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ECONOMIC RESTRUCTURING AND MIGRATION
ASSIMILATION IN THE EU: THE ROLE OF
DIVERSE ECONOMIC MODELS

ABSTRACT

The European Union (EU) is made up of several economic systems, each affecting mi-
gration policies and integration processes uniquely. Though some economies value wel-
fare protections and social stability, others focus on market liberalisation and labour
flexibility. Especially in the context of post-crisis economic reorganization, this research
examines the effects of mixed economic, social market, and neoliberal policies on mi-
grant integration.

The study uses qualitative comparative analysis to investigate information mainly from
Eurostat and policy reports of 2007-2023. Classified into three economic models (ne-
oliberal, social market, and mixed), the study evaluates how institutional support, social
expenditure, and labour market structures help to define migrant inclusion among mem-
ber states of the EU. The results point to major variations in migrant employment sta-
bility, access to social benefits, and possibilities for long-term integration across various
economic systems.

The outcomes imply that social market economies (e.g., Germany, Sweden, France)
have the most complete support systems, therefore resulting in better long-term inte-
gration rates even in the face of initial labour market rigidities and significant financial
costs. Quick access to work but at the expense of unstable employment and scant social
protection characterizes neoliberal economies, which sometimes keep immigrants stuck
in low-wage, unstable jobs (e.g., Estonia, Ireland, pre-Brexit UK). Mixed economies
(e.g., Greece, Poland, Italy) suffer from erratic policies and financial limitations, hence
high employment disparities and ongoing migratory poverty levels.

The research emphasizes from a policy point of view the need for varied EU policies
that match the structural facts of every economic model. One should consider the role
of public debt in funding integration programs, strengthening welfare mechanisms in
mixed economies, and incorporating migration metrics into national budget develop-
ment. Given the changing demographics and economic currents in the EU, a flexible but
coordinated strategy is vital to negotiate sustainable social inclusion with economic de-
velopment.

Keywords: economic models, migration policies, social market economy, neoliberal
economy, mixed economy, integration strategies, EU migration trends, policy
effectiveness

JEL Classification: F22, 052, J61, H55

INTRODUCTION

Rising interest in the European Union's (EU) economic change is propelled by the so-
phisticated interaction of financial, social, and demographic issues. Rather than a single
entity, the European Union is made up of several different financial systems reflecting
various institutional frameworks and policy orientations (Mitchell, 2016). The EU encom-
passes a variety of trajectories and influences strategies that reflect a diverse range of
approaches towards governance and market regulation (Robertson, 2008; Bongardt &
Torres, 2021). This division is important for assessing post-crisis restructuring and the
large-scale migration inflows over the past decade. While some may perceive these
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models as unified or monolithic, the reality is that they incorporate elements of neoliberalism, social market economies,
and mixed economies (Tribe, 2007; Avagianou et al., 2022).

Each of these models offers distinct philosophical foundations and practical implications for how economic policies are
formulated and implemented across member states generating varying degrees of resilience and inclusivity (Fabbrini,
2021; McNamara, 2023).

Understanding how economic systems react to migration pressures and disasters calls for a comparative study of these
models, which provides clues on institutional adaptability and policy effectiveness. The organization of EU member states
into neoliberal, social market, and mixed economies presents a useful structure for evaluating migration integration policies
and post-crisis recovery initiatives. This classification allows for a systematic investigation of how various economic cir-
cumstances affect a country's capacity to handle complicated social and economic issues including labour market integra-
tion and social security for immigrants apart from reflecting the institutional and policy diversity across the European Union
(Collinson, 2009).

For instance, Market autonomy, privatization, and little public spending are especially stressed in neoliberal economies
including those in the Baltic states and Ireland (Cerny et al., 2005) — these features can expedite economic adjustment
but often leave limited room for robust social safety nets (Robertson, 2008; Bongardt & Torres, 2021). By comparison,
countries within social market traditions emphasize a fusion of welfare interventions and market participation, facilitating
comprehensive social programs at the expense of heavier fiscal burdens (Giubboni, 2006). Meanwhile, mixed economies,
common in Southern and Central-Eastern Europe, combine elements of both approaches and exhibit uneven institutional
capacities to meet the demands of post-crisis recovery (Fabbrini, 2021).

Knowing these differences is important not only for an intellectual viewpoint but also for politicians looking for fair and
efficient answers. Further study could offer precise policy ideas based on whether states with different economic systems
have effectively integrated or struggled with migrant populations, therefore balancing short-term financial constraints
without fracturing long-term social harmony. Theoretical foundations of neoliberal, social market, and mixed models are
therefore investigated in this essay, their different policy mechanisms are analysed, and their influence on economic
restructuring and migrant integration results in the EU is assessed.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Europe's economic models—neoliberal, social market, mixed systems—offer different methods of balancing market forces,
government intervention, and social protection. These models, according to Hermann (2014) and Bongardt and Torres
(2007), show historical, cultural, and institutional variations among member states that greatly affect their economic ad-
ministration. As Stockhammer (2013) and Mulvey and Davidson (2018) explain, neoliberalism places little emphasis on
government regulation, deregulation, and market efficiency, occasionally forsaking social equity. Adadscdlitei and Heyes
(2021) emphasize the increasing liberalization and deregulation of labour markets in Europe, a trend particularly evident
in neoliberal economies. By contrast, the social market model stresses a middle ground between free-market ideas and
strong welfare systems, therefore advancing social justice along with economic development (Schwarz et al., 1989; Craig
Lefebvre, 2013; Sainsbury, 2013; Mehmet, 2014; Schldsser et al., 2017). Prevalent in Southern and Central-Eastern Eu-
rope, mixed economies are transitional systems that combine features of corporatism, statism, and local family welfare
customs (Costa-Font, 2012; Zuk & Savelin, 2018; Szelényi & Mihalyi, 2020). Hajighasemi (2019) underscores the adaptive
strategies of European welfare states amid globalization and economic restructuring, noting that these systems must
balance external economic pressures with internal social cohesion.

In modern literature, the link between migration and economic theories has been thoroughly investigated. Avagianou et
al. (2022), regarding migrant integration, highlight the part of social policies in assisting or impeding says that social
market economies offer superior inclusive paths than their mixed and neoliberal counterparts. Skufli¢, Krpan, and Zmuk
(2018) employ cluster analysis to explore the relationship between migration and economic performance across EU mem-
ber states, revealing significant disparities driven by economic models and institutional capacities. According to Fuchs
(2016) and Juska (2024), neoliberal models give labour market flexibility a first priority, therefore migrants can find work
fast but typically at the cost of long-term social integration. By contrast, social market economies with their extensive
welfare systems provide organized integration plans but struggle with labour market inflexibility (Edling et al., 2014). As
Hill (2019) and Costa-Font (2012) observed, mixed economies do not have the institutional capacity to seamlessly incor-
porate immigrants, so rates of social exclusion are higher.
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The political argument about these models is anything but theoretical. Dealing with unprecedented refugee inflows, many
EU member nations faced the 2008 financial meltdown and the following sovereign debt crisis together with austerity,
rising unemployment, and social unrest (Myant, 2021). The outcome has been a constant conflict between social defences
meant to protect the most underprivileged people and market-based reforms meant to raise competitiveness and lower
government debt. Particularly apparent in the field of migrant assimilation — the subject of which labour market conditions,
social expenditures, and administrative systems must all coincide to guarantee both economic dynamism and social cohe-
sion (McNamara, 2023) — this tension is prominent.

Recent studies indicate that an overreliance on any one approach — be it statelet redistribution or market-driven liberali-
zation — might worsen inequality and compromise long-term stability (Robertson, 2008; Avagianou et al., 2022). Research
of Northern and Western Europe, for example, correlates strong welfare support with better migrant labour market results;
in more market-driven economies, migrants might find quick employment but frequently lack a way for upward mobility
(Bongardt & Torres, 2021; Fabbrini, 2021). According to an increasing quantity of literature, structural distinctions in tax,
labour negotiations, and social insurance policies result (Tribe, 2007; Mitchell, 2016).

Not only do economic models define work market possibilities, but they also define the social safety nets migrants depend
on upon migrating to another nation. Similarly, the different institutions of neoliberal, social market, and mixed economies
result in significantly different levels of integration. Whereas some academics point to the possible advantages of instant
access to employment and market-driven changes, others highlight the great social costs that come with poor welfare
systems or uncertain financial capacity. Below are subsections that delve into important aspects of every model as regards
migrant integration, using recent studies to show how governmental structures interact with labour demand, state spend-
ing, and policy coherence.

AIMS AND OBJECTIVES
The aim of this paper is to examine how different economic models in the European Union (EU) impact migrant integration
during post-crisis restructuring. The primary objectives include:

1. Identifying how institutional structures affect both short and long-term consequences, thereby evaluating the impact
of different European economic models on migration integration under changing economic circumstances.

2. Determining the key factors that support or hinder social adaptation among migrant communities.

3. Identifying the most effective national approaches within the EU context, pinpointing which countries have
successfully navigated integration challenges by balancing economic performance and inclusive governance.

By addressing these objectives, this study contributes to the ongoing discourse on EU labour-market dynamics, welfare
state resilience, and migration policy adaptation, offering evidence-based recommendations for policymakers navigating
the challenges of post-crisis restructuring and migrant integration.

METHODS

This study employs a comparative economic analysis to examine how different EU economic models (Neoliberal, Social
Market, and Mixed economies) shape migrant integration outcomes during post-crisis restructuring. The methodology is
structured to classify countries into economic models, analyse policy frameworks, and assess labour-market participation,
social protection, and institutional support for migrants across these categories.

The study relies on secondary data from Eurostat, UK government data repositories, Existing literature and policy reports.
The analysis focuses on the period 2007-2023, covering key economic and social shifts, including:

1. The 2008 financial crisis and its impact on labour markets.

2. The European migration crisis (2015-2016) and policy responses.

3. The COVID-19 pandemic (2020-2022) and its effect on labour-market participation and welfare dependency.

4,

The Ukrainian migration crisis is not included due to limited official data and current changes.

EU member states are categorized into three primary economic models, based on their structural characteristics:

1. Neoliberal economies — prioritizing labour-market flexibility, privatization, and low social spending.
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2. Social Market economies — characterized by strong welfare states, collective bargaining, and labour protections.

3. Mixed economies — combining elements of neoliberal and social market systems, often facing policy inconsistencies
and fiscal instability.

The research uses a systematic qualitative analysis informed by the Comparative Policy Review to dig into how migrant
employment results vary across the three economic models depending upon labour regulations, welfare benefits, and
financial policies; a theoretical interpretation of economic models and their influence on migration policies based on Con-
ceptual Frameworks from Existing Literature; and Case Studies and Empirical Observations to draw from earlier studies
and national reports to provide real-world applications of economic models in migration integration.

This study determines the structural benefits and drawbacks of each economic model in promoting migrant labour-market
integration and social inclusion by methodically examining these variables. The results support policy debates about how
to maximise labour-market tactics while preserving the EU's social stability and economic competitiveness.

RESULTS

This work analyses three major economic systems—Neoliberal, Social Market, and Mixture—in terms of idea and range
and assesses their different approaches to migration assimilation based on existing structures. Although academic writing
regularly points out their defining characteristics, real policies vary depending on historical, cultural, and political heritage.
Any comparison study must therefore first establish the theoretical foundation of these models. Given in Table 1 is a
concise overview of how different writers define Neoliberal, Social Market, and Mixed systems, with major policy emphasis,
theoretical basis, and observed effects for migrant integration noted.

Table 1. Conceptual Definitions of Economic Models from Select Authors.

E i Implicati for Mi ion Assimila-
conomic Conceptual Focus Representative Authors / Works mplications for . igration Assimila
Model tion

Neoliberal Emphasis on market autonomy, privatiza- | Stockhammer (2013); Mulvey & Davidson | Rapid labour-market integration but limited

tion, and minimal social intervention. (2018); Fuchs (2016) long-term support for social adaptation.

Social Fusion of welfare policies with market prin- | Schldsser et al. (2017); Edling et al. (2014); | Strong social safety nets facilitate assimila-

Market ciples, prioritizing equity. Myant (2021) tion but may induce labour rigidities.

Mixed Combination of liberal and corporatist ele- | Hill (2019); Szelényi & Mihalyi (2020); | Intermediate outcomes; partial protective

ments, family-based welfare. Costa-Font (2012) measures often undermined by fiscal limits.

These definitions illustrate a wide spectrum of administrative philosophies, from minimal intervention in Neoliberal regimes
to heavily institutionalized welfare in Social Market contexts. Mixed economies incorporate both styles, reflecting transi-
tional trajectories and multifaceted social priorities. The result is a differentiated landscape wherein migration assimilation
rests not solely on national political will but also on the structural design of state-market relations.

The study applies a practical categorization based on the established characteristics of each model:

= Neoliberal: Countries with minimal social spending, market-oriented reforms, and high labour market flexibility,
such as the Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania), Ireland, and the United Kingdom (pre-Brexit).

Neoliberalism within the EU primarily emphasizes free market principles, privatization, and deregulation (Stockham-
mer, 2013; Mulvey & Davidson, 2018). This approach seeks to minimize government intervention in the economy,
allowing market forces to dictate outcomes.

The neoliberal model that has been popular in the Baltic states (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania), Ireland and the United
Kingdom (before Brexit) is associated with economic liberalization, low social security and a preference for minimal
state intervention in the economy to address. This approach, based on the principles of a liberal economic system,
prioritizes labour markets, governance, and low public spending. In practice, this model has facilitated rapid adjust-
ment and economic growth after the crisis but has had a negative impact on social cohesion and integration of
immigrants. For example, the Baltic states, despite their economic strength and resilience, face challenges in provid-
ing adequate social protection to support the most vulnerable, including immigrants. These restrictions often lead to
a lack of integration, where economic integration of immigrants can occur, but social integration remains incomplete.
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Countries like the United Kingdom, especially during the tenure of Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, embraced
neoliberal reforms that prioritized private enterprise and reduced the role of the state in economic activities (Fuchs,
2016; Balan, 2023). All the Baltic countries acted as strong European states after joining the Union. Latvia and
Lithuania used aggressive neoliberal economic reforms (cutting public spending, including social spending, increasing
taxes, etc.) to bring macroeconomic measures in line with the Maastricht criteria to join the European Monetary Area,
but this policy carries risks (Aidukaite, 2009; Sommers et al., 2014; Juska, 2024). Both countries have higher rates
of poverty or exclusion than the EU average.

Social Market: States combining robust welfare systems with market principles, including Germany, Austria, the
Nordic countries (Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Norway), and others like France and Switzerland.

Conversely, the social market economy model embodies a commitment to both free market practices and social
welfare. This model emphasizes the importance of social justice alongside economic efficiency.

The social market model encompasses the Nordic countries (Denmark, Sweden, Finland, Norway) and continental
Europe (Germany, Austria, Belgium, France, Switzerland) and combines strong welfare systems with market princi-
ples. This example exemplifies a strong commitment to egalitarianism, ethical business dealings and inclusive social
policy. Nordic countries emphasize universality and equality, provide a comprehensive support system for immigrants,
and promote economic and social integration. However, these systems often come with drawbacks, such as a tight
labour market and heavy fiscal burdens, which can cause problems during an economic downturn. Currently, conti-
nental European countries tend to emphasize CSR within a social market framework, in which state intervention is
balanced with an active role for social partners such as trade unions and employers' associations. These approaches
have proven effective in managing economic crises and labour market adjustments, but adaptation to large-scale
migration varies, depending on national capacities and political priorities.

Germany is often cited as a key example of the social market economy, which combines policies aimed at economic
growth with robust social safety nets (Schldsser et al., 2017). Countries like Sweden and Denmark illustrate this
economic approach, where the state intervenes in areas such as healthcare and education while encouraging entre-
preneurial activity in other sectors (Edling et al., 2014). These nations have managed to maintain high standards of
living through this balanced approach, resulting in robust economic performance. The recent challenges brought
about by the COVID-19 pandemic highlighted the importance of social market principles, as many EU countries
expanded welfare benefits and direct support to citizens to cushion the economic impact of lockdowns (Myant, 2021).

Mixed: Transitional or evolving economies blending corporatist, statist, and familial elements, such as Southern and
Central-Eastern European countries (Italy, Spain, Poland, Bulgaria, etc.).

Mixed economies also play a significant role in the EU, blending elements of both neoliberal and social market models
(Hill, 2019; Szelényi & Mihalyi, 2020). In these systems, the government retains a significant role in overseeing
certain sectors while allowing free-market competition to flourish in others.

The mixed economy, most commonly seen in Southern and Central Eastern Europe (CEE), represents a mixed system
that combines economic, social and family elements. Countries such as Italy, Spain, Greece, Portugal, Poland, Hun-
gary and Romania have demonstrated the importance of their political systems and historical and revolutionary de-
velopments. Southern European countries, often referred to as “Mediterranean” economies (Costa-Font, 2012), are
particularly vulnerable to illicit trade, family welfare and debt. These characteristics have limited their ability to im-
plement similar economic growth strategies and strong migration policies, especially when the eurozone crisis was
created. For example, Greece and Italy, which are at the forefront of the migrant crisis, have faced increasing pres-
sure to balance humanitarian aid with financial and resource constraints, leading to imbalances in the integration of
migrants into the national economy as a whole. More recent examples include the austerity measures implemented
in Greece following the 2008 financial crisis, reflecting the EU's inclination towards neoliberal policies as a means of
economic recovery (Graham-Harrison, 2015). Yet, still struggling to find the right balance and implemented mixed
methods.

Table 2. The EU countries* economic models. Note: pre-Brexit.

Neoliberal Social Market Mixed
. Austria France Bulgaria Hungary Romania
Estonia i i i Norway . .
Ireland Lithuania Belgium Germany Sweden Croatia Italy Slovakia
) United Kingdom * Denmark Luxembourg . Czechia Poland Slovenia
Latvia . Switzerland .
Finland Netherlands Greece Portugal Spain
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The classification of EU nations into different economic models (Table 2) offers a starting point for grasping the social-
economic forces influencing the results of public policy. These models—neoliberal, social market, and mixed—allow us to
view inequalities in social contributions and social protection spending across member countries. Emphasizing the monetary
underpinnings of welfare systems in different economic settings, Figure 1(a) shows the variation in types of contributions
by 2022. Figure 1(b) meanwhile shows changes in social protection spending from 2007 to 2022, therefore reflecting the
long-term development of state welfare funding in view of pressures of migration and economic restructuring. These
numbers taken together provide some perspective on the real-world effects of economic models by showing how financial
goals correspond with societal goals as well as by showing how these relationships affect a state's ability to tackle the

challenges of integration, resilience, and fair growth.
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Figure 1. (a) Social contributions by type of contributors in 2022; (b) Expenditure on social protection in the EU by type of expenditure

in 2007 and 2022, (Source: Eurostat, (2024))
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The map in Figure 1 (a) shows the distribution of public contributions in 2022 across the EU, broken down by contribution
rate. This map shows clear differences in public participation, reflecting differences in economic structure, fiscal capacity
and welfare models across regions.

Countries such as Germany, France, Italy, Spain and the Netherlands have the highest public support, exceeding EUR
133,245.95. This is consistent with the classification of a social market economy, which is characterized by a well-developed
welfare system and public spending. These contributions support strong health care, pensions and unemployment benefits,
making a sustainable contribution to the economic recovery of immigrants.

Contributions in the Nordic countries, including Sweden, Finland and Denmark, as well as Belgium and Austria, range from
EUR 40,315.98 to EUR 133,245.95. These economies have stable social values, emphasize equality and social welfare
policies, and are responsible for achieving fiscal sustainability. Their strong institutional frameworks enable efficient allo-
cation and support for both natives and immigrants.

Countries such as Greece, Bulgaria, Romania and Baltic countries report lower levels of public contributions (EUR 5,520.83
to EUR 40,315.98), reflecting budgetary constraints and weak welfare infrastructure. These countries are often classified
as mixed economies and face challenges in maintaining social spending despite economic changes. Social protection gaps
in these regions hinder the ability of immigrants to effectively integrate into society, exacerbating inequality and social
conflict.

The 2007 figures, which correspond to the pre-financial disaster era, highlight a major inequality in social protection
expenditure across European Union member states. At the upper end of the range, Germany, the United Kingdom, and
Italy allocate large segments of their GDP to social protection. These costs are in line with the more general features of
social market economies, which have comprehensive and inclusive welfare programs. Similar to their emphasis on egali-
tarian welfare systems, Nordic nations like Sweden and Denmark also stand out. On the other side, nations from Southern
and Central-Eastern Europe such as Romania, Bulgaria, and the Baltic states have relatively modest levels of social pro-
tection spending. This distribution shows the transitional character of mixed economies, under which institutional growth
and fiscal restrictions restrict the range of social welfare measures.

The numbers in 2022 show significant changes in social protection spending, with Germany leading second after France,
then Italy, and Spain behind. The considerable rise in France's spending, compared to 2007, shows a resurgence of
dedication to welfare ambitions maybe sparked by the socio-economic difficulties presented by the migration crisis and
the continued impact of the COVID-19 epidemic. Spain's rank in the upper category suggests a major spur for its social
protection system, perhaps caused by the dual demands of economic recovery attempts and immigration assimilation.

In the setting of temporary employment, the categorization of European economic models gives a key basis for grasping
labour market segmentation and the vulnerability of migrant workers. Fassani and Mazza (2020) point out that although
the average share of workers on temporary contracts in the EU is 11%, it varies greatly among member nations. The
information suggests clear trends corresponding to the neoclassical, social market, and mixed economic systems, thereby
highlighting how financial systems affect migrant employment insecurity.

The general proportion of temporary contracts is quite low in neoliberal economies like Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, and
Ireland, suggesting a desire for flexible labour markets with strong turnover and challenging employment structures. This
may not, however, mean more stability in employment for migrants. Although a flexible labour market is seen to have
several benefits, the lack of stringent institutional protections worsens job instability for immigrants, especially those from
non-EU nations. The research shows that in Poland (21 p.p. higher than natives), Italy (13 p.p.), and Spain (11 p.p.),
extra-EU migrants are disproportionately under temporary agreements — nations whose labour markets follow a hybrid
neoliberal approach incorporating market liberalization and transitional protective measures. This implies that the degree
of migrant precarity is determined by the level of state intervention and the strength of social policy structures even inside
neoliberal economies.

In France, Germany, and the Nordic countries (social market economies) government intervention is very much responsible
for the direction of labour market results. Though these economies offer more organized channels for migrant jobs, the
figures show that extra-EU migrants still have a much greater chance of finding temporary employment. Notwithstanding
extensive welfare schemes, non-EU workers are overrepresented in France (8 p.p.), Sweden (7 p.p.), and Denmark (7
p.p.) for example. This implies that although social market systems offer more robust labour guarantees, rigid labour rules
and job constraints may restrict migrant access to stable, long-term agreements.

State-backed integration programs including language instruction, talent certification, and job subsidies help to make social
market economies more available. Maintaining these projects, however, carries a heavy financial cost that creates financial
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and political restrictions, therefore delaying the switch from temporary to permanent employment for migrant workers.
Moreover, sectoral labour scarcity in critical services, education, and healthcare mean that migrants frequently take interim
jobs in these sectors but run into red tape trying to find permanent ones.

Countries classified as mixed economies—especially Italy, Spain, and Greece—exhibit the most significant range of immi-
grant labour market results. Italy (10 p.p.) and Greece (8 p.p.) have especially wide disparities tussen native and migrant
employment stability, therefore Fassani and Maazza (2020) underscore that Southern and Central Eastern European na-
tions have the highest disparities. These nations have inconsistent policies, haphazard enforcement, and economic insta-
bility, which worsen migrant worker marginalisation even while they provide some level of labour regulation.

In Spain and Greece, the legacy of economic downturns has resulted in a dual labour market: native employees are more
liable to have long-term employment agreements, whereas migrants—particularly extra-EU ones—are forced into low-
security, short-term employment. In Poland, the lack of institutional systems for migrant labour protection exacerbates
precariousness among non-EU employees together with the strong employer dependence on flexible employment arrange-
ments.

The different levels of labour market flexibility in these economic systems and their consequences for immigration integra-
tion are among the main findings. Flexibility is a tool for encouraging economic dynamism in neoliberal economies defined
by free markets and little state interference (Prasad, 2006). Although this strategy helps quick economic adjustment and
job creation, it frequently hampers long-term immigration integration since support systems are dispersed and social
protections are weak. In nations such as Estonia and Latvia, where neoliberal ideas prevail, for example, migrants might
find low-wage jobs but suffer important housing, schooling, and healthcare access challenges, therefore becoming eco-
nomically marginal over time.

In contrast, social market economies use organized channels for integration and extensive welfare systems to harness
different methodologies (Craig Lefebvre, 2013). Common in nations such as Germany, Sweden, and Denmark, these mod-
els offer migrants comprehensive social services including language training, vocational training, and focused employment
initiatives. Such inclusiveness, however, sometimes goes together with labour market rigidities—centralized wage bargain-
ing and strong levels of employment protection. Although these characteristics help to reduce inequality and foster social
cohesion, they might in times of economic stagnation or crisis stall the inclusion of migrants into the workforce. The
compromise between efficiency and inclusivity therefore becomes a distinguishing feature of social market economies.

European Union economic restructuring can therefore be seen as a series of coordinated or sometimes conflicting changes
meant to maximize national competitiveness, lower macroeconomic imbalances, and address demographic changes.
Against this backdrop, migrant groups offer chances for labour market growth even as they compel governments to devise
social inclusion policies.

Given these stages, current empirical data validate those economic models produce different results for poverty rates and
general social well-being in immigrant populations. Research into many Baltic nations, for example, points to a speedier
post-crisis GDP growth linked with little government control of the labour market. Estonia or Latvia, though, have few
social programs and therefore somewhat pronounced differences in language instruction and migrant housing availability.
Though economic activity is feasible, the unexplored fewer material aspects of integration allow for disjointed or incomplete
assimilation.

At the same time, Germany and the Nordic nations provide an example of the Social Market philosophy of even growth.
Per Edling et al. (2014) National and local government organizations in Sweden spend large sums on vocational training
for migrants. This technique allows for more constant job retention and fewer skill gaps. Still, the very structural design
that ensures wide-ranging safeguards can create complexity: small company wage agreements or strict labour rules some-
times discourage companies from employing migratory workers without local credentials, hence lengthening the assimila-
tion period.

Postcrisis healing and immigrant integration activities are made more difficult by historical inheritance and regional dispar-
ities found in mixed economies—that is, in southern or eastern Europe. Greece provides a sharp case: limited public
spending weakened any coherent migration plan, rendering many new arrivals living in difficult circumstances despite
post-2008 crisis austerity efforts meant to restore fiscal stability. The motivation to follow or realign with EU standards
sometimes promotes conflicting policies: governments try to bring in migrant labour for agriculture or service sectors but
lack complete plans for permanent residency and native language learning. Therefore, immigrants contend with cycles of
brief work and little mobility inside the economy.
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The changing environment of European migration integration moreover intermix with more general demographic and
geopolitical factors. Migration patterns can change suddenly owing to more stringent border controls, different asylum
policies, and the consequences of worldwide conflicts. By contrast, economic models stay fairly stable in their structural
logic. Social Market states change by adjusting welfare policies or launching transitional job training programs; Neoliberal
systems rely on market signals to push or pull work; Mixed economies have difficulty reconciling paternalistic spending
patterns and limited funds. Therefore, strong assimilation depends on coordinated action that balances state capacity,
institutional structures, and labour market circumstances—not just one policy tweak.

Policy-wise, these differences challenge any homogeneous EU-wide migration assimilation plan. Policymakers have to
consider structural readiness to welcome new players, the degree of social infrastructure, and local institution competence
to minimise possible discrimination or alienation. Recognizing that the same model which confers rapid post-crisis economic
growth may undermine long-term cohesion underscores the tension between short-term efficiency and inclusive develop-
ment.

Given these structural disparities, lawmakers and policymakers must adopt targeted strategies that align with the economic
framework of each member state. Table 3 outlines key challenges, core observations, and recommended policy interven-
tions based on economic model type.

Table 3. Targeted Policy Solutions for Migrant Employment Stability and Social Integration. Note: pre-Brexit.

Economic
Model

Key Challenges

Observations

Policy Recommendations

Neoliberal (Es-
tonia, Ireland,
Latvia, Lithua-
nia, UK*)

. High labour-market flexibility

but weak social protection for
migrants.

. High migrant poverty rates

despite employment.

. Temporary contracts

dominate migrant
employment.

Economic liberalization ensures fast hiring,
but migrants remain in low-wage, precari-
ous roles.

Minimal public investment in upskilling and
long-term social inclusion.

Risk of perpetuating cycles of labour-mar-
ket marginalization.

Link welfare assistance to skill-building:
Create targeted language programs and
vocational training to move migrants be-
yond low-wage traps.

Introduce financial incentives for em-

ployers to transition migrants from tem-
porary to permanent contracts.

Develop limited but effective safety nets
without overregulating labour markets.

Social Market
(Austria, Bel-
gium, Denmark,
Finland, France,
Germany, Lux-
embourg, Neth-
erlands, Norway,
Sweden, Swit-
zerland)

. The high fiscal burden

associated with migrant
support programs.

. Slow transition from welfare

to stable employment due to
labour-market rigidities.

. Employers may be reluctant

to hire migrants due to strict
regulations.

Welfare models reduce extreme poverty
among migrants but may create overreli-
ance on social benefits.

Labour-market access is slow, limiting job
mobility.

Long-term economic integration is strong,
but initial employment gaps persist.

Revise labour regulations to create flexi-
ble entry points for migrants in small
and medium enterprises (SMEs).

Expand private-public partnerships to
share the cost of migrant integration.

Reduce bureaucratic barriers for mi-
grants in regulated professions
(healthcare, engineering, education).

Mixed (Bul-
garia, Croatia,
Czechia, Greece,
Hungary, Italy,
Poland, Portu-
gal, Romania,
Slovakia, Slove-
nia, Spain)

. Unstable labour policies lead

to employment insecurity.

. High native-migrant

employment gaps, particularly
in Southern Europe.

. Regional disparities in migrant

welfare access.

Policy inconsistency and weak institutional
support create barriers to integration.

Migrants disproportionately concentrated

in low-security, informal, or seasonal work.

High poverty gap due to budget con-
straints and reliance on extended family
networks.

Mitigate budget constraints through EU-
backed migrant integration funds.
Strengthen enforcement of labour laws
to reduce informal employment risks.

Improve regional coordination in welfare
access to ensure equal opportunities
across provinces.

Harmonizing integration policies across the European Union still presents difficult questions. Although worldwide criteria
might help to lessen differences, one-size-fits-all answers run the risk of undermining the special benefits of every model.
A middle-of-the-road strategy would improve labour market integration by still guaranteeing minimal protections and
permitting model-specific flexibility, therefore not disturbing economic systems.

Flexible labour markets, little state intervention, and a strong dependence on private sector initiatives for solving economic
difficulties generally define neoliberal economies. Though it sometimes ignores more general social integration measures,
this orientation gives fast job market access to the migrant workforce. For example, competitive recruiting methods and
fewer administrative hurdles can simplify first work; yet, subsequent help—housing, health coverage, or legal guidance—
remains lacking (Yeon-Hee & Ho Kook, 2020).

Liberalized laws can motivate businesses in a short, informal, or gig capacity to hire migrants without strong legal safe-
guards, studies of migrant labour conditions in market-driven economies have shown. Given this situation, immigrants
might be stuck in poor working conditions with little access to training courses, pension plans, or unemployment insurance.
These gaps in social coverage over time erode long-term integration opportunities, hence perpetuating social stratification
and wage disparities (Tandfonline, 2014). A study done recently but oriented toward development (Wiley, 2023) shows
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that although neoliberal labour reforms could speed economic recovery after significant shocks, they run the risk of mar-
ginalising migrant groups when domestic demand varies or austerity policies take hold.

Practically, this market-first attitude can be seen as a conflict between the desire to maximize migrant labour and the
absence of government-sponsored efforts to guarantee social integration. Policy debates normally focus on keeping finan-
cial prudence and business-friendly surroundings, therefore putting migrant welfare second. Supporters of change point
to the requirement of committed bridging initiatives—language courses, acceptance of foreign credentials, and transitional
shelter—to reduce possible exploitation. Nevertheless, carrying forward such policies usually contradicts the ideology that
public spending should be kept as low as possible and the private sector allowed to determine social results.

As later conversations advance, more study should be given to:

1.  Especially between fast-growing and economically backward regions, regional differences affect migrant integration
levels.

2. Analysing, if occasional work leads to long-term stable career paths, would reveal long-term labour market
developments.

3. Policy effectiveness assessments and guarantee that migrant integration plans match financial sustainability
objectives.

Policies that respect the need for postcrisis economic growth and social cohesion to go hand in hand enable authorities to
generate flexible solutions that acceptably include migrated populations without compromising more general financial
goals.

DISCUSSION

The results of this research mesh with current knowledge on how economic models affect migrant integration in the EU,
hence underlining the need for state action to promote long-term social and economic integration. Our findings also draw
attention to structural flaws in particular models that contradict generally known economic theories. By contrasting their
results with those from earlier studies, noting major variations, and suggesting new avenues of study to sharpen migration
policy strategies in post-crisis Europe, this discussion section provides a context for these findings.

The findings confirm McNamara's (2023) and Myant's (2021) arguments that social market economies are the most robust
in underpinning social cohesion and migrant labour market integration. The extensive level of state investment in employ-
ment support and welfare systems makes for more natural long-term integration. These models come with a major financial
cost, though, and managing large migrant inflows effectively demands long-term public spending and institutional capa-
bility. Although these processes are typically slow and hampered by administrative complexities, their results show that
Germany, Sweden, and France have effectively incorporated immigrants into regulated employment markets.

By comparison, the study's findings differ from those of Borjas (2016), who argues that flexible labour markets in insolent
economies provide effective avenues to migration employment. Although our findings reveal that neoliberalism promotes
fast employment, they also underscore long-run weaknesses, especially concerning job stability, pay growth, and social
protection gaps. In Ireland, the United Kingdom (pre-Brexit), and the Baltic states, the lack of statelet integration mecha-
nisms means that while migrants enter the workforce quickly, they remain trapped in low-paid, precarious jobs with limited
opportunities for upward mobility. Contrary to Borjas' ideas, these results show that short-term employment increases do
not always lead to long-term socioeconomic inclusion.

Moreover, the findings expand on earlier research on mixed economies (CostaFont, 2012; Szelényi & Mihalyi, 2020),
showing that inconsistent migration policies and financial instability present major obstacles to integration. Including Po-
land, Italy, and Greece, nations from Southern and Central Eastern Europe confront institutional fragmentation, budgetary
restraints, and disparate policy enforcement that together hamper their ability to create consistent, long-term migrant
integration programs. Although these states usually adopt temporary policy responses, a lack of continuous strategic
planning causes enduring employment disparities and severe migrant poverty levels.

This research supports the claim that effective migrant integration depends on strong institutional support and government
spending (McNamara, 2023; Myant, 2021). Still, it challenges the idea that long-term inclusion depends only on labour
market flexibility. Our results indicate that, unlike Borjas' opinion of Borjas (2016), neoliberalism, successful in starting
employment, has problems supporting long-term economic mobility and social cohesion.
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EU lawmakers need to embrace context-specific approaches suited to the structural advantages and constraints of every
economic model in order to create sustainable immigration policies rooted in evidence. As future economic and social
changes take place, ongoing research will be critical in refining integration structures to strike a balance between economic
growth and inclusive growth.

CONCLUSIONS

This research emphasizes the vital part of a nation's economic model in determining the results of immigrant integration,
which affects access to employment, social mobility, and long-term inclusion. Though all economic systems have ad-
vantages and downsides, social market economies seem to provide the most appropriate mix of economic equilibrium and
social protection guaranteeing a systematic way for immigrants to integrate. This does come at a price, though, since high
public spending and inflexible labour markets might slow the move from dependency to steady employment.

Neoliberal economies, on the other hand, let migrants enter the labour force rapidly because of their flexible labour mar-
kets, but this typically comes at the cost of long-term employment stability, wage growth, and access to social benefits.
As a result, while employment rates may be high, many migrants remain in low-paid, precarious jobs without opportunities
for upward mobility. Even more difficult for mixed economies—that is, those in Southern and Central East Europe—than
others. Unclear policies, regional inequities, and financial limitations complicate the development of long-term effective
immigrant integration plans. Though certain immediate initiatives may provide some help, continuous unemployment gaps
and considerable migrant poverty result from the absence of a clear, well-funded plan.

With these variances, a one-size-fits-all migration policy for the EU will probably be not effective. Policymakers should
rather follow a more personalized course considering the institutional arrangements and financial capabilities of every
nation. One major suggestion is to include migration signals in national budget planning so enough money is set aside to
support integration initiatives. Mixed economies also heed more robust social support programs, especially in areas where
welfare access is restricted. Better policy coordination and European Union-supported financing mechanisms could go
some way toward reducing these differences. Also, revising how public debt helps to finance integration might offer a
more sustainable approach to paying for migrant upkilled training and long-term support programs, therefore avoiding
labour market fragmentation and economic exclusion.

EU policymakers need to create flexible policies that take into account the varied economic conditions starting member
states as migration patterns keep changing and labour market demands shift. Key to guaranteeing that migration remains
a possibility for economic development rather than a cause of long-term inequality is a flexible but coordinated strategy—
one that balances social protection with economic efficiency.
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€pemerko O., puyeHko O.

EKOHOMIYHA PECTPYKTYPU3ALIA TA ACUMINALIA MITPAHTIB VY €C: POJ1b PISHUX
EKOHOMIYHUX MOAENEN

€ponelicbknit Coto3 (EC) CKIaIaeTbCa 3 KiNlbKOX EKOHOMIYHUX CUCTEM, KOXHA 3 SIKUX MO-CBOEMY BMJIMBAE HA MirpaLiiHy
NONITUKY Ta IHTerpawiiHi npouecn. Y Toi Yac sk AesKi eKOHOMIKW LiHYIOTb 3aXMCT 106pobyTy ¢ couianbHy CTabinbHICTb,
iHWi 30cepemkeHi Ha nibepanizauii puHKY Ta rHyykocTi npaui. OcobnnBO B KOHTEKCTI NOCTKPU30BOi EKOHOMIYHOI peopra-
Hi3aLii, ue AoC/igKEeHHS BMBYAE BMNJIMB 3MilLlAaHOi EKOHOMIYHOI, CoLiafibHOI pUHKOBOI Ta HeonibepanbHOi NOMITUKKN Ha iHTe-
rpauito MirpaHTiB.

[locnipKeHHs1 BUKOPUCTOBYE SIKICHWI MOPIBHSAMbHWI aHani3 A BUBYEHHS iHdOopMaLii, nepeBaxHo 3 EBpOCTaTy 1 NOAITH-
YHUX 3BiTiB 338 2007-2023 poku. Po3nogineHe Ha Tpy €KOHOMIYHI Mogeni (HeonibepanbHa, couianbHUIA PUHOK i 3MilaHa),
JOCNIMKEHHS OLIHIOE, SIK IHCTUTYLMHA NIATPMMKA, CoLianbHi BUTPaTW 1 CTPYKTYpa PUHKY MpaLi AonoMaraloTb BU3HaYaTu
piBeHb iHTerpauii MirpaHTiB y KpaiHax-uneHax €C. Pe3ynbTaTi BKasyloTb Ha 3HaYHi BiAMIHHOCTi B CTabiNbHOCTI 3aMHATOCTI
MirpaHTiB, AOCTYMi A0 couianbHUX BUMMAT i MOX/IMBOCTAX AOBrOCTPOKOBOI iHTErpadii B pi3HUX €KOHOMIYHUX CUCTEMAX.

Pe3ynbTaty cBigyaTh Npo Te, WO KPaiHM 3 CoLianbHOI0 PUHKOBOIO EKOHOMIKOI0 (Hanpuknag, HimeyuunHa, LLseuis, ®paHuis)
MaloTb HaMMOBHILLI CMCTEMM NIATPUMKM, L0 NPU3BOAMTD A0 KPALLMX MOKA3HUKIB AOBrOCTPOKOBOI iHTErpaLlii, HaBiTb HE3Ba-
»Kalouu Ha NOYaTKOBY HErHyUKiCTb PUHKY NpaLli Ta 3HauHi diHaHcoBi BUTpaTy. LLUBMAKKIA focTyn o poboTH, ane 3a paxyHoK
HecTabiNbHOI 3aMHSATOCTI 1 Mi3€PHOr0 COLianbHOro 3aXMUCTy, XapakTepHUI Ans HeonibepanbHUX eKOHOMIK, L0 iHOAI 3MyLLYE
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iMMirpaHTiB 3acTpsraT Ha HM3bKOOMIa4YyBaHMX, HeCcTabinbHNX poboumnx Micusx (Hanpuknaa, EctoHis, IpnaHais, Benuko-
6puTaHis 4o bpek3nTy). 3MiwaHi ekoHoMiku (Hanpuknag, 'peuis, Monblua, ITania) cTpaxaatoTb Bia HeCTabinbHOI NONITUKK
Ta (iHaHCOBUX O0BMexXeHb, L0 NPU3BOAMTL A0 BUCOKOI HEPIBHOCTI B LlapuHi 3aliHATOCTi 1 MOCTIMHOIrO 3pOCTaHHS PiBHSA
MirpauiiHor 6igHocTi.

[JocnigxeHHs nigkpectoe HeobXiaHICTb pi3HOMaHITHUX NoniTuk EC, aki 6 BianoBigany CTPyKTYpHUM 0COBNMBOCTSAM KOXHOI
€KOHOMIiYHOI Mozeni. HeobxigHO BpaxoByBaTh ponb fepxaBHoOro 60pry y diHaHCyBaHHI iHTerpauiiHMx nporpam, 3MiLHto-
BaTW MeXaHi3MM couiafibHOro 3abesneyeHHs B KpaiHax 3i 3MilLaHOH eKOHOMIKOI, a TaKoX YpaxoBYBaTW MirpawiiiHi noka-
3HMKM Npu po3pobui HauioHanbHUX BloaXeTIB. YpaxoByoun MiHAMBY AeMorpadiyHy cuTyaLilo Ta eKOHOMIYHI Teuii B €EC,
rHy4Ka, ane CKOOpPANHOBaHa CTPATEris € XXUTTEBO BaXX/TMBOLO ANS Y3roAXXeHHS! CTiKOI coLianbHOT iHTerpaLii 3 EKOHOMIYHMUM
PO3BUTKOM.

KnrouoBi cnoBa: ekoHOMiYHi Moaeni, MirpauiiHa NoniTMKa, colianbHa pUHKOBa eKOHOMIKA, HeonibepasibHa EKOHOMIKa,
3MillaHa eKoHoMiKa, iHTerpauiinHi ctpaTerii, MirpauinHi TeHaeHUii B EC, eheKTUBHICTb NONITUKK
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