to some professions.
Acquiring Belgian nationality could help for those administrative procedures in diploma
recognition or help them reaching the public sector.

7 Conclusion
In this study, we analysed the effect of naturalisation on the employment of naturalised
persons. In order to do so, we rely on a longitudinal database, over the period 2008-2014,
coupling administrative data from the Crossroads Bank for Social Security (CBSS) and survey
data from the Labour Force Surveys (LFS). During this period, citizenship was open to all
immigrants who have been legally resident for at least 7 years, without any language or
integration requirements. This allows us to study naturalisation in a liberalised context,
avoiding part of the selection bias. Of course, some positive selection could still occur.
Foreigners who want to apply for citizenship acquisition may be more likely to invest in their
(labour market) integration in order to increase their chances of getting Belgian nationality.
This is exacerbated by the high discretionary power of authorities and the absence of the right
to appeal the decision. Nevertheless, the absence of requirement attenuates this effect and
makes Belgium an interesting case to study. Our identification strategy, relying upon
instruments (citizenship acquisition rules and years since eligibility), allows us to further
reduce the selection bias.

Our analyses indicate that citizenship is relevant for the integration of individuals into the
Belgian labour market. The fixed effects estimates, which enable us to account for self-
selection concerning unobservable characteristics, show that citizenship acquisition has a
positive and significant effect on naturalised immigrants. Our findings indicate that
naturalised individuals have a chance 7% points greater of being employed than those who
have not naturalised, other things being equal. In addition to this, we find that the effect
increases over time after naturalisation. This result is robust to alternative specifications of
our empirical model.

We further test the effect of naturalisation on different type of jobs. Our results indicates that
except for the public sector, naturalisation increases immigrants’ employment immediately
after citizenship acquisition. However, the long-term effect is also positive for the public
sector. Finally, we show that citizenship has a positive effect on migrants’ entrepreneurship
as well as on their likelihood of finding a full-time job.
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The pooled cross-section analysis based on the data for the entire population suggests that the
effect of naturalisation is higher for men than women, after controlling for household
composition, education level, years of residence, age, country of origin, region of residence and
migration reason. Yet, the large number of observations of this population data enable us to
analyse the effect according to eleven migrants’ country of origin groups. Results suggest that
migrants from non-EU countries are those who benefit most from the effect of naturalisation.
Indeed, they are the most vulnerable and disadvantaged group in the Belgian labour market.
Hence, the acquisition of Belgian nationality allows them to compensate for their
disadvantages in the labour market and thus to increase their probability of being employed.
Finally, the analysis according to education level shows that the citizenship premium is higher
for individuals with a high and a low level of education than for middle-educated people.

Overall, our findings support the existence of citizenship premium in Belgium, which is
increasing over time and allows for a better quality of job. Facilitating access to Belgian
nationality seems to break some obstacles encountered by immigrants when searching for a
job.
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Appendix 1: Description of country categories
EU-14:  Austria, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.

Other EU countries: Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary,
Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia.

EU candidate countries: Albania, Montenegro, North Macedonia, and Turkey.

Other European countries: Andorra, Belarus, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Island,
Liechtenstein, Moldova, Monaco, Norway, Russia, San Marino, Serbia, Switzerland, Ukraine,
Vatican City, etc.

The Maghreb: Algeria, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco, and Tunisia.

Sub-Saharan Africa: Burundi, Cameroon, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Rwanda,
Senegal, South Africa, etc.

The Near and Middle East: Afghanistan, Bahrein, Egypt, Iran, Iraq, Israel, Jordan,
Kuwait, Lebanon, Oman, Pakistan, Palestine, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Syria, the United Arab
Emirates, and Yemen.

Oceania and the Far East: China, India, South Korea, Japan, Taiwan, Australia, and New
Zealand.

Other Asian countries: Australia, China, India, Japan, New Zealand, South Korea, and
Taiwan.

North America: Canada, the United States of America.

Central and South America: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Ecuador,
Guatemala, Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru, Venezuela, etc.

EU: EU-14 + Other EU countries.

Non-EU: EU candidate countries + Other European countries + the Maghreb + Sub-Saharan
Africa + the Near and Middle East + Oceania and the Far East + Other Asian countries +
North America + Central and South America.
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Appendix 2: Heterogenous effect of citizenship
acquisition using panel data

Estimated effect of citizenship acquisition on employment by gender and by origin

Baseline Gender Origin
(1) (2) (3)

Naturalised 0.0686*** 0.1174*** 0.0333***
(0.0052) (0.0062) (0.0078)

Naturalised*Women -0.0883***
(0.0059)

Naturalised*Non-EU origin 0.0465***
(0.0075)

Other covariates Yes Yes Yes
FE Yes Yes Yes
Nb. obs. 104,308 104,308 104,308

Sources: CBSS Datawarehouse, Statbel (LFS 2008 and 2014 ad-hoc modules), authors’ calculations.
Robust standard errors in parentheses. Statistical significance *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. FE includes time,
region of origin times region of residence and individual dummies. Other covariates include age categories, years
since naturalisation, years since migration and years since migration squared.
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