Immigrant Child Poverty in an Emerging Country of Destination: the Evidence
from Finland

Ognjen Obu¢ina

Institut National d'Etudes Démographiques (Ined)
133 Boulevard Davout, 75020 Paris

France

ognjen.obucina@ined.fr

Phone: +33156062253

lari lImakunnas

INVEST Research Flagship, University of Turku
Assistentinkatu 7, 20500 Turku

Finland

ilari.ilmakunnas@utu.fi

Phone: +358407461406

Finnish Centre for Pensions (ETK)
F1-00065 Elaketurvakeskus, Helsinki
Finland

Acknowledgements

This work was supported by the Strategic Research Council of the Academy of Finland, decision
number 293103, for the research consortium Tackling Inequality in Time of Austerity (TITA), by the
Academy of Finland Flagship Programme, decision number 320162, and by the Swedish Research
Council for Health, Working life and Welfare (FORTE), grant number 2016-07105. The paper
benefited from the comments of two anonymous reviewers, and from a presentation at the European
Population Conference in Brussels in 2018.


mailto:ognjen.obucina@ined.fr
mailto:ilari.ilmakunnas@utu.fi

Abstract

This paper aims to analyze the patterns of poverty and housing overcrowding among immigrant children in Finland. We
seek to explore whether and to what degree foreign-born children are disadvantaged relative to native children in terms
of income poverty and overcrowded housing. Another main objective is to study the pattern of immigrant child poverty
and overcrowding in the first years of settlement. We distinguish between four different types of poverty trajectories in
the first five years after arrival in Finland: 1) no experience of poverty; 2) poor in up to two out of five years following
arrival (mostly non-poor); 3) poor in three or four out of five years following arrival (mostly poor); and 4) poor in all five
years (chronic poverty). An analogous classification is applied when looking at housing overcrowding. We use data from
a compilation of Finnish registers, which contain annual information on all individuals who resided in Finland at any
point between 1995 and 2014. The results of a series of logistic regressions shows that the relative disadvantage of
immigrant children relative to native children is more pronounced in terms of income poverty than in terms of housing.
The most frequent outcome in terms of income poverty in the first years of settlement is no experience of poverty,
followed by chronic poverty, i.e., poverty in all five years after arrival. The same patterns are found for overcrowding.
The multivariate analyses, based on generalized ordered logistic regressions, show substantial heterogeneity across
immigrant groups.
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1. Introduction

Finland has been a multi-ethnic society for centuries, mainly due to the strong presence of a Swedish-
speaking community on its southern and western shores. However, with the exception of the Sami
community in the north of the country, the presence of other ethnic groups has been marginal until
recent decades. This changed with an increase in immigrant inflows in the 1990s. A stronger presence
of the foreign-born population suggests that, similar to some Southern European countries, Finland
is experiencing a migration transition (Katila and Wahlbeck, 2012; Castles et al., 2014). In other
words, what until recently was a land of substantial emigration has become a land of immigration.
The integration of the foreign-born has become one of the principal concerns of contemporary
European societies. Although immigration to Finland is fairly recent and the foreign-born population
is still smaller than that of other Nordic countries, immigration and integration policies have played
prominent roles in political debates in Finland. The challenges of foreign-born residents’ integration
in Finland are mainly associated with the country’s lack of institutional and societal experience. The
aim of this paper is to analyse the patterns of income poverty and housing conditions among
immigrant children in Finland. In particular, we seek to explore whether and to what degree
immigrant children are disadvantaged relative to native children in terms of these two indicators of
well-being. Another principal aim of this study is to explore the associations between the socio-
demographic characteristics of immigrant children’s families at arrival on the one hand, and, on the
other, income poverty and overcrowding in the first years of settlement. Using rich data that combines
information on the country of birth and mother tongue, we are able to take into account the substantial
heterogeneity of Finland’s immigrant population.

There is ample literature showing that poverty can have adverse effects on children’s health and
academic achievement, as well as on a wide range of socio-economic outcomes in the adulthood (e.g.,
Lichter, 1997; Duncan and Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Seccombe, 2000). Childhood poverty also has a
particular resonance because deprivation in childhood can have adverse, long-term consequences
(Gornick and Jantti, 2012). Additionally, concern for children’s well-being may to some degree be
driven by “innate feelings of protection towards the young and assumptions of their blamelessness
for the situation in which they find themselves” (Bradbury et al., 2001). Our interest in housing
conditions is guided by the assumption that a living environment can contribute to the
intergenerational transmission of social inequalities. The empirical evidence shows that children’s
academic achievement, behaviour, and health are negatively affected by growing up in crowded
housing, even after controlling for income and other socio-economic characteristics (e.g., Evans and
Saegert, 2001; Leventhal and Newman, 2010; Solari and Mare, 2012). Previous studies on the well-



being of immigrant children in the Nordic countries suggest that immigrant children are clearly
disadvantaged in terms of poverty risks. Lindquist and Lindquist (2012) identify immigrant child
poverty as one of major challenges for Swedish family policy, whereas Galloway et al. (2015)
conclude their study on Sweden, Denmark and Norway by arguing that immigrant child poverty may
be “the Achilles heel of the Scandinavian welfare state”. A recent study by Gustafsson and Osterberg
(2018) illustrates that, while 17 percent of children who experienced poverty between 1983 and 1985
had an immigrant background, the share was as high as 57 percent in the period between 2008 and
2010. As these studies do not include Finland in their analysis, our study will complement our
knowledge of the well-being of immigrant children in the Nordic countries.

2. Social context of the research

2.1. Immigration to Finland

According to Statistics Finland, there were 387,000 foreign-born residents in Finland at the end of
2018, accounting for more than 7% of the population. Data from the same source suggest that the
number of people with foreign backgrounds increased tenfold between 1990 and 2018. Until the
1990s, practically all the immigrant inflow consisted of return migrants and their children (Saarela
and Finnds, 2009). The migration flows at the beginning of the 1990s were clearly dominated by
Estonians and Russian-speaking immigrants from the former USSR, although they also included a
considerable number of Ingrian Finns, a Finnish-speaking community from the Russian Federation.
However, the composition of the immigrant population in Finland diversified considerably in
subsequent years, mainly due to two factors. First, the country received substantial numbers of asylum
seekers and quota refugees from different parts of the world in the past three decades. Second,
Finland’s accession to the EU made it easier for labor migrants from developed European countries
to settle in Finland. As a result, Finland’s immigrant population today is fairly heterogeneous. Apart
from Russian and Estonian speakers, who still constitute the largest language groups among migrants,
another eight languages are represented with more than 10,000 speakers: Arabic, Somali, English,
Kurdish, Farsi, Chinese, Albanian, and Vietnamese (Statistics Finland, 2019).

Finnish studies on immigrant integration largely confirm the patterns of integration that are typical
of other European destination countries. In particular, foreign born inhabitants on average have less
favorable socio-economic outcomes than natives, with the immigrant disadvantage being especially
pronounced among immigrants from less developed countries. Immigrants have lower labor market
participation rates and, even when employed, their employment is less stable and they earn less than
comparable natives (Heikkil&, 2005; Sarviméki, 2011; Busk et al., 2016; Sarviméki, 2017). Although
the level of residential segregation in previous decades was modest, it has increased considerably in
recent years. In some neighborhoods, the share of the foreign-born population reaches 40%,
exceeding 50% for school-age children (Vilkama, 2011). However, a recent study by Kauppinen and
van Ham (2019) shows that there is no indication of a general tendency toward self-segregation
among non-Western migrants.

2.2. Economic trends and poverty in Finland

Finland is one of the most prosperous societies in Europe, even though its economy has experienced
several shocks over the past three decades. A serious economic crisis took place at the beginning of
the 1990s, which resulted in a cumulative drop of 12.6% in the country’s real GDP (Gulan et al.,
2014). This crisis was followed by economic recovery and growth that lasted until the Great
Recession. After the economic recession of the early 1990s, the income poverty rate and income
inequality increased in Finland. The increases in poverty and inequality observed during the 1990s
were among the highest of the OECD countries (OECD, 2011). While the level of income inequality
was relatively stable in the early 2000s, the income poverty rate continued rising — although at a



somewhat slower pace than in the previous decade — until the 2008 recession (Blomgren et al., 2012;
Moisio et al., 2016). A sharp economic downturn in 2009 has been followed by a relatively slow
recovery (OECD, 2018a). During the 1990s recession and its aftermath, the Finnish welfare state
experienced changes that can be described mainly as welfare state retrenchments (Kuivalainen and
Nelson, 2012; Blomgren et al., 2012).

Poverty prevalence and poverty persistence among children are determined by general economic
trends, income distribution, the female labor market participation rate, and the strength of the welfare
state in the country of destination (Jenkins and Schluter, 2003). Despite fluctuations in general child
poverty trends over the past twenty years, Finland and other Nordic countries are among the countries
with the lowest child poverty rates in the world (Bradbury and Jantti, 2001; Corak, 2006; Gornick
and Jantti, 2012). Finland is also among the few countries where the child poverty rate is lower than
the overall poverty rate (UNICEF, 2012), which may be at least partly ascribed to universal child
benefits and other benefits granted to households with children (TARKI, 2010). As elsewhere in
Europe, the characteristics associated with child poverty in Finland are single parenthood (especially
single motherhood), a large family, low education, and lack of employment (TARKI, 2010; Gornick
& Jantti, 2012; Karvonen & Salmi, 2016). The relatively positive results in Nordic countries are,
however, somewhat undermined by evidence on the persistence of child poverty: namely, it has been
shown that the exit rates from child poverty are similar to or even lower than those in some other
developed countries (Vaalavuo, 2015).

2.3. Housing

The quality of housing in Finland is high and above the EU average (Eurostat, 2017). Our analysis
(results not reported here) shows that, among both natives and immigrants, only a marginal share of
housing units have poor amenities. Therefore, as housing amenities do not seem to be an important
source of disadvantage for immigrant children in Finland, we do not look at this indicator of well-
being. On the other hand, the average size of a housing unit in Finland (88.6 square meters) is lower
than that in other Nordic countries. In addition, with an average size of around 55 square meters, the
average size of a rented housing unit is smaller than that in most other EU countries (Eurostat, 2012).
Finland is characterized by a high level of home ownership, but the social housing sector plays an
important role as well. In addition, the housing costs of low-income households are alleviated with a
means-tested housing allowance. There are substantial differences in tenure status between natives
and immigrants in Finland. In 2010, 72 percent of natives lived in owner-occupied housing, while
this was the case for only 31 percent of immigrants. On the other hand, 43 percent of immigrants
lived in social/public housing, as compared to 13 percent of natives. Immigrants were also
overrepresented in the private renting market (Andersen et al., 2013).

3. The mechanisms of poverty and overcrowding among immigrant children

Native and immigrant families are arguably quite similar in terms of the principal determinants of
poverty. Regardless of a family’s origin, disposable income is simultaneously determined by the same
three principal factors: 1) the labor market, through its effect on earned income; 2) the state, through
its effect on received and paid transfers; and 3) family size, which determines the magnitude of a
family’s needs (Obu¢ina, 2014). In addition, income distribution is another important determinant of
poverty status for both natives and immigrants, as it directly affects the threshold of relative poverty.
However, in terms of their relationships with markets and the welfare state, there are sizeable
differences between native and immigrant families, as well as between immigrant families originating
from different countries (Van Hook et al.,, 2004). As discussed above, previous studies have
demonstrated that immigrants are disadvantaged in the Finnish labor market, in terms of both
employment and earnings. These differences emerge, as in most Western countries, due to the lack



of country-specific skills among migrants, but also as a result of discrimination (Larja et al., 2012).
In addition, although the Finnish welfare state is residence-based rather than citizenship-based, it does
not seem to be able to offset the effects of the labor market gap between natives and immigrants.
Although a large share of immigrant families in Finland receive last-resort welfare benefits, these are
often not sufficient for exiting poverty (Nelson, 2013). On the other hand, native recipients on average
receive higher amounts of welfare benefits, as they are more often eligible for benefits that are based
on previous earnings in Finland (Sarvimaki, 2017). We therefore expect that immigrant children are
more likely than native children to be poor, even after controlling for parental labor market
participation and family size. At the same time, the factors causing different poverty trajectories
between native and immigrant children can also cause substantial differences among children from
different immigrant groups. The parents of foreign-born children of Finnish background (mostly
return migrants) have better language skills and higher levels of other country-specific skills than do
parents of other foreign-born children. Due to considerable similarities northern European
institutional settings, it is likely that Nordic immigrants are more familiar than other European and
non-European immigrants with the Finnish labor market and welfare state, at least upon arrival.
Discrimination is another agent that produces differences across immigrant groups. Liebkind et al.
(2016) find that there is an ethnic hierarchy in the Finnish labor market: although less likely to be
hired than Finns, Western immigrants are less exposed to discrimination than are other immigrants.
Given these considerations, we expect to find substantial differences in poverty among children
across immigrant groups, with the children of Finnish background having the most favorable
outcomes.

There is little doubt that income is one of the most important determinants of a family’s housing
conditions in general and of housing size in particular. However, economic resources alone cannot
fully explain the differences in overcrowding between native and immigrant children. At least two
other factors come into play when explaining the immigrant disadvantage in housing. First,
immigrants are less familiar with the local housing market and usually do not have strong language
skills upon arrival, with the exception being immigrants of Finnish background. Such impediments
may complicate and prolong the search for adequate housing (Kauppinen and Vilkama, 2016). The
second factor is the nearly universal finding that immigrants are discriminated against in the housing
market - and the empirical evidence suggests that Finland is no exception to this pattern (Oblom and
Antfolk, 2017; Auspurg et al., 2019). The role of discrimination is especially important in the first
years of settlement, when purchasing an apartment is still a distant option, and a large share of
migrants are confined to the rental market (Dhalmann and Vilkama, 2009). Some landlords may be
simply unwilling to rent apartments to immigrants, which may also make the housing search a
complicated and lengthy process. Other landlords demand higher rent from immigrant tenants, which
implies that immigrant families pay the same price for less living space (Andersen et al., 2013).
Bearing in mind these considerations, our expectations for housing are identical to those concerning
poverty, specifically: we expect native children to be less likely than immigrant children to live in
overcrowded housing. We also expect to find considerable differences among children from different
immigrant groups, with foreign-born children of Finnish background being the least likely to
experience overcrowding.

4. Data and methodology

We use data from a compilation of Finnish registers: the Population Register, the Family Register,
the Migration Register, and the Finnish Longitudinal Employer-Employee Data (FLEED). The
Population Register, the Family Register, and FLEED contain annual information on all individuals
who resided in Finland at any point between 1995 and 2014, which is also the time span of this study.
The Migration Register contains information on the month and year of immigration to and emigration
from Finland. The information in different registers can be merged via an anonymized personal ID.



Apart from a wide array of socio-demographic and contextual characteristics for the general
population, we also have access to detailed immigrant-specific information, such as the country of
birth, native language, and date of immigration. We focus on the well-being of children, i.e.,
individuals aged 17 or younger. Two dimensions of well-being are addressed in this paper. First, we
look at relative income poverty. Consistent with the dominant approach in European literature, the
poverty line is equal to 60% of the median household income. The reference population for
determining the poverty threshold is the entire population residing in Finland. The modified OECD-
scale is used to adjust for family size (1 for the first adult, 0.5. for each additional adult and 0.3 for
each child). The second dimension of well-being that we look at is overcrowding. Here, we use the
definition of overcrowding adopted by the European Union. According to this definition, a person
lives in an overcrowded household if the household does not have at its disposal a minimum number
of rooms equal to: one room for the household; one room per couple in the household; one room for
each single person aged 18 or more; one room per pair of single people of the same gender between
12 and 17 years of age; one room for each single person between 12 and 17 years of age who is not
included in the previous category; and one room per pair of children under 12 years of age.

The empirical analysis of both indicators is divided into two parts. In the first part, we perform
separate regressions for each year between 1995 and 2014, and then compare poverty and
overcrowding rates among immigrant children with those of Finnish-born children. Dependent
variables are being poor (in the analysis of poverty), and residing in an overcrowded dwelling (in the
analysis of overcrowding). The multivariate analysis is based on logistic regression. All independent
variables refer to the year of the analysis. In the second part of the empirical analysis, we focus only
on immigrant children and explore the patterns of poverty and overcrowding in the first five full years
after arrival in Finland.* This analysis includes foreign-born individuals who arrived in Finland as
children between 1994 and 2009 and who were 12 years old or younger in the year of arrival (hence
younger than 18 at the end of their fifth full year in Finland). The characteristics of this population
are shown in Table Al in the Appendix. The descriptive analysis of poverty and overcrowding after
arrival is based on sequence analysis. When analysing poverty, the dependent variable has the
following outcomes: (1) not poor in any of the first five years after arrival (no poverty); (2) poor in
up to two out of five years following arrival (mostly non-poor); (3) poor in three or four out of five
years following arrival (mostly poor); and (4) poor in all five years after arrival (chronic poverty).
Similarly, when looking at overcrowding, the dependent variable has the following outcomes: (1)
adequate housing in each of the first five years after arrival in Finland (no overcrowding); (2)
overcrowding in up to two out of five years after arrival (mostly adequate housing); (3) overcrowding
in three or four out of five years following arrival (mostly inadequate housing); and (4) overcrowding
in all five years after arrival (chronic overcrowding). Since there is a hierarchical relationship between
the outcomes, we employ generalized ordered logistic regression for the purpose of multivariate
analysis. This approach relaxes the proportional odds assumption of ordered logistic models. At the
same time, unlike multinomial logistic regression, it respects the ordinal nature of the dependent
variable (Williams, 2006).2 It is also important to emphasize that, unlike in the first part of the
analysis, all independent variables in the second part refer to the year of the child’s arrival in Finland.
Around 2,000 immigrant children are omitted from the overcrowding analysis. These are children

1 We include only foreign-born children who stayed in Finland for at least five full consecutive years. The outcomes for
the children who leave Finland before that are on average slightly less favorable than those of children who stay in
Finland. However, the difference is not large enough to affect the main conclusions of this study.

2 The output of a generalized ordered logistic regression is similar to that of a series of binary logistic regressions. In
our poverty analysis, the first panel in Table 1 contrasts outcome 1 with outcomes 2, 3, and 4 (therefore labeled “at least
some poverty vs. no poverty”); the second panel contrasts outcomes 1 and 2 with outcomes 3 and 4 (therefore

labeled “mostly poor or chronic poverty vs. more favorable outcomes”); and the third panel contrasts outcomes 1, 2 and
3 with outcome 4 (therefore labeled “chronic poverty vs. more favorable outcomes”). The output of the overcrowding
analysis is organized in the same manner.



who, during any of the first five full years in Finland, lived in a housing unit inhabited by two or more
families, or for whom the structure of the housing was unknown?,

The main variable of interest in logistic regressions on native-immigrant differentials is an indicator
variable for the foreign-born children. These models include a number of other covariates. In order
to examine whether the socio-economic vulnerability of children varies by age while also considering
that housing needs increase as children get older, the models control for the age of the child. We
distinguish between the following categories: age 6 or younger; 7-12; and (only in the first part of
the analysis) 13 or older. In order to take into account the families’ resources and needs, we include
in the models a number of family socio-economic and demographic characteristics. We control for
the age of either the older parent or the only parent of a child living in a single-parent family. This
variable is categorized as follows: age 30 or younger; 31-40; 41-50, and older than 50. The analysis
also takes into account the family type, where we distinguish between: married couple with child(ren)
(reference category); mother with child(ren); father with child(ren); cohabiting couple with common
child(ren); and cohabiting couple with non-common child(ren). Also included is a continuous variable
indicating the number of other children in the family. We further control for the highest education
level of parents, using the classification of Statistics Finland: less than upper secondary education or
unknown* (reference group); upper secondary; lowest level tertiary; lower-degree level tertiary;
higher-degree level tertiary, and doctorate or equivalent level. Labor market attachment among the
adults in the family is measured as the percentage of adults in the family who are employed. The
models also include two contextual variables. Because the structures of economic opportunities as
well as of available housing may differ in urban and rural regions, we introduce a categorical variable
indicating the degree of urbanization: inner urban area (reference category); outer urban area; peri-
urban area; and rural area. Another categorical variable takes into account the possible impact that
regional trends and policies have on poverty trajectories and housing conditions. This variable has
nineteen categories, one for each Finnish region®.

With the exception of the dummy variable for foreign-born children, all other independent variables
from the analysis on immigrant-native differentials are included in our models examining the well-
being of immigrant children in the first years of settlement. Furthermore, as this part of the analysis
covers only foreign-born children, it also includes several immigrant-specific variables. The
heterogeneity of the Finnish immigrant population makes it necessary to control for immigrant group.
A non-negligible share of foreign-born children has at least one parent of Finnish background, and
they are also registered in our data as children of Finnish background. These are mostly foreign-born
children of return migrants and they constitute a separate group, regardless of their country of birth,
with the exception of those born in the former USSR®. A non-negligible share of children (especially
from earlier immigrant cohorts) is registered as having been born in countries that no longer exist,
such as the USSR or Yugoslavia. Therefore, instead of simultaneously including former and newly
emerged countries in our models, for these two cases we assign the former country as the country of
birth, but combine this information with that of native language when identifying immigrant groups’.

3 Excluding these children from the poverty analysis does not affect the main conclusions. The poverty trajectories of
the children excluded from the overcrowding analysis are fairly similar to those of the included children.

4 One shortcoming of information on education in Finnish registers is that it is not possible to distinguish between
individuals with less than upper secondary school and individuals for whom the education level is unknown. This is
why they are considered a single group in this study.

® For the detailed regional classification, see: http://tilastokeskus.fi/meta/luokitukset/maakunta/001-2017/index_en.html
% Foreign-born individuals of Finnish ancestry born in the former USSR belong primarily to the Ingrian-Finnish
community. Although officially considered returnees (Liebkind and Lasinskaja-Lahti, 2000), the parents of most of
these children never lived in the area defined by the present-day borders of Finland. This is an important distinction
from the children of Finnish-born migrants returning from Sweden or other Western countries. This is why, in this
paper, the children with Finnish backgrounds born in the former USSR are, depending on their reported native
language, assigned to the groups “former USSR, Finnish language” or “former USSR, Russian language”.

7 In order to avoid the collinearity between arrival cohorts and immigrant groups, children born in the countries that
gained independence in the 1990s are also assigned to the group defined by the borders of former countries, i.e., the
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For Iran and Irag, we also combine information about country of birth and native language in order
to account for pronounced ethnic heterogeneity in immigrant inflows from these countries. We
identify as many as 17 immigrant groups, classified as follows: foreign-born children of Finnish
background (reference group); former USSR, Estonian language; former USSR, Russian language;
former USSR, Finnish language; former USSR, other languages; Nordic countries; former
Yugoslavia, Serbo-Croatian language; former Yugoslavia, Albanian and other languages; other
European countries; Iran, Farsi language; Iran, Kurdish and other languages; Irag, Arabic language;
Irag, Kurdish and other languages; Somalia; Thailand; China, and other non-European countries.
Because the study period saw substantial variations over time in the general economic trends -
including income inequality and poverty levels - our regressions also control for the period of arrival.
This variable is categorized as follows: 2000 or before (reference group); 2001-2005; and 2006-2009.
Since immigrant children enter our study in their first full year in Finland, it may be that those who
arrive in Finland in earlier months have better outcomes, as their parents have more time to adapt to
the new country of residence. This especially concerns income poverty, which takes annual income
into account. The models thus also control for the month of immigration to Finland. Finally, we
control for differences in children’s migration experiences by including a dummy variable for
children with at least one parent already living in Finland at the time of immigration.

5. Results

5.1. Immigrant children’s disadvantage

The general trends in poverty and overcrowding among native and immigrant children are shown in
Figure 1. Over the entire observed period, immigrant children faced substantially higher poverty risks
than native children, although the trends within both groups were fairly similar. For both groups, the
poverty rate was lowest in 1995, when it stood at 5.5 percent for native children and 20.8 percent for
immigrant children. The trend was largely negative in subsequent years, with poverty rates peaking
in 2011 at 12.8 and 39.8 for, respectively, native children and immigrant children. In the following
three years, poverty rates decreased somewhat in both groups. The overcrowding rates surpass
poverty rates in each year among both native and immigrant children. For native children, there has
been an almost steady decline, with the overcrowding rates ranging between 33.2 percent in 1995 and
around 25 percent in the last three years of the observed period. The immigrant children’s
disadvantage is also evident when looking at housing conditions: the overcrowding rates among
foreign-born children ranged between 40.9 and 48.3 percent. The trends in this group followed a
somewhat more complex pattern than among native children, as the initial modest decrease in
overcrowding rates was followed by an increase in overcrowding after 2007.

Figure 1 about here

To what degree can the less favorable outcomes for immigrant children be explained by family and
contextual characteristics? Starting with income poverty, two main conclusions emerge from Figure
2. First, the relative disadvantage of immigrant children with respect to poverty remains substantial
even after controlling for observable characteristics. More precisely, the odds of living in poverty
were between three (in 2003) and three and a half (in 1997) times higher for immigrant children than
for native children. Second, there is, however, no clear trend over the observed period. In contrast,
when it comes to overcrowding, Figure 2 indicates some negative trends for foreign-born children.
More precisely, controlling for observable characteristics, the odds of living in overcrowded housing
at the beginning of the observation period were 29 percent higher for immigrant children, which is
arguably a moderate level of disadvantage. The gap between native and immigrant children has

USSR or Yugoslavia. For instance, an Estonian-speaking child born in Estonia in 1995 is classified as “former USSR,
Estonian language”.



increased substantially since then, such that in 2014 the odds of living in overcrowded housing were
83 percent higher for the foreign-born children.

Figure 2 about here

5.2. Poverty and overcrowding after arrival in Finland

The results of the sequence analysis of poverty and overcrowding among newly arrived immigrant
children are shown in Figure 3. The trajectories are ordered by frequency, in descending order. The
panel on the left shows that the most common outcome was the absence of poverty in each of the first
five years after arrival, which was the case for just over 40 percent of immigrant children. In contrast,
the second most common outcome was being exposed to poverty in all of the first five years in
Finland. This outcome, however, was more than three times less frequent than the absence of poverty.
The next most frequent outcomes were transitions from poverty after (in order of frequency) three,
two, one and four years in poverty after arrival. Negative transitions - that is, transitions into poverty
after arrival - are more rare, which implies that the average socio-economic conditions of immigrant
children do generally improve after arrival. Furthermore, as can be seen in the lower part of the panel,
a considerable share of immigrant children experience unstable poverty trajectories. Almost 20
percent experience two or more poverty transitions in the first years of their stay in Finland. The right
panel in Figure 3 shows overcrowding patterns. Despite the substantial differences in the rates and
trends that Figure 1 shows in regard to poverty and overcrowding, the two panels in Figure 3 are
remarkably similar. The most common outcome - found among just under half of immigrant children
- was living in adequate housing conditions in each of the first five years in Finland. Another
similarity with income poverty is that the second most common outcome was living in overcrowded
housing during each of the first five years, followed in descending order by positive transitions after
one, two, three and four years in Finland. As a result, there is a positive association between average
housing conditions and years of stay in Finland. Finally, a non-negligible share of immigrant children
had unstable housing conditions in the years after arrival.

Figure 3 about here

Although the general trends in poverty and overcrowding appear similar, and despite those two
outcomes being correlated, our additional analysis® shows that favorable poverty trajectories do not
necessarily imply favorable housing trajectories, and vice versa. To illustrate, more than 10 percent
of the children who experience no poverty after arrival spend all of their first five years in Finland in
overcrowded housing, whereas 36 percent of these children spend at least one year in overcrowded
housing. Among the children who live in chronic poverty after arrival, somewhat less than a third
spend all five years in overcrowded housing, whereas 28 percent of them experience no overcrowding
at all in the first years of settlement.

Table 1 displays the results of the generalized ordered logistic model of poverty among immigrant
children during their first five years in Finland. Since we report the coefficients in terms of odds
ratios, this means that coefficients higher than one make the less favorable outcome more likely. A
child’s origin is an important predictor of the patterns of well-being in the first years of settlement.
As expected, foreign-born children of Finnish background (who are also the reference group in this
analysis) have the most favorable outcomes after arrival, followed by Chinese-born children. On
average, immigrant children born in Europe have, all else equal, better outcomes than children born
outside the continent. The advantage of foreign-born children of Finnish background relative to most
other immigrant groups varies across outcomes. It is particularly pronounced when we look at the
likelihood of experiencing no poverty during the first five years in Finland. To illustrate, the odds of

8 Results not reported, but can be obtained upon request



experiencing at least some poverty are roughly thirteen times higher for Arabic-speaking Iraqi
children and Farsi-speaking Iranian children, as compared to the reference group. However, the
relative advantage of foreign-born children of Finnish background is smaller when it comes to
escaping chronic poverty: the odds of experiencing the least favorable outcome are around three times
higher for Farsi-speaking Iranian children and only 35 percent higher for Arabic-speaking Iraqi
children. Our results also suggest that considerable differences may exist between language groups
originating from the same country. Arabic-speaking children from lIraq are more likely to experience
some poverty, but less likely to experience chronic poverty than Iragi-born children from the Kurdish
and other minority language groups. The differences between the language groups from Iran are,
however, less pronounced.

A number of strong associations between other family characteristics in the year of arrival and
subsequent poverty trajectories indicate that the initial conditions just after arrival are very important
for the well-being of immigrant children in their new country of residence. Older children are
somewhat less likely to experience unfavorable poverty outcomes. Children arriving with parents
aged 30 or younger are the most vulnerable in terms of income poverty. Children who arrive with
married couples have the most favorable poverty outcomes after arrival, whereas children who arrive
with single parents are the most vulnerable. It is noteworthy that children with a single father are
more likely to experience chronic poverty than children arriving with a single mother. As expected,
having more siblings increases family needs and thus increases the likelihood of negative outcomes,
albeit modestly. The differences by the degree of urbanization are moderate, with immigrant children
who live in rural areas upon arrival having somewhat worse poverty outcomes than children from
peri-urban and urban areas. This is especially the case when looking at chronic poverty. Parental labor
market participation in the year of arrival and parental education both considerably reduce the risk of
negative poverty outcomes. While this finding is expected, it is somewhat more surprising to see that
chronic poverty is positively associated with having a parent in Finland who migrated before the child
(even if the magnitude of the association is fairly small). The period effects are considerable, with the
most recent cohorts of immigrant children being the most vulnerable to unfavorable poverty
experiences. In addition, the most recent arrivals are particularly disadvantaged when it comes to the
likelihood of experiencing chronic poverty.

Table 1 about here

The results for overcrowding are shown in Table 2. In accordance with our expectations, differences
across migrant groups are considerable and also largely in line with those found for poverty. The
finding that foreign-born children of Finnish background have the most favorable outcomes also
corresponds to our expectations. They have a moderate advantage relative to children born in other
Nordic countries and China, as well as to Finnish-speaking children born in the former USSR.
However, relative to children from other immigrant groups, their advantage is considerable.
Regarding the associations between, on the one hand, the degree of urbanization, education and time
of parents’ arrival and, on the other, overcrowding, these also resemble the associations for income
poverty. Yet, some associations between independent variables and overcrowding differ considerably
from the results of the poverty analysis. For instance, older children are more likely to live in
overcrowded housing (this finding comes as no surprise, given how overcrowding is defined in our
paper). The association between parents’ age and overcrowding is not straightforward. Children who
arrive in Finland with parents younger than 30 are more likely to experience some overcrowding as
compared to children with older parents. At the same time, children who arrive with young parents
are less likely to experience chronic overcrowding than children whose parents are between 31 and
50 in the year of arrival. An interesting result emerges when we look at the role of family type:
whereas children arriving with single mothers are the least likely to experience overcrowding, those
who are accompanied by a single father are the most disadvantaged group. Parental labor market
participation helps escape overcrowding, but its role is much less prominent than when looking at



income poverty. Also less pronounced are the period effects. Although the earliest arrivals are the
most protected against income poverty, they are slightly disadvantaged in terms of overcrowding.

Table 2 about here

6. The levels of deprivation by family characteristics

The previous results of this study clearly show that family and contextual characteristics can be a
significant source of disadvantage for immigrant children in Finland. In this section, we conduct
additional analyses to explore how the actual frequency of four outcomes after arrival varies by some
socio-demographic characteristics and the timing of arrival. For the sake of clarity, we use less
sophisticated classifications for some variables. When looking at the geographical origin of the
family, we group immigrant children into only three groups: foreign-born with Finnish background,
European, and non-European. With respect to family characteristics, we aggregate all the groups into
two groups: children living in a single-parent household and children living with a couple. When it
comes to employment, we distinguish between families with at least one employed adult and those
with no employed adults. The period of arrival corresponds to the classification used in the
multivariate analysis.

These additional analyses for income poverty can be found in Table A2 in the Appendix. In line with
the results of our generalized ordered logistic regression, the analysis shows, first, that immigrant
children arriving with a single parent (most commonly with a single mother) are more exposed to
income poverty and, second, that later cohorts of children have less favorable outcomes. Differences
across immigrant groups are sizeable, with foreign-born children of Finnish background being the
most privileged group, followed by children of other European immigrants. However, employment
seems to matter more than any other characteristic and can more than offset the disadvantages
associated with geographical origin or family type. To illustrate, children of non-European origin
arriving with a single parent who enters the labor market upon arrival have somewhat better poverty
outcomes than children of Finnish origin who arrive with two non-employed parents. The cumulative
impact of family characteristics on poverty trajectories can lead to enormous differences between
immigrant children with advantaged backgrounds and those with disadvantaged backgrounds. When
looking at children with Finnish origins who live with both parents (or in stepfamilies) and at least
one of whom is employed, we can see in Table A2 that more than four-fifths of them do not experience
poverty during their first five years in Finland. On the other side of the spectrum are the non-European
children who arrive with a single, non-employed parent. Within this group, the share of those who do
not experience poverty is less than ten percent in the earliest arrival cohort, and less than five percent
in more recent cohorts.

Table A3 shows corresponding results for overcrowding. Relative to the poverty trends in Table A2,
the most pronounced difference is that overcrowding is somewhat more common among children
who arrive with two parents. In line with the multivariate results, geographical origin and employment
also matter. But, the positive impact of parental employment on housing conditions is less significant
than it is for poverty, especially among children with Finnish and other European backgrounds.
Recent cohorts of immigrant children of Finnish background have more favorable housing
trajectories, whereas no clear trends are found in the other two groups. Similar to what we find for
poverty, the cumulative impact of disadvantaged family backgrounds can be very large. The most
privileged group in terms of housing conditions are immigrant children of Finnish background who
arrive with an employed single parent. Three out of four children from this group do not experience
overcrowding in any of the first five years in Finland, whereas only around 4 percent of these children
spend all of the first five years in overcrowded conditions. The most disadvantaged group are non-
European children arriving with two parents, neither of whom is employed in the year of arrival. More



than four out of five of children in this group lived in overcrowded conditions for at least a year during
the first five years in Finland, and between 35 and 41 percent of children from this group lived in
overcrowded housing in each of the first five years after arrival.

7. Conclusion

The goal of this study was to analyse the well-being of child migrants in Finland from a multi-
dimensional perspective. We focused on two important measures of living conditions: income poverty
and overcrowding. In this section, we start with a discussion on the findings related to poverty, after
which we discuss our results on overcrowding. Lastly, we address the limitations of this study and
avenues for future research.

Our analysis clearly shows that, as expected, foreign-born children are more susceptible to poverty
than native children. After controlling for observables, the odds of living in a poor family were
between three and over three and a half times higher for immigrant children. Although the magnitude
of the poverty gap is sizeable, we find no clear trend. This is most likely due to substantial variation
over the observed period in economic trends and income inequality, which are the major determinants
of poverty trends in both native and immigrant populations. Moreover, it is possible that the lack of
a clear trend in the poverty gap is also a result of migration dynamics and the changing composition
of the immigrant population during the period of study. Our supplementary analysis of Finnish
register data shows that the share of foreign-born children of Finnish background among all foreign-
born children dropped from 51 percent in 1995 to 28 percent in 2014. On the other hand, the same
period saw the share of European children increase from 31 to 41 percent while the share of non-
European children more than doubled, increasing from 15 percent to 31 percent.

When looking at the poverty trajectories after arrival in Finland, the single most common outcome is
its absence in each of the first five years. However, the second most common outcome is being poor
in all five years. In addition, most immigrant children do experience poverty at some point after arrival
and a non-negligible share of them experience two or more poverty transitions. The generalized
ordered logistic model shows that differences among children from different immigrant groups are
substantial. As we expected, the foreign-born children of Finnish background have the most favorable
poverty outcomes. However, it should be noted that their advantage relative to most other groups is
more strongly pronounced in terms of the likelihood of experiencing the most favorable outcome (no
poverty), than in terms of avoiding the least favorable outcome (chronic poverty). The results also
show some important differences in poverty trajectories between the language groups from Iraq.
Future integration efforts should thus consider multiple dimensions of social affiliation. Furthermore,
our results suggest that the socio-economic characteristics of the country of origin are not perfect
predictors of the social integration and well-being of immigrants in general, and of immigrant children
in particular. This is especially true in light of the relatively favourable outcomes of Chinese-born
children. The processes of selection into migration in the countries of origin should thus be taken into
account when designing future integration policies.

While our hypotheses concern differences among children of different origins, the results we obtain
for other independent variables are also important for our understanding of well-being among
immigrant children. In line with the general literature on poverty, parental education and employment
are associated with lower poverty risks. Moreover, our analysis shows that parental employment can
more than offset the disadvantages associated with geographical origin or family type. Increases in
income inequality and poverty in the general population during the period under study also imply that
later cohorts of immigrant children were more susceptible to poverty. We also find that children



arriving with a single parent have less favorable poverty trajectories as compared to children arriving
with two parents. Although they constitute a small share of the population under study, it is interesting
to note that immigrant children who arrive with a single father are even more exposed to poverty than
those who arrive with a single mother. A supplementary analysis that we carried out (results not
reported) suggests this is not due to single mothers marrying more often than single fathers in the first
years of settlement in Finland. In actuality, those who arrived as single fathers are more likely than
single mothers to be partnered after five years in Finland. However, single fathers partner with (or
bring from the home country) economically inactive women more often than single mothers partner
with (or bring from the home country) inactive men. It may thus seem even paradoxical that the
vulnerable position of children who arrive with single fathers is associated with a low level of
employment among immigrant women. According to some views, the widespread use of the child
home care allowance (CHCA) in immigrant families decreases the incentives for immigrant mothers
to enter the labor market while also having negative effects on the social integration of immigrant
children (OECD, 2018b). However, the CHCA is not targeted to immigrant mothers, and it has been
one of the central elements of Finnish family policy since the 1980s (Nyby et al., 2017). It is therefore
questionable whether the extensive use of the CHCA among immigrant mothers alone will be a strong
enough reason for policy makers to reconsider the availability of these benefits. However, Finnish
integration policies should include more incentives for immigrant mothers to enter the labor market.
These policies should be primarily aimed at recently arrived women as well as at women with long
spells of inactivity in Finland. The incentives to enter the labor market should also include training
programs that match immigrants’ skills and experience. Furthermore, the existing language-learning
programs have not shown satisfactory results (OECD 2018b). Finnish does not belong to the Indo-
European family of languages and is considered very difficult to learn. Thus, the acquisition of
language skills for immigrant mothers and fathers in Finland is more challenging than for newcomers
to most other European destinations. It can therefore be argued that developing innovative language-
learning programs should be one of the highest priorities on the integration agenda.

When comparing the two indicators of well-being, the trajectories in terms of income poverty and
overcrowding look similar in the first years of immigration. However, the prevalence of and trends
in income poverty and overcrowding among immigrant children clearly differ over the observed
period. In addition, favorable trajectories in terms of one indicator of well-being do not necessarily
imply favorable trajectories in terms of the other. This suggests that the mechanisms determining
poverty and overcrowding do not entirely overlap, which accentuates the importance of including
multiple indicators when analysing children’s well-being. As compared to the native-immigrant
poverty gap, the relative disadvantage of immigrant children with respect to overcrowding is smaller
in magnitude, but the results we obtain suggest a negative trend. The odds of living in overcrowded
housing are around 30 percent higher at the start and more than 80 percent higher at the end of the
observation period. Contrary to what we saw in the analysis of income poverty, the fact that a trend
exists is - at least to some extent — most likely due to the more stable nature of determinants of
overcrowding. Whereas the poverty threshold changes every year, the definition of overcrowding
remains the same over the observed period. On a similar note, while disposable income changes every
year in almost all households, only a small share of households moves to another dwelling or
experiences a demographic change that may trigger a transition from overcrowded to adequate
housing, or vice versa. The finding that the trend is negative is partly a result of price increases in the
Finnish housing market. Moreover, the price increases were clearly more pronounced in the rental
market (where an over-proportional share of immigrants are concentrated) than in the sales market
(Eskeld, 2018; Eurostat, 2019). The negative trend was in all likelihood also shaped by changes in
the composition of the immigrant population. As discussed above, the groups that are economically
more vulnerable and more exposed to discrimination were more represented in later arrival cohorts.



In light of the evidence that discrimination in Finland exists in both the labor and housing markets
(Larja et al., 2012; Oblom and Antfolk, 2017), it may be necessary to expand on existing legal and
institutional anti-discrimination mechanisms.

As predicted, and similar to the findings on poverty, sizeable cross-group differences are found in the
experience of overcrowding among immigrant children. Foreign-born children of Finnish background
have the most favorable housing trajectories in the years after arrival. However, the role of parental
employment and the period of arrival are considerably less important than when looking at poverty.
Another noteworthy result in the overcrowding analysis is that children arriving with single mothers
have the most favorable outcomes in the years after arrival. To some degree, this result is due to the
fact that single-parent families need less living space than couples with children. However, this
finding also suggests that access to social housing as well as means-tested housing allowances have
had some effect on securing adequate housing conditions for children with single mothers.

Although the previously mentioned Nordic studies on immigrant child poverty have different research
designs, all of them have found that immigrant children are heavily disadvantaged in terms of poverty
risks. Our study shows that Finland is no exception to this trend. This unfortunately suggests that
ethnic stratification may be an important part of social inequalities in Finland in the decades to come.
Moreover, the high prevalence of child poverty among immigrants in a country with one of the lowest
child poverty rates in the world may contribute to the stigmatization of the foreign-born population.
The overall picture becomes even more negative in light of immigrant children’s increasing
disadvantage in terms of housing.

Although we show that the initial conditions just after arrival can be good predictors of well-being
trajectories in the years following arrival in Finland, we do not claim causality in this study. Except
when discussing in this section the differences between children with a single mother and those with
a single father, we do not explicitly address labor market transitions, demographic changes within the
family or other events that can trigger changes in the two indicators of well-being during the first
years of immigration. What is more, we do not have information on the country-specific skills and
experiences of discrimination among immigrants to Finland, both of which are important factors
responsible for native-immigrant differentials in well-being. We also lack information on the reason
for migration, aspirations, and dominant values in the families of immigrant children. Yet, these
unobserved factors can be important sources of variation in the integration trajectories not only across
individuals, but also across groups. Future research should thus focus on events after arrival in order
to obtain a fine-grained picture of their relative importance to the well-being of immigrant children.
In order to address the factors that are usually unobserved in registers, the future research should,
whenever possible, combine registers with survey data and qualitative research.

Reference list

Andersen, H. S., Turner, L. M., & Sgholt, S. (2013). The special importance of housing policy
For ethnic minorities: evidence from a comparison of four Nordic countries. International
Journal of Housing Policy, 13(1), 20-44.

Auspurg, K., Schneck, A., & Hinz, T. (2019). Closed doors everywhere? A meta-analysis of field
experiments on ethnic discrimination in rental housing markets. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies, 45(1), 95-114.

Blomgren J, Hiilamo H, Kangas O, et al. (2012) Growing Inequalities and Their Impact in



Finland. Country Report for Finland. GINI. Amsterdam: AIAS.

Bradbury, B., & Jantti, M. (2001). Child poverty across twenty-five countries. In: The dynamics of
child poverty in industrialised countries. Ed. Bradbury, B., Jenkins, S.P., & Micklewright, J.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Bradbury, B., Jenkins, S. P., & Micklewright, J. (2001). Beyond the snapshot. In: The dynamics of
child poverty in industrialised countries. Ed. Bradbury, B., Jenkins, S.P., & Micklewright, J.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Busk, H., Jauhiainen, S., Kekaldinen A., Nivalainen, S., & Tahtinen, T. (2016). Immigrants on the
labour market — A study of the working lives of immigrants arriving in Finland in different years. [in
Finnish] Finnish Centre for Pensions, Studies 06/2016

Castles, S., de Haas, H., & Miller, M. J. (2014). The age of migration: International population
movements in the modern world. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Corak, M. (2006). Principles and practicalities for measuring child poverty. International Social
Security Review, 59(2), 3-35.

Dhalmann, H., & Vilkama, K. (2009). Housing policy and the ethnic mix in Helsinki, Finland:
perceptions of city officials and Somali immigrants. Journal of Housing and the Built Environment,
24(4), 423.

Duncan, G. J., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2000). Family poverty, welfare reform, and child development.
Child development, 71(1), 188-196.

Eskeld, E. (2018). Housing Pathways of Skilled Migrants: Indian Professionals in Helsinki, Finland.
Housing, Theory and Society, 35(4), 474-494.

Evans, G. W., Saegert, S., & Harris, R. (2001). Residential density and psychological health among
children in low-income families. Environment and Behavior, 33(2), 165-180.

Eurostat (2012). Ad hoc module “Housing conditions”. Access method:
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php/File:Average size of dwelling by tenure status, 2012.png

Eurostat (2017). Housing conditions. Access method: http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-
explained/index.php/Housing_conditions

Eurostat (2019). Housing price statistics - house price index. Access method:
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Housing_price statistics -
house price index#lLong term trends in House prices and rents

Galloway, T. A., Gustafsson, B., Pedersen, P. J., & Osterberg, T. (2015). Immigrant child Poverty—
The Achilles heel of the Scandinavian welfare state. Measurement of poverty, deprivation, and
economic mobility (pp. 185-219) Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

Gornick, J. C., & Jantti, M. (2012). Child poverty in cross-national perspective: Lessons from the
Luxembourg Income Study. Children and Youth Services Review, 34(3), 558-568.


http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/File:Average_size_of_dwelling_by_tenure_status,_2012.png
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/File:Average_size_of_dwelling_by_tenure_status,_2012.png
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Housing_conditions
http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Housing_conditions
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Housing_price_statistics_-_house_price_index#Long_term_trends_in_House_prices_and_rents
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Housing_price_statistics_-_house_price_index#Long_term_trends_in_House_prices_and_rents

Gulan, A., Haavio, M., & Kilponen, J. (2014). Kiss me deadly: From Finnish great depression to great
recession. Bank of Finland Research Discussion paper, (24).

Gustafsson, B., & Osterberg, T. (2018). How are immigrant children in Sweden faring? Mean income,
affluence and poverty since the 1980s. Child indicators research, 11(1), 329-353.

Heikkild, E. (2005). Mobile vulnerabilities: perspectives on the vulnerabilities of immigrants in the
Finnish labour market. Population, Space and Place, 11(6), 485-497.

Jenkins, S. P., & Schluter, C. (2003). Why are child poverty rates higher in Britain than in Germany?
A longitudinal perspective. Journal of Human Resources, 38(2), 441-465.

Karvonen, Sakari & Salmi, Minna (eds.) (2016) Lapsikdyhyys Suomessa 2010-luvulla. TyOpaperi
30/2016. Helsinki: Terveyden ja hyvinvoinnin laitos.

Katila, S., & Wahlbeck, O. (2012). The role of (transnational) social capital in the start-up processes
of immigrant businesses: The case of Chinese and Turkish restaurant businesses in Finland.
International Small Business Journal, 30(3), 294-309.

Kauppinen, T. M., & Vilkama, K. (2016). Entry to homeownership among immigrants: a
decomposition of factors contributing to the gap with native-born residents. Housing Studies, 31(4),
463-488.

Kauppinen, T. M., & van Ham, M. (2019). Unravelling the demographic dynamics of ethnic
residential segregation. Population, space and place, 25(2), e2193.

Kuivalainen S and Nelson K (2012). Eroding minimum income protection in the Nordic countries?
Reassessing the Nordic model of social assistance. In: Kvist J, Fritzell J, Hvinden B, et al. (eds),
Changing social equality: The Nordic welfare model in the 21st century, Bristol: Policy Press, pp.
69-88.

Larja, L., Warius, J., Sundbéck, L., Liebkind, K., Kandolin, I., & Jasinskaja-Lahti, I. (2012).
Discrimination in the Finnish Labor Market: An Overview and a Field Experiment on Recruitment.
Publications of the Ministry of Employment and the Economy, Employment and Entrepreneurship
12/2012

Leventhal, T., & Newman, S. (2010). Housing and child development. Children and Youth Services
Review, 32(9), 1165-1174.

Lichter, D. T. (1997). Poverty and inequality among children. Annual Review of Sociology, 23(1),
121-145.

Liebkind, K., & Jasinskaja-Lahti, I. (2000). The influence of experiences of discrimination on
psychological stress: A comparison of seven immigrant groups. Journal of Community & Applied
Social Psychology, 10(1), 1-16

Liebkind, K., Larja, L., & Brylka, A. A. (2016). Ethnic and gender discrimination in recruitment:
experimental evidence from Finland. Journal of Social and Political Psychology, 4(1), 403-426

Lindquist, M. J., & Lindquist, G. S. (2012). The dynamics of child poverty in Sweden. Journal of
Population Economics, 25(4), 1423-1450.



Moisio, P., Lehteld, K.M., & Mukkila, S. (2016). Poverty Reduction Effects of Taxation and
Benefit Policies in Finland, 1993-2013. European Journal of Social Security 18(1): 30—45.

Nelson, K. (2013). Social assistance and EU poverty thresholds 1990-2008. Are European welfare
systems providing just and fair protection against low income?. European Sociological Review,
29(2), 386-401.

Nyby, J., Nygard, M., Autto, J., & Kuisma, M. (2017). Freedom of choice, gender equality, or
employment promotion? Finnish party positions on childcare in the light of election manifestos
2015. Journal of Social Welfare and Family Law, 39(3), 279-297.

Obucina, O. (2014). Paths into and out of poverty among immigrants in Sweden. Acta
Sociologica, 57(1), 5-23.

Oblom, A., & Antfolk, J. (2017). Ethnic and gender discrimination in the private rental housing
market in Finland: A field experiment. PloS one, 12(8), e0183344.

OECD (2011) Divided We Stand Why Inequality Keeps Rising: Why Inequality Keeps Rising.
Paris: OECD Publishing.

OECD (2018a). OECD Economic Surveys: Finland. Paris: OECD Publishing

OECD (2018b) Working Together: Skills and Labour Market Integration of Immigrants and their
Children in Finland. Paris: OECD Publishing

Saarela, J., & Finnés, F. (2009). Return migrant status and employment in Finland. International
Journal of Manpower, 30(5), 489-506.

Sarvimaki, M. (2011). Assimilation to a welfare state: Labor market performance and use of social
benefits by immigrants to Finland. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 113(3), 665-688.

Sarvimaki, M. (2017). Labor market integration of refugees in Finland. VATT Institute for Economic
Research. VATT research reports, 185.

Seccombe, K. (2000). Families in poverty in the 1990s: Trends, causes, consequences, and lessons
learned. Journal of Marriage and Family, 62(4), 1094-1113.

Solari, C. D., & Mare, R. D. (2012). Housing crowding effects on children’s wellbeing. Social Science
Research, 41(2), 464-476.

Statistics Finland (2019). Foreign-language speakers. Access method:
https://www.stat.fi/tup/maahanmuutto/maahanmuuttajat-vaestossa/vieraskieliset en.html

TARKI (2010) Child poverty and child wellbeing in the European Union. Report prepared for the
DG Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities (Unite E.2) of the European Commission.
Budapest: TARKI.

UNICEF. (2012). Measuring child poverty - new league tables of child poverty in the world's rich
countries. Innocenti Research Centre, Report Card 10

Vaalavuo, M. (2015). Poverty dynamics in Europe: From what to why. DG EMPL Working Paper
03/2015. Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union


https://www.stat.fi/tup/maahanmuutto/maahanmuuttajat-vaestossa/vieraskieliset_en.html

Van Hook, J., Brown, S. I., & Kwenda, M. N. (2004). A decomposition of trends in poverty among
children of immigrants. Demography, 41(4), 649-670.

Vilkama, K. (2011). Yhteinen kaupunki, eriytyvidt kaupunginosat?: Kantavdeston ja
maahanmuuttajataustaisten asukkaiden alueellinen eriytyminen ja muuttoliike padakaupunkiseudulla.
Helsingin kaupungin tietokeskus, Tutkimuksia 2011:2

Williams, R. (2006). Generalized ordered logit/partial proportional odds models for ordinal
dependent variables. The Stata Journal, 6(1), 58-82.



Figure 1
Poverty and overcrowding among children in Finland
in percent, 1995-2014

== Finnish-oorn, overcrowding
Finnish-barn, poverty
= = Foreign-born, overcrowding

= =Fareign-born, poverty

104

1995 2000 2005 2010
year
Source: Finnish register data, own calculations

Figure 2

Immigrants’ children disadvantage
in terms of poverty and overcrowding

adjusted for observables, odds ratios, 1995-2014

44
3_
w
o
© Income poverty
o = Cwercrowding
=]
(=]
2_
-
-
- =~
- -
— - ey - —
-1_
1995 2000 2005 2010
year

Source: Finnish register data, own calculations



Figure 3

50004
10000+
15000+
20000+

250004

Income poverty upon arrival in Finland

[ not poor
I oor

1 2

years in Finland

4

Source: Finnish register data, own calculations

Housing conditions upon arrival in Finland

0

5000

10000+

15000+

20000+

25000+

[ adequate
I overcrowded

2

3
years in Finland

4




Table 1: Poverty among immigrant children after arrival in Finland, 1995-2014, generalized ordered logistic model,
odds ratios

At least some Mostly poor or Chronic poverty
poverty vs. no chronic poverty vs. more favorable
poverty vs. more favorable | outcomes
outcomes
Child’s age at arrival (ref.: 6 or younger)
7-12 0.94* 0.87*** 0.85***
Older parent’s age at arrival (ref: 30 or younger)
31-40 0.82*** 0.87*** 0.97
41-50 0.82*** 0.73*** 0.78***
Older than 50 0.81*** 0.87* 0.76***
Family type (ref.: married couple with children)
Mother with child(ren) 2.49%** 1.82*** 1.32**
Father with child(ren) 2.72%** 2.62%** 1.80***
Cohabiting couple with common child(ren) 1.30*** 1.19%** 1.00
Cohabiting couple with non-common child(ren) 1.33** 1.42%** 0.98
Number of other children in the family 1.18*** 1.17%** 1.13***
Degree of urbanization (ref.: inner urban area)
Outer urban area 0.99 0.94 1.01
Peri-urban area 1.00 1.07 1.09
Rural area 1.12** 1.17*%** 1.49***
Share of employed adults in the family (in %) 0.97*** 0.98*** 0.98***
Highest educational level of a parent
(ref.: less than secondary or missing)
Upper secondary 0.86*** 0.84*** 0.84***
Lowest level tertiary 0.50*** 0.57*** 0.64***
Lower-degree level tertiary 0.48*** 0.53*** 0.62***
Higher-degree level tertiary 0.33*** 0.35*** 0.43***
Doctorate or equivalent 0.26*** 0.31*** 0.27***
At least one parent immigrated before 0.99 1.00 1.14***
Period of immigration (ref.: 1999 or before)
2000 - 2004 1.55%** 2.10*** 2.33***
2005 - 2009 1.73%** 2.49*** 2.98***
Immigrant group (ref.: foreign-born of Finnish origin)
Nordic 1.68*** 1.45** 1.69***
Ex-USSR, Estonian 2.27*** 1.81*** 1.27**
Ex-USSR, Russian 3.03*** 2.37*** 1.70***
Ex-USSR, Finnish 1.50** 1.81*** 1.40*
Ex-USSR, other languages 3.55*** 3.27%** 1.63***
Ex-Yugoslavia, Serbocroat 3.28*** 2.21%** 1.10
Ex-Yugoslavia, Albanian and other 4,78*** 3.17*** 1.70***
Other European 2.08*** 1.78*** 1.46***
Iraq, Arabic 13.41%** 5.64*** 1.35*
Iraq, Kurdish and others 5.37*** 3.17*** 2.30***
Iran, Farsi 12.64*** 6.78*** 3.14%**
Iran, Kurdish and others 7.95%** 4.12%** 2.18***
China 1.27%** 1.41%** 1.36
Thailand 2.49%** 3.23%** 2.67***
Somalia 10.41*** 5.24%*** 2.80***
All other groups 4.78*** 4.58*** 2.67***
Constant 1.46*** 0.29*** 0.05***
Control for month of immigration YES YES YES
Control for region of residence YES YES YES
N 24,358

Source: Finnish register data; * p < 0.10; ** p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01
Table 2: Overcrowding among immigrant children after arrival in Finland, 1995-2014, generalized ordered logistic model,
odds ratios



At least some
overcrowding
VS. NO

Mostly overcr. or
chronic overcr. vs.
more favorable

Chronic
overcrowding vs.
more favorable

overcrowding | outcomes outcomes
Child’s age at arrival (ref.: 6 or younger)
7-12 1.30%** 1.23*** 1.14***
Older parent’s age at arrival (ref: 30 or younger)
31-40 0.82*** 1.01 1.20***
41-50 0.69*** 0.88** 1.15%*
Older than 50 0.59*** 0.77*** 0.94
Family type (ref.: married couple with children)
Mother with child(ren) 0.52*** 0.45*** 0.38***
Father with child(ren) 2.52%** 2.04*** 1.73***
Cohabiting couple with common child(ren) 1.20%** 1.18** 1.24%**
Cohabiting couple with non-common child(ren) 1.15 0.87 0.83
Number of other children in the family 1.64*** 1.79*%** 1.66***
Degree of urbanization (ref.: inner urban area)
Outer urban area 0.85*** 0.99 1.03
Peri-urban area 0.76*** 0.92 1.15
Rural area 1.07 1.37%** 1.59%**
Share of employed adults in the family (in %) 0.99*** 1.00*** 1.00**
Highest educational level of a parent
(ref.: less than secondary or missing)
Upper secondary 0.84*** 0.77*** 0.74%**
Lowest level tertiary 0.62*** 0.60*** 0.61***
Lower-degree level tertiary 0.59*** 0.54*** 0.54***
Higher-degree level tertiary 0.50*** 0.49*** 0.52***
Doctorate or equivalent 0.40*** 0.33*** 0.39***
At least one parent immigrated before 1.03 1.13*** 1.16***
Period of immigration (ref.: 1999 or before)
2000 - 2004 0.89*** 0.90** 0.88**
2005 - 2009 0.86*** 0.95 1.04
Immigrant group (ref.: foreign-born of Finnish origin)
Nordic 1.74%** 1.43** 1.37
Ex-USSR, Estonian 2.90*** 2.51*** 1.85***
Ex-USSR, Russian 2.55%** 2.24*** 1.79***
Ex-USSR, Finnish 1.30** 1.49*** 1.36*
Ex-USSR, other languages 2.93*** 2.67*** 2.27***
Ex-Yugoslavia, Serbocroat 4.21*** 3.46*** 3.69***
Ex-Yugoslavia, Albanian and other 4.63*** 4,78*** 3.40***
Other European 2.58*** 3.13*** 3.01***
Iraq, Arabic 5.39*** 4.14%** 2.68***
Iraq, Kurdish and others 4,93*** 3.00*** 2.82***
Iran, Farsi 4.78*** 3.08*** 2.99***
Iran, Kurdish and others 4.85*** 3.32*** 2.05***
China 1.24** 1.34** 1.65***
Thailand 4.96*** 4.14%** 3.65%**
Somalia 5.70%** 3.34*** 2.75%**
All other groups 4.62*** 3.63*** 2.82%**
Constant 0.62*** 0.11%** 0.05***
Control for month of immigration YES YES YES
Control for region of residence YES YES YES
N 22,297

Source: Finnish register data; * p < 0.10; ** p <0.05; ***p < 0.01



Appendix

Table Al: Immigrant children in Finland, immigrated between 1994 and 2009

Child’s age at arrival (%)
6 or younger 54.69
7-12 45.31
Older parent’s age at arrival (%)
30 or younger 16.79
31-40 51.67
41-50 26.31
Older than 50 5.22
Family type (%)
Married couple with children 71.93
Mother with child(ren) 17.63
Father with child(ren) 1.85
Cohabiting couple with common child(ren) 5.59
Cohabiting couple with non-common child(ren) | 2.99
Number of other children in the family (mean) 1.22
Type of settlement (%)
Inner urban area 41.19
Outer urban area 32.38
Peri-urban area 5.94
Rural area 19.78
Share of employed adults in the family (%) 38.30
Highest educational level of a parent (%)
Less than secondary or missing 40.30
Upper secondary 25.86
Lowest level tertiary 10.93
Lower-degree level tertiary 6.66
Higher-degree level tertiary 14.42
Doctorate or equivalent 1.83
At least one parent immigrated before (%) 46.22
Period of immigration (%)
1999 or before 26.22
2000 - 2004 32.16
2005 - 2009 41.62
Immigrant group (%)
Foreign-born of Finnish origin 28.26
Nordic 1.21
Ex-USSR, Estonian 8.34
Ex-USSR, Russian 20.54
Ex-USSR, Finnish 2.69
Ex-USSR, other languages 1.91
Ex-Yugoslavia, Serbocroat 1.48
Ex-Yugoslavia, Albanian and other 1.70
Other European 3.25
Irag, Arabic 1.59
Irag, Kurdish and others 2.65
Iran, Farsi 0.92
Iran, Kurdish and others 0.98
China 3.85
Thailand 3.20
Somalia 3.30
All other groups 14.14
N 24,358

Source: Finnish register data, own calculations



Table A2: Frequency of different poverty trajectories among immigrant children, by origin, family characteristics and

timing of arrival

Group Family type | Employment | Period of | Never | Mostly Mostly | Chronic
arrival poor | non-poor | poor poverty

Finn. backgr. | Couple No 1994-1999 | 46.50 | 32.17 13.69 7.64
Finn. backgr. | Couple No 2000-2004 | 34.31 | 31.75 18.25 25.69
Finn. backgr. | Couple No 2005-2009 | 38.53 | 30.00 19.41 12.06
Finn. backgr. | Couple Yes 1994-1999 | 86.19 | 9.91 3.01 0.89
Finn. backgr. | Couple Yes 2000-2004 | 84.17 | 10.32 4.88 0.63
Finn. backgr. | Couple Yes 2005-2009 | 82.73 | 10.83 4.62 1.82
Finn. backgr. | Single parent | No 1994-1999 | 37.50 | 33.82 19.36 9.31
Finn. backgr. | Single parent | No 2000-2004 | 29.12 | 22.35 28.53 20.00
Finn. backgr. | Single parent | No 2005-2009 | 22.62 | 23.21 27.68 26.49
Finn. backgr. | Single parent | Yes 1994-1999 | 65.78 | 24.60 5.35 4.28
Finn. backgr. | Single parent | Yes 2000-2004 | 70.91 | 20.00 5.82 3.27
Finn. backgr. | Single parent | Yes 2005-2009 | 69.63 | 18.71 8.90 2.76
European Couple No 1994-1999 | 23.67 | 41.50 26.65 8.19
European Couple No 2000-2004 | 13.44 | 34.14 33.85 18.57
European Couple No 2005-2009 | 945 | 30.46 32.23 27.86
European Couple Yes 1994-1999 | 65.63 | 20.98 9.09 4.30
European Couple Yes 2000-2004 | 59.48 | 23.65 11.73 5.15
European Couple Yes 2005-2009 | 56.22 | 23.60 14.29 5.89
European Single parent | No 1994-1999 | 18.20 | 35.66 34.41 11.72
European Single parent | No 2000-2004 | 855 | 29.74 40.15 | 21.56
European Single parent | No 2005-2009 | 11.23 | 25.61 32.63 30.53
European Single parent | Yes 1994-1999 | 60.00 | 24.62 12.31 3.08
European Single parent | Yes 2000-2004 | 55.56 | 26.19 15.08 3.17
European Single parent | Yes 2005-2009 | 44.94 | 28.74 20.85 5.47
Non-European | Couple No 1994-1999 | 11.80 | 39.35 37.04 11.80
Non-European | Couple No 2000-2004 | 4.27 16.39 46.27 33.08
Non-European | Couple No 2005-2009 | 2.57 12.73 41.09 43.60
Non-European | Couple Yes 1994-1999 | 53.66 | 20.91 16.38 9.06
Non-European | Couple Yes 2000-2004 | 63.75 | 13.26 14.72 8.27
Non-European | Couple Yes 2005-2009 | 56.13 | 18.12 16.44 9.30
Non-European | Single parent | No 1994-1999 | 8.84 | 32.04 41.44 17.68
Non-European | Single parent | No 2000-2004 | 4.28 | 18.04 44.95 32.72
Non-European | Single parent | No 2005-2009 | 2.96 | 17.36 46.94 32.74
Non-European | Single parent | Yes 1994-1999 | 46.88 | 28.13 21.88 3.13
Non-European | Single parent | Yes 2000-2004 | 60.44 | 16.48 13.19 9.89
Non-European | Single parent | Yes 2005-2009 | 43.56 | 20.79 24.75 10.89

Source: Finnish register data, own calculations



Table A3: Frequency of different housing trajectories among immigrant children, by origin, family characteristics and

timing of arrival

Group Family type Employment | Period of | Adequate | Mostly Mostly Chronic
arrival 5 years adequate | inadequate | overcr.

Finn. backgr. | Couple No 1994-1999 | 47.77 24.52 13.06 14.65
Finn. backgr. | Couple No 2000-2004 | 59.12 16.42 12.41 12.04
Finn. backgr. Couple No 2005-2009 | 69.41 14.41 3.53 12.65
Finn. backgr. Couple Yes 1994-1999 | 69.82 15.26 7.02 7.91
Finn. backgr. Couple Yes 2000-2004 | 74.55 12.34 7.60 5,51
Finn. backgr. Couple Yes 2005-2009 | 75.31 12.09 5.02 7.58
Finn. backgr. Single parent | No 1994-1999 | 68.87 17.89 10.54 2.70
Finn. backgr. Single parent | No 2000-2004 | 67.35 19.41 7.94 5.29
Finn. backgr. Single parent | No 2005-2009 | 72.92 17.56 7.44 2.08
Finn. backgr. Single parent | Yes 1994-1999 | 69.52 20.86 5.35 4.28
Finn. backgr. Single parent | Yes 2000-2004 | 77.09 13.09 5.82 4.00
Finn. backgr. Single parent | Yes 2005-2009 | 77.30 12.27 7.06 3.37
European Couple No 1994-1999 | 34.90 30.27 18.91 15.93
European Couple No 2000-2004 | 32.50 29.88 19.73 17.89
European Couple No 2005-2009 | 43.09 26.45 18.18 12.28
European Couple Yes 1994-1999 | 53.75 20.08 12.19 13.99
European Couple Yes 2000-2004 | 50.10 22.61 15.44 11.86
European Couple Yes 2005-2009 | 40.89 23.06 16.92 19.13
European Single parent | No 1994-1999 | 52.87 28.93 11.47 6.73
European Single parent | No 2000-2004 | 57.25 27.88 5.95 8.92
European Single parent | No 2005-2009 | 51.58 22.46 13.33 12.63
European Single parent | Yes 1994-1999 | 47.69 36.92 9.23 6.15
European Single parent | Yes 2000-2004 | 57.14 20.63 17.46 4.76
European Single parent | Yes 2005-2009 | 53.64 21.86 15.99 8.50
Non-European | Couple No 1994-1999 | 11.32 20.06 27.93 40.69
Non-European | Couple No 2000-2004 | 15.55 24.47 24.62 35.37
Non-European | Couple No 2005-2009 | 14.78 19.53 25.26 40.44
Non-European | Couple Yes 1994-1999 | 41.11 21.60 21.25 16.03
Non-European | Couple Yes 2000-2004 | 51.09 18.49 14.72 15.69
Non-European | Couple Yes 2005-2009 | 41.22 24.54 13.95 20.29
Non-European | Single parent | No 1994-1999 | 19.34 21.55 22.65 36.46
Non-European | Single parent | No 2000-2004 | 28.13 33.03 21.10 17.74
Non-European | Single parent | No 2005-2009 | 32.15 25.44 25.05 17.36
Non-European | Single parent | Yes 1994-1999 | 59.38 15.63 15.63 9.38
Non-European | Single parent | Yes 2000-2004 | 69.23 13.19 7.69 9.89
Non-European | Single parent | Yes 2005-2009 | 56.44 23.76 14.85 4.95

Source: Finnish register data, own calculations



