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Abdstract

This paper explores the emerging trends and patterns in the immigration and
employment of non-EU naionds in Irdand. It andyses, for the firg time, detalled
work permit data, made available to the author by the Work Permits Unit of the
Depatment of Enterprise, Trade and Employment. Data teken from the Centra
Satidtics Office are used to set the discusson of the employment of nonEU
nationds in the context of overal migration flows to Irdand,* and internationa data
ae used to make comparisons with relevant experiences in other countries.
Following the presentation of the data® the paper discusses two factors that are
widdy bdieved to dgnificantly reduce the employment of nontEU nationds in
Irdand in the near future (i) the current economic dowdown; and (ii) the
government’s recent decison to grant naionds of the ten EU accession countries, as
of May 2004, immediate free access to the Irish labour market. | argue that declining
rates of economic growth will not necessarily lead to a corresponding dedline in the
employment of nonlrish workers. | dso point to a number of reasons why the
increased supply of EU labour (from the accesson countries) may not sgnificantly
reduce the employment of workers from outsde the enlarged EU. The find section
of the paper identifies the issues of data collection and andyss that would need to
be addressed most urgently to provide the necessary information for more evidence-
based [abour immigration policy-making.

* Please note that most of the CSO data presented in this paper are based on the
reults of the Quarterly Nationd Household Surveys (QNHS). Some of these data
will need to be revised based on the find results of the 2002 Census of the
Population (expected in late 2003).

8 A summary of the key findings can be found in section 4.1 on page 29.
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1 Introduction

Rapid economic growth during the 1990s transformed Irdland from a country of net-
emigration to a country of net-immigration. The mgority of Irdand's recent
immigrants have been of non-lrish origin (54.5 percent of al immigrants in 1998
2002), particularly from outsde the EU (25 percent of the tota in 1998-2002).
Among the various categories of nonEU naionds coming to Irdand in recent
years, the great mgority have been workers (23,207 new work permits and 2,610
new work visas/authorisations issued in 2002)*, followed by asylum seekers (11,530
applicationsin 2002), students and dependents (in that order).

As a reallt of the onsst of sgnificant labour immigration flows of non-EU nationds
in the mid 1990s, labour immigration policy emerged as a nove concern of public
policy in Irdand. Given the high rates of economic growth at the time the
government’s initid labour immigration policies remaned based on the Aliens Act
1935 and the Aliens Order 1946 and largdy entaled fairly limited adminidrative
measures that regulated the issuance of work permits. In the late 1990s the number
of applications for work permits surged with economic growth. In 2001 economic
growth rates began to decline but the rapid increase in the number of work permits
continued. In response to these developments, the government has in recent years
been nore activdly engaged in the management of labour immigration. A number of
new laws petaning to the employment of foreign workers have been passed,
including: the Immigration Act 1999 (concerned with deportations); the Illegd
Immigrants Act 2000 (trafficking); the Immigration Act 2003 (carrier sanctions);
and, most recently, the Employment Permits Act 2003 (which provides a new legd
framework for the administration of the work permit system).®

In addition to these new immigration lavs a number of new adminidrative
measures amed a improving the efficiency of the exiding work permit sysem have
been implemented. Most importantly, the government introduced a mandatory
“labour market test” that checks for the availability of a “locd” (Irish or EU) worker
before a nonrEU nationd is employed. Since January 2000, employers have been
required to advertise a job vacancy with FAS (Training and Employment Authority)
prior to making an gpplication for a work permit for a non-EU nationd; and since
April 2003, a number of occupationa sectors (for which FAS identifies a sufficient
supply of locd labour to fill exising vacancies) have been desgnated as indigible
for work permits.

1 As will be discussed in section 1.2, work permits and work visas/authorisations are
the two main types of employment permits for non-EU nationals working in Ireland.

2 Officid information about the annud inflows of students and dependerts is not
avalable. According to officids a the Depatment of Judstice, Equdity and Law
Reform (DJELR), the number of dependents has recently been increasng but
remans reaively smdl.

% For an overview of the mgjor immigration laws and policy developments since the
late 1990s, see Department of Enterprise, Trade and Employment 2003.



Possibly the most sgnificant labour immigration policy decidon teken by the Irish
government in recent years was made in the context of the enlargement of the EU in
May 2004. In their negotiations over how to achieve freedom of movement and
employment for nationds of the ten accesson countries within the entire EU, the
curent EU member dates and the ten accesson countries agreed on a “trangtiona
sysgem’. This sysem dlows current EU member dStates to continue to redtrict,
through the operation of a work permit system, the employment of workers from EU
accesson countries for a maximum period of seven yeas (see European
Commisson 2002). Irdland decided in April 2003 to forgo this option of continuing
to redrict the employment of nationds of EU accesson countries during the
trangtiond period. Ingead, with effect from May 2004, it will grant nationds of the
ten EU accesson countries immediate access to the Irish labour market. This means
that, as of May 2004, workers from the EU accesson countries (who currently make
up about 33 percent of al work permit holders’ in Irdand) will no longer require
work permits to work in Ireland. The Tanaiste's most recent press releases (1 August
2003, 24 March 2003) suggest that one of the mgor rationales of this policy is to
ensure that future requirements for foregn workers in Irdand, especidly for
unskilled labour, are primarily met by nationals of the EU accesson countries rather
than by third-country nationds, for whom entry and employment will be “closdy
monitored” (see www.entemp.ie/press03/).°

One of the most driking festures of the recent development of new labour
immigration laws and policies in Irdland, and of the public debates that accompanied
them, is the vey limited avaldbility of information about the characteridics,
employment conditions, and more generdly, the trends and patterns of employment
of foreign workers in Irdand. For example, there are dill no officid data avallable
on the nationd-origin compostion of the nortIrish workforce in certain sectors and
occupations® Similarly, apart from anecdotd evidence that is mainly reported in the
public media, there are no publicly avalable data on the wages and other
employment conditions of foreign workers.” Both pieces of information would have
been of ggnificat importance in many of the government’s recent labour
immigration policy decisgons including especidly the decison to grant workers

4 Note that, as explained later in this paper, work permits are technicaly “held” by
employers rather than by employees. Indeed this has in fact become one of the most
controversgd features of the current work permit sysem. For linguistic convenience,
I will, nevertheless, sometimes refer to foregn workers employed on work permits
as “work permit holders’.

® The press rdease on 1 August 2003 dtates that “the Tareiste said that her
Depatment is confident that, in light of EU Accesson, Irish employers will be able
to find the great mgority of their overseass personnd needs from within the enlarged
EU, thus obviating the need for Work Permits’.

® Some of these dia may become available with the publication of the full results of
the Population Census 2002.

" Note that the Quarterly Nationa Household Surveys (QNHS) currently do not ask
guestions about earnings.



from the ten EU accesson countries immediate free access to the lrish labour
market, following EU enlargement in May 2004

This lack of information is both surprisng and disconcerting: it suggests that some
of the recent labour immigration policy-making and public debates had to be carried
out without a thorough understanding of the magnitudes, petterns and nature of
immigration flows involved. This naturaly crestes the danger of misguided policies
and misnformed public debates.

This pgper ams to teke a firs sep toward filling this apparent “information gap” in
labour immigration debates and policy-making in Irdand. It explores the emerging
trends and paiterns in the immigration and employment of nonEU ndtionds in
Irdand by anaysing, for the firgt time, detailed work permit data made available to
the author by the Work Permits Unit of the Depatment of Enterprise, Trade and
Employment (DETE). While the focus of the andyss is on the employment of non
EU naionds, the discusson is sat in the context of overdl migration flows to
Irdand and makes reference to some of the immigration experiences in other EU
countries.

The paper is dructured as follows. The remainder of this introductory section briefly
reviews the exiging literature on labour immigraion in Irdand, and discusses the
sources of the various data sets used in this paper. Section 2 presents the available
data on the overal magnitudes, nationd compodgtion and legad categories of recent
migration flows to Irdand. Section 3 then uses work permit data to carry out a more
detalled andyss of the immigration and employment of nonEU nationds. Section 4
fird summarises the prdiminary research findings, and then discusses the potentia
impact of the current economic dowdown and the enlargement of the EU on the
employment of nontEU nationds in Irdand. The paper concludes by making
recommendations for the collection and andysis of data needed for more evidence-
based policy-making. The two agppendices contain relatively large sets of tables with
data compiled by the Centrd Statistics Office (Appendix A) and work permit data
provided by the Work Permits Unit of the Department of Enterprise, Trade and
Employment (Appendix B).

1.1 Exigting Literature

Given its rdatively recent emergence as a mgor policy concern in Irdand, there
have been very few attempts to document and andyse trends and petterns in the
immigraion and employment of foreign workers in Irdand. The most important
exception is the annua OECD report on Trends in International Migration, which
includes a country report of Irdand that presents the avallable data on population

8 For example, if work permit holders from non-accession countries receive
sgnificantly lower wages and dso work in fairly different sectors than work permit
holders from accesson countries, the government's objective of encouraging
employers to meet ther future demand for foreign workers by employing nationds
of the accesson countries may be more difficult to achieve than currently thought.



and migration trends and describes Irdand's immigration legidation and policies
Other gudies that dso discuss some of the avallable data on immigration flows and
policies include NESC (2003), MacEinri (2001), Ward (2001), ICTU (2001) and
epecidly Punch and Finneran (1999), who give a dealed andyds of the
characteritics of migrants during the period 1986-1999. Immigration has adso
sometimes been discussed in the context of broader gtudies of the Irish economy
and/or labour market, including FAS (2002), ESRI (2001), and Fahey, Fitzgerad
and Maitre (1998).

While some of the exiding studies are comprehensve in their documentation of the
avalable data on the various different categories of immigration, the scope of the
exiding andyses has, however, been condrained by the very limited avalability of
data on work permits issued to Non-EEA workers (the EEA comprises the EU plus
Norway, lcdand and Liechtengtein). As discussed immediately below, this paper
goes beyond exiding studies by presenting and analysing, for the first time, detailed
data taken directly from the work permits database maintained by the Work Permits
Unit of the DETE.

1.2 Data Sour ces

1) Work permits database, Work Permits Unit, Department of Enterprise, Trade, and
Employment (DETE)

The Employment Permits Act 2003 dipulates that, with the exception of persons
who have been granted “permisson to reman” in Irdand under immigration law
(including recognised refugees, spouses of Irish citizens, and persons  with
pemisson to reman as the parent of an Irish dtizen), dl nonEEA nationds
working in Irdand require an employment permit. The four mgor types of
employment permits currently include (i) work permits (i) work visas and work
authorisations; (iii) permits for intra-company transfers, and (iv) permits for
trainees.” As will be discussed in section 2.3 of this paper, the great mgjority of non-
EU nationds employed in Irdand have immigraied and taken up employment
through the work permit sysem. The principd source of information about non-EU
nationals legaly employed in Irdand is therefore the work permits database
mantaned by the Wok Pemits Unit of the DETE (see
www.entemp.ie/lfd/wp.htm).

Work permits are issued for a maximum period of one year. Applications for a new
work permit (or for a renewa of a work permit) need to be made by the loca
employer and are receved and adminisgered by the Work Permits Unit. The
sandardised gpplication forms ask for information about particulars of the employer
and proposed employee, details of the job on offer and about the employer’s efforts

® For a recent overview of the various types of employment permits, see Department
of Enterprise, Trade and Employment 2003.



to recruit an Irish or EEA nationd.® Altogether, there are 35 pieces of information
on a completed form, 18 of which are entered into the (computer-based) work
permits database.

On its officid webdte (see aove), the Work Permits Unit compiles and publishes
sdected summary datistics of the data inputted into the work permit database.
Because of the “non-rdationd” nature of the software that supports this database,
however, the published tables have so far been limited to aggregate numbers of
applications by type, nationdity, economic sector and county of the employer's
business. Upon the request of the author, the DETE recently managed to resolve
most of these software-related problems with the work permits database, such that a
more detailed and comprehensive analys's of work permit dataiis now possible.

The tables of work permit data presented and analysed in this paper have been
compiled by the author in cooperation with the Work Permits Unit of the DETE,
which provided the raw data from its work permits database (excluding the names of
the work permit holders and their employers). Some of the detailed work permit data
contained in Appendix B are published for the firg time.

2) Quarterly National Household Surveys (QNHS) and Migration and Population
Estimates, Central Statistics Office (CSO)

A second source of information for the andysis of immigration stocks and flows in
Irdand are the Quarterly Nationd Household Surveys (QNHS), carried out by the
Centra Statigtics Office (CSO, www.cso.ie). The QNHS began in the fourth quarter
(Sep-Nov) 1997 and replaced the annual Labour Force Survey, which took placein
April of each year. Its sated purpose is “the production of quarterly labour force
estimates and occasiond reports on specia topics’.

Although the QNHS includes a question about the nationdities of the surveyed
household members, the exiding publications of the results of past QNHS do not
indude nationdity as a criterion for dassifying the labour force!! The data on
immigration stocks reported in this paper were thus obtained directly from the CSO
rather than from its officd publications. Importantly, as the QNHS covers private
households only, asylum seekers who ae accommodated in inditutions such as
hogtels and hotels (an estimated 5,000 to 6,000 in the year to April 2002) are not
included.

The QNHS is caried out in line with internationa standards. It is important to keep
in mind, however, that al of the CSO data reported in this paper are estimates that
are based on extrgpolations of data taken from sample surveys of 39,000 households

19 The gpplication forms for a new work permit and a renewd are avalable a
http://mww.entemp.ie/lfd/wp- publicationshtm

1 The results of the QNHS typicaly reported and published by the CSO include
data on the ILO economic daus of the population, including dassfications of the
labour force by sex, economic sector and occupation.




in each quarter. The obtained estimates, and especidly those based on a smdl
number of observations for specia categories, are thus subject to sampling error.

A comprehensve and more accurate classfication of Irdand's population and
labour force by nationdity may be obtained from the results of the Population
Census, which is usudly carried out every 5 years. In July 2002, the CSO published
a Preiminary Report of the mogt recent Census 2002 (which should have taken
place in 2001, but was postponed due to foot and mouth disease). A full report, and
the data that will enable an accurate classfication of the labour force by nationdlity,
will be available only in late 200312

The data on immigration flows are taken from the annud Population and Migration
Estimates, the latet of which was published by the CSO in September 2002.
Although based on a variety of sources, incduding the number of work permits
issued and the number of asylum applications, the principd source of information
for the population and migration edimates is gill the QNHS, which means tha
asylum seekers who are not accommodated in private households are agan
excluded.

3) Internationd Data

The primary source for data on international migration stocks and flows within the
OECD countries is Trends in International Migration, published by the OECD
within its Continuous Reporting Sysem on Migration (better known under its
French acronym SOPEMI, www.oecd.org). The annual SOPEMI Reports draw on
the contributions from nationa correspondents and the discusson a therr annud
mestings. In addition to country reports, it dso includes an introductory chapter that
describes and andyses the main immigration trends and patterns in OECD countries.

The  Stidicd Office  of the European Union  (EUROSTAT,
http://europa.eu.int/comm/eurogtat/) regularly publishes European social statistics —
Demography, which contains data on migration flows for the EEA countries, some
countries of Centra Europe, as wel as Cyprus and Mdta The tables are compiled
directly from data provided by the Nationa Statigtics Inditutes of the included
countries.

Findly, globd migration data are compiled and published by the United Nations
Population Divison (UNPD, www.un.org/ess/population/unpop.htm). The latest
report available is the International Migration Report 2002. Useful overviews of
globa migration flows are given in Martin and Widgren (2002) and Zlotnik (1999).

12 Note that the latest QNHS data are likely to be revised based on the results of the
2002 Census of the Population.



1.3 A Health Warning

Given this paper's focus on the employment of nonEU nationds, most of the
anaysis will be based on data taken from the work permits database provided by the
Work Permits Unit (DETE). CSO data are primarily used to set the analyss of the
employment of nonEU nationds in the broader context of immigration in Ireand,
and internationd data are used to compare the Irish experience with internationa
trends.

It is important to point out that there are occasional discrepancies between the work
permit data reported by the DETE and the data on the employment of nonEU
nationals estimated by the CSO. For example, there agppears to be a ggnificant
datistica discrepancy between the sum of new work permits issued (as reported by
the DETE) and applications for asylum (as reported by the Depatment of Judtice,
Equdity, and Law Reform, DJELR), and the totd annud inflow of nonEU
nationals as estimated by the author based on CSO data published in the Population
and Migration Estimates 2002. Since 1998 the sum of new work permits issued and
goplications for asylum has condgtently and sgnificantly exceeded the totd inflow
of non-EU nationals reported by the CSO. For example, in 2001, 29,491 new work
permits were issued and 10,325 gpplications for asylum received, condituting a tota
of 39,816, which is more than double the author's estimate for the inflow of non-EU
nationals based on CSO datain that year (17,233).2

The causes of this discrepancy may be manifold. First, given that the QNHS is only
a sample survey, estimates based on the survey results are subject to a certain margin
of estimation error. Second, some work permits that have been issued may not have
been taken up. There has been some anecdotal evidence of fraudulent practices that
involve trafficking people into Irdand on work permits for nonrexistent jobs and
then subsequently employing them in the black economy in Britain.**

A third theoretical reason for the discrepancy may stem from the potentidly short
duration of some of the permits issued. Some holders of short-term work permits
may not be resident in Irdland during the months of the CSO's QNHS (March-May).
As will be shown later in this paper, however, the average duraion of the work
permits issued since 1999 has been 341 days. This suggests that, in practice, most
work permit holders would be in Irdland during the survey period of the QNHS (2™
quarter).

Fourth, the figure for the number of new work permits issued may be dightly
inflated as some “new” work permits have been issued to non-EU nationds who are

13 €S0 data on immigration flows of nonEU citizens are reported for April of each
year only (second quarter of QNHS). In order to ensure comparability of the CSO
data with the data on new work permits and asylum gpplications (which are reported
a the end of each year), it was necessary to estimate the CSO figure for January-
December 2001 as follows: InflowSsano1-pecor = (0.4 * Inflowapriioo-Aprito1) + (0.8 *
INflowa prito1-April02)-

14 thank Piaras MacEinri for pointing this out to me.



dready resddent and employed in Irdand and who wish to trander from one
employer to another (requiring an application for a new work permit).®® According
to the Work Permits Unit, the number of such transfers has recently been about
2,000-3,000 per year.

Fifth, as mentioned in section 2.1, the CSO data are based on QNHS which cover
private households only. The component of asylum seekers in the CSO edtimates
may thus be underestimated, as asylum seekers who are not accommodated in
private households are excluded.

The cumulative effect of dl these factors may explan some but in dl likdihood not
al (or even most) of the observed difference between CSO data on immigration
inflows o the one hand, and both DETE data on work permits and DJELR data on
asylum seekers on the other hand. In any case, it makes sense to assume that, when
in doubt, work permit data are the more rdiable indicators of the migration of non
EU nationads to Irdand, especidly snce the CSO data are dgnificantly smdler,
rather than greater than the work permit figures '

Importantly, in contrast to the data for the inflow of non-EU nationds, the CSO data
on the stock of employed non-EU nationds in Irdand ad the DETE data on the
number of totad work permits issued are reatively amilar and thus gppear to be
farly compatible, especidly in more recent years (see Table 1). It is feasble that
holders of work visas and work authorisations make up the smdl difference
observed in the years leading up to April 2001 and April 2002.

Table 1: Tota work permitsissued (DETE) and tota non-EU nationas
employed in Irdland (CSO), April 2000-April 2002 (thousands)

April 2000 April 2001 April 2002
Totd work permitsissued (DETE)* 6.801 23.684 38.605
NonEU nationas employed (CSO) 125 25.5 39.9
* inyear leading up to April
Source: Work permits database (DETE) and QNHS (CSO)

2 Inflows of Non-Nationals and Impact on the Population and L abour Force

This section reviews the avaladle data on net-migration to Irdand (2.1), the
changing compodtion of inflows by nationdity and legd category (22 and 2.3,
respectively), and discusses the impact on Irdand’'s population and labour force
(24). Where possble, comparisons with internationd trends ae made. The
discussion in this section is primarily based on data from the CSO and internationdl
SOUrces.

15 Offididly, transfers are not dlowed but the Work Permits Unit of the DETE has
taken aflexible approach in processing gpplications for atransfer.

18 1f the CSO figure on the inflow of nonEU nationas exceeded the number of
applications for new work permits, the discrepancy in the data might sem from the
illegd inflow and employment of nonEU nationals without work permits.



2.1 Immigration, Emigration and Net-Migration Flows

Irdand's long hisgory as a country of dgnificant emigration is wel known and
documented. In the period 1871-1961, average annual net-emigration from Irdand
conddently exceeded the naurd increase in the Irish  population which
consequently shrank from about 4.4 million in 1861 to 2.8 million in 1961. Net-
emigration was paticularly high in the “age of mass migration” (1871-1926) and in
the post-World War Il era (1951-1961).1" With the exception of the 1970s (when,
for the fird time in Irish higory, net-migration to Irdand was pogtive), outflows
continued to exceed inflows until the early 1990s (see Table A1 in Appendix A).

Unprecedented economic growth during the 1990s transformed Irdand from a
country of net-emigration to a country of net-immigratiion. As shown in Fgure 1,
while total emigraion flows have remaned dgnificat (with an annud average of
about 20.3 thousand during 2000-2002), tota inflows increased markedly in the mid
1990s. In 1996, Irdand reached its “migration turning point” and has been a country
of net-immigration ever snce.

Figure 1: Immigration, emigration an
net-migration in Ireland,1987-2002
75.0
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Source: CSO (Table A2)

Among the current EU member dates, Irdand was the last country to reach its
migration turning point. Other EU countries thet reached ther migration turning
points relatively recently include Portugd (1993), Spain (1991), Itay (1988),
Belgium (1988) and the UK (1982).18

17 During the period 1870-1900, Irdand’'s average annua emigration rate of 9.61
emigrants per 1,000 average population (equivdent to an average of 48,519
emigrants per year) was the highest in the world (Willcox 1929).

18 This is based on Eurostat data on net migration flows to EU countries since 1950.
| define a country’s migration turning point as the year after which there have been
no sustained periods of net emigration.
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2.2 Composdtion of Inflows

The compostion of immigration flows has undergone two notable changes snce the
late 1980s. Fird, the share of Irish return migrants in total immigration flows
decreased from 64.5 percent in 1987 to 37.9 percent in 2002. During the same
period, the share of migrants from countries outsde the EU and the US (collectively
referred to as the “rest of the world”) in tota inflows increased from 8.7 to 34.5
percent. As a result, the share of migrants from the rest of the world in totd non
Irish inflows increased from 24.6 percent in 1987 to 55.6 percent in 2002 (see Figure
2).

Figure 2: Composition of Non-Irish inflows by nationality group
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Source: CSO (see Table A2)

2.3 Categories of Non-EU Inflows

The man caegories of non-EU immigrants include workers (including holders of
work permits, work visas and work authorisations, as well as what are considered to
be smdler numbers of intracompany transfers and trainees), asylum seekers,
students and dependents (see Figure 3). Data on the annual numbers of visas issued
to students and dependents are not available due to problems with generating these
data with the exising computer systems operated by the DJELR. Although recently
incressing, the number of dependentsis thought to still be very smdll.*®

19 Persond communication with officer a the Immigration Section of the DJELR.
Also, according to Ward (2001), from 1995 to December 2000, 217 people were
permitted to enter Irdland on the grounds of family reunification.



Figure 3: Categories of inflows of non-EU nationals

Total
(?)
[
[ [ [ |
Asylum Seekers Workers Dependents Students
(11,530 in 2002) (?) (? (?)
[ [ I [ |
New Work Work Visas and Intra-company Trainees
Permits Authorisations Transfers (?)
(23,207in 2002) | | (2,610 in2002) (?

Note: ? indicates that the figure is currently not available
Sources: DJELR; DETE (see Table B1), FAS (see Table A3)
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The avalable data thus suggest that the two main categories of measurable inflows
of nonEU nationals are workers and asylum seekers. As shown in Figure 4, in the
years 1997-99, the number of applications for asylum exceeded the number of new
work permits issued. Since 2000, however, the annuad number of work permits has
grown much more rapidly than the number of applications for asylum. As a reault, in
the period 2000-2002, work permits accounted for 67.6 percent of al applications

for work permits and asylum.
Figure 4: Major categories of measurable inflows of Non-EU nationals, 1995-2002
2002 TT530 : 75936
2001 L a— 35.343
2000 TOY38 [ —T68I7
1999 pA - I 378
1998 4,626 [ 358
1097 3883 [ 7568
1996 TI79 | 37
1995 @@ T ; 7563 ;
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[ Applications for Asylum [ New work permits and work visas/authorisations

Sources: DJELR, DETE, FAS (see Table A3)



2.4 Impact on Ireland’s Population and Labour Force
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The share of dl non-nationds in Irdand’'s populaion increased from 3 percent in
1998 to 4.8 percent in 2002. During the same period, the share of non-EU nationds

increased from 0.7 percent to 2.1 percent (Figure 5).

Figure 5: Shares of non-Irish and non-EU nationals in the
total population in Ireland, April 1998 - April 2002
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Source: Quarterly National Household Surveys, 2" quarters, CSO (see Table A5)

Data for the shares of foreigners in the tota population and labour force in sdected
OECD countries in 2000 suggest that the shares in Ireland (3.3 percent and 3.7
percent, respectively) are roughly comparable to the corresponding shares in Greece,

the UK, Norway and the Netherlands (Figure 6).

Figure 6: Share of foreign (or foreign-born) population ir
the total population in selected OECD Countries, 2000
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Source: OECD 2003

Changes in the compostion of Irdand's labour force largely mirror the above

described changes in its resident population (see Table ADS).

The share of dl non-

nationds in the labour force increased from 3.3 percent in 1998 to 5.6 percent in
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2002. Participation rates’® of non-lrish residents (63.2 percent in 2002) exceeded
those of Irish citizens (59.2 percent in 2002). Participation rates were particularly
high among EU-nationals from outsde the UK (74.6 percent in 2002). Although
increasing in recent years from 46.7 percent in 2000 to 59.7 percent in 2002, the
participation rate of nonEU nationds was the lowest among non-lrish resdents and
only dightly aove that of Irish dtizens. Given that asylum seekers (who conditute
a ggnificant share of nonEU nationds in Irdand) are not alowed to work, this is,
of course, to be expected.

Findly, in line with the change in the compostion of the inflow of nonnationds,
the rise in the share of the non-Irish population and labour force during 1998-2002
was accompanied by a drastic change in the compogtion of Irdand’'s non-lrish
resdents and labour force. Most importantly, the share of citizens from outsde the
EU and the US in the totd non-lrish population (and labour force) increased from
14.1 percent (11.3 percent) in 1998 to 38.1 percent (37.2 percent) in 2002 (Table
Ab).

3 Employment of Non-EU Nationals

The discusson in this section of the employment of nontEU naionds in Irdand is
primarily based on an andyss of the work permits database maintained by the Work
Permits Unit of the DETE (see section 1.2 for a brief description of the database).?!
The database made available to the author by the Work Permits Unit includes data
gnce 1995. The figures for the total number of work permits issued in the period
1995-1998, as computed by the author based on the recelved database, are
dgnificantly lower than the officid figures for that period published by the Work
Permits Unit on its officid webste?® This discrepancy appears to be due to
incomplete compilation and entry of work permit data in the years 1995-1998. The
andysis in this section thus focuses on work permit data for the years 1999-2003
only. More specificdly, only those work permits whose “datus of application” is
indicated as “issued” are included in the analyss. Also, as the database recelved by
the author includes work permit gpplications made up to 10 March 2003, the figure
for the permits issued in 2003 refers to dl work permits issued before 10 March
2003 (unless indicated otherwise).?®

20 Participation Rate = Labour Force/Population of Age 15+

21 Where appropriate, the discussion will aso make reference to CSO data on the
employment of nontEU nationals (based on the QNHS). As discussed in section 1.2,
the discrepancies between work permit data and CSO employment (stock) data are
much smadler than those between work permit data and CSO edimates of
immigration flows

22 For example, for the year 1998, the total number of issued work permits computed
by the author is 514, while the officid figure published by the Work Permits Unit is
5,714.

23 This indudes a smadl number of gpplications with a start date in April-December
2003.
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In order to address current policy questions, such as the potentia impact of EU
enlargement on the work permit system, it will be useful to distinguish throughout
the andyss between four broad regiongcategories of origin  (henceforth,
“nationdity groups’) of nonEU naionds employed on work permits “selected
OECD countries’” (including Audtrdia, Canada, Japan, New Zedand and the United
Sates); “EU accesson countries 2004” (including the ten countries that will become
full members of the EU in May 2004); “other EU applicant countries’ (including
Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania and Turkey); and "other countries’ (including al other
countries outsde the EEA).

3.1 Number and Types of Work Permits|ssued

The totd number of work permits issued to nonrEU nationds increased from 5,750
in 1999 to 40,504 in 2002, which is equivdent to an increase of more than 600
percent (Table 2). The number of work permits issued in 2003 is expected to
sgnificantly exceed that in 2002; during January-September 2003, 36,682 permits
(including 18,463 renewas) were issued aready.

As work permits are vaid for a maximum of one year, the number of totd work
permits issued in any given year dso gives a good indication of the stock of legdly
employed non-EU workers in Irdland®* Indeed, as mentioned in section 1.2, the
work permit figures are roughly in line with CSO figures for the number of
employed non-EU nationds (125 thousand or 0.7% of totd employment in April
2000, and 39.9 thousand or 2.3 percent of total employment in April 2002; see
Tables A4 and A5).

24 |n order to accurately assess the total stock of legdly employed nonEU nationas
in a given year, one would need to add the smal umber of holders of work visas
and work authorisations employed in the country a the time (2,610 in 2002, see
Table A3). However, as work visas/authorisations are valid for two years, and since
there is no regidration of the exit of nonrEU nationds from Irdand, it is impossble
to accuratdly assess the stock of working visa and authorisation holders a any given
time.
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Table 2: Work permits issued by type, 1999 — September 2003
1999 2000 2001 2002 Jan-Sep

2003
Totd 5750 17,833 36,756 40504 36,682
New permit? 4,036 157335 29,491 23207 17,806
Renewd 1,448 2201 6919 16,861 18,463
Renewal ratée? 38.28% 38.80% 45.87% 60.07%°
Group permit 266 297 346 436 413

" The figures for “new permits’ also include small numbersof “transfers’, i.e.
changes of employers (about 2,000-3,000 per year in 2001 and 2002).

2 Therenewal rateis defined as the share of renewalsin period t in the total number
of permitsissued in period t-1.

3 Renewa rat(i‘Jm.sep 2003 = renewal S Jan-Sep 2003 / total permits iSSUEdJan.sep 2002
Sources: Work permits database (datafor 1999-2002), see Table B1; and the Work
Permits Unit (data for January -September 2003), DETE

The average duration of a work permit in Jan 1999 - Feb 2003 was 340.6 days (341
days for new permits, 354.5 days for renewas and 29.8 days for group permits — see
Table B2). In other words, most work permits are effectively issued for one year
and, as shown in Table 2, a dgnificant number of work permit holders opt to Say in
Irdland for longer than one year. The renewd rate (defined as the share of renewas
in period t in the tota number of permits issued in period t-1) rose from 38.28
percent in 2000, to 45.87 percent in 2002 and to 60.07 percent in Jan-Sep 2003
(when renewals congtituted 50.3 percent of all permits issued).

It is interedting to note that there are dgnificant differences between the renewd
rates of work permits for workers from different nationdlity groups®® The daa
suggest (see Table B1) a hierarchy of renewd rates as follows (from lowest to
highest): work permit holders from the mgor OECD countries (335 percent in
2002); workers from the ten countries acceding to the EU in 2004 (42.7 percent);
countries that are neither membes of the OECD nor have applied for EU
membership (50 percent); and EU applicant countries which may accede to the EU
some time after 2004 (51.33 percent).?®

One may conjecture that the primary explanation for this particular ranking of
renewd raes is tha a foreign worker's intended duration of employment in Irdland
may be pogtively corrdaed with the rdative costs of migrating to Irdand. The
letter are likdy to be subgantidly lower for nationds of OECD countries than for
nationas of EU accesson countries who, in turn, may have better information and
eader access to the Irish labour market (and therefore lower migration costs) than
nationals of other countries.

% The composition of work permit holders by nationdity group is discussed in
section 3.2 immediately below.

%6 Note that the average duration of a work permit for nationals of the major OECD
countries (322 days in 2002) is dgnificantly lower than the average for dl work
permit holders (342 days in 2002). This difference gppears to confirm that nationds
of OECD countries tend to stay for shorter periods of time than nationas of other
NornEEA countries (as suggested by the differences in renewad rates).
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Findly, athough applicants for new work permits are legdly required to be outsde
Irdland at the time of application, the data suggest that, in 2002, 4,059 new permits
(17.6 percent of al new permits issued in 2002) were for workers dready resdent in
Irdand. Two factors may explan this rdativey ggnificant number. Fird, as
mentioned in section 1.3, the Work Permits Unit estimates that it agpproved of 2,000-
2,500 “transfers’ in 2002 which were recorded as “new work permits’. Second, a
number of nontEU workers, primarily those from countries that do not require a visa
to trave to Irdand, may be travelling to Irdand in order to find employment. If
successful, some of these workers might then reman in Irdand while ther
prospective employers goply for work permits for them.

3.2 Personal Characteristics of Work Permit Holders

This section presents the available data on sdlected characteristics of work permit
holders, including their nationdlities, age and gender.

3.2.1 Nationality

In the period Jan 1999 — early March 2003, Ireland has issued work permits to
nationds of 152 different countries, including 23 countries with more than 1,500
permits during that period (accounting for 86.1 percent of the totd). Despite the
large number of sending countries, there has been a trend of increasing concentration
of work permits among nationds of a smdler number of countries. While the ten
countries with the largest number of work permit holders in 1999 accounted for 54.4
percent of dl work permits issued in that year, the corresponding figure for 2002
was 61.6 percent (Table B3).

As shown in Fgure 7, in 2002, the five countries with the grestest number of work
permit holders in Irdand were: Latvia (3,986 work permits, congtituting 9.8 percent
of the totd); Lithuania (3,880 or 9.6 percent); the Philippines (3,260 or 8 percent),
Poland (3,167 or 7.8 percent); and Romania (2,474 or 6.1 percent). Together these
countries congtituted 41.3 percent of al work permit holdersin 2002.
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Figure 7: Countries with more than 500 work permit holders in Ireland, 2002
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Source: Work permits database, DETE (see Table B3)

Figure 8 depicts the compostion of work permit holders by nationdity group. It may
firg be noted that, throughout 1999-2002, a reatively constant share of about 50
percent of al work permit holders came from “other countries’ (20,111 or 49.7
percent of the total in 2002). Importantly, the share of work permit holders from
selected OECD countries declined rapidly from 29.4 percent in 1999 to 7.3 percent
in 2002, while that of workers from EU accesson countries increased from 12
percent to 34.3 percent during the same period. The remainder, the share of work
permit holders from other EU applicant countries, also increased from 3.3 % in 1999
to 8.7 percent in 2002.

Figure 8: Work permit holders by nationality group, 1999-2002
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Source: Work permits database (DETE); see Table B4
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Within the group of sdected OECD countries, there has been a reversd in the
relative shaes of work permit holders from the USA and Audrdia while
Americans used to account for 48 percent of adl work permits issued to nationds of
the sdected OECD countries in 1999, their share declined to 27 percent in 2002,
with the corresponding share of Audrdians increasing from 19 percent to 38 percent
during the same period. The share of work permit holders from New Zedand aso
increased from 12 percent in 1999 to 19 percent in 2002.

Latvians, Lithuanians and Poles accounted for 75 percent of al work permits issued
to nationds of EU accesson countries in 1999-Feb 2003, and for 25 percent of al
work permits issued during that period. The mos notable change in the nationd
compogtion within that group was a dgnificant increese in the share of Lithuanians
(up from 2.6 percent in 1999 to 28 percent in 2002), and Smultaneous (more
moderate) declinesin the relative shares of Latvians and Czechs (see Table B4).

While Romanians condiituted two thirds of dl work permit holders from “other EU
gpplicant countries’ in 1999-March 2003, the nationd compostion within the group
of “other countries’ is much more diverse. In 2002, the countries with the most work
permits holders within that group included the Philippines (16.2 percent of the group
total), South Africa (11.5 percent), the Ukraine (10.4 percent), Brazil (6.6 percent)
and the Russan Federation (6.1 percent). The most notable changes during 1999
March 2003 included ggnificant increases in the relative shares of work permit
holders from the Philippines (+13 percent) and the Ukraine (+10 percent).

3.2.2 Age and Gender

The average age of new work permit holders on the gtart date of their work permits
is 30.2 years, with very little difference between workers from different nationdity
groups (see Table B5).

With regard to the gender digtribution, 65 percent of dl new work permit holders in
the period Jan 1999 — March 2003 were mae (see Table B5). There has, however,
been a gradud but didinct trend of feminisation of new work permit holders the
share of maes in tota new work permit holders decreased from 71.6 percent in 1999
to 62.6 percent in 2002.

A second interesting feature of the data on gender didribution is the Sgnificant
differences between work permit holders from different nationdity groups (Figure
9). As of 2002, the highest share of maes was recorded among workers from *“other
countries’ (65.8 percent), followed by workers from other EU applicant countries
(65.0 percent), EU accession countries (60.8 percent) and sdlected OECD countries
(48.2 percent).
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Figure 9: Work permits by gender and nationality group, 2002
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Source: Work permits database (DETE), see Table B5

3.3 Employment by County, Economic Sector and Occupation

This section discusses the employment of work permit holders by county, economic
sector and occupation.

3.3.1 Employment by County

As of 2002, 40.38 percent of dl work permit holders were officidly employed with
companies in Dublin. As shown in Fgure 10, other counties with smdler but dill
consderable numbers of work permit holders in 2002 included Cork (7.10 percent
of dl work permit holders), Kildare (5.92 percent), Meath (4.79 percent) and
Gaway (4.22 percent).

Figure 10: Work permits issued by county (>500 permits), 2002

c
18,000 o 250% S
B 16,000 1] 23% E
B 14,000 T 200% =
Iz B
E 12,000 L oo 8
S0 TT Ra=
B 1 =
2 8000 1 1.00% 5
5 6,000 H S
[) —
£ 4000 7 +0.50% 2
= 2,000 H H 1,175 py
o L L I 0TI OO T T T T T o yon o e | g S
EX e E TS LESES2ESESLER @
22 8 =S 5 828 L c g3 =38 xTLE
Soggg%’og%ggﬁﬂggzéo
= S 4] =
[ = ;

Sources: Work permits database (DETE), see Table B6; and Census 2002 Preliminary Report (CSO)
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In 2002, the share of dl work permit holders in Irdand's totd population was just
about one percent (Table B6). Counties in which work permit holders were over-
represented in the population, in the sense that the share of work permit holders in
the population of the county exceeded the share of dl work permit holders in
Irdland's tota population (about one percent), included: Monaghan (2.23 percent of
the county’s population); Dublin (1.46 percent); Kildare (1.46 percent); Meath (1.45
percent); Clare (1.19 percent); Cavan (1.18 percent); and Wicklow (1.15 percent).

The data suggest thet, in some counties, there may be sgnificant concentrations of
work permit holders from certain countries. For example, workers from the
Philippines, South Africa, Romania, Latvia and Lithuania conditute about 43
percent of al work permit holders in Dublin (see Figure 11). In county Monaghan,
34 percent of dl work permit holdersin 2002 came from Lithuania

Figure 11: Work permit holders in Dublin by nationality, 2002
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Source: Work permits database, DETE; see Table B7

3.3.2 Employment by Economic Sector

Work permit data by economic sector (as classfied by the Work Permits Unit)
suggest that, as of 2002, 15.5 percent of adl work permit holders were employed in
agriculture, 7.8 percent in industry and 76.7 percent in services (Figure 12).
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Figure 12: Distribution of work permit holders by economic sector, 2002 (DETE
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Source: Work permits database, DETE; see Table B8

As shown in Fgure 12, within the service sector, the mgor sub-sectors employing
work permit holders in 2002 included catering (25.5 percent of total work permits),
medicd and nursing (7.1 percent) and, most importantly, a relatively large group of
unclassified “other services’ (38.6 percent of the tota and 50.3 percent of tota

services).

In order to obtain a more detaled picture of the employment of nonEU nationds
within the service sector, it is useful to refer to CSO figures on the employment of
non-EU nationas by economic sector (as estimated based on the QNHS, see Table

AB).

Figure 13: Employment of Non-EU nationals
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Source: QNHS April 2002 (CSO), see Table A6
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It must be borne in mind that the CSO data are collected in April of each year and
ae therefore likdy to under-report the average share of workers engaged in
agriculture. Indeed, comparing the CSO data (Figure 13) with the work permit data
(Figure 12), it may be noted that the former suggest that only 4.5 percent of nonEU
nationals are employed in agriculture while the work permit data show that 15.5
percent of al work permits were issued to workers engaged in agriculture.

In contrast to the figures for agriculture and industry, the CSO and work permit data
for the numbers of workers engaged in the sarvice sector are very smilar (29.9
thousand non-EU nationas in April 2002 and 31.1 thousand work permit holders in
2002). It is thus admissble to use the CSO data for a more detalled andyss of the
digribution of nontEU nationds within the service sector. As shown in Fgure 13,
the four mgor sub-sectors employing nonEU naionas within the overdl service
sector include hotels and restaurants (8.5 thousand workers accounting for 21.3
percent of the total in 2002), financid and business services (6.5 thousand or 16.3
percent), the hedth sector (5.8 thousand or 14.5 percent) and wholesde and retail
trade (4.3 thousand or 10.8 percent).

The CSO data dso dlow us to compute the shares of nonEU nationds in totd
employment by economic sector (Figure 14). It is found that, as of April 2002, non
EU nationds were over-represented in hotes and restaurants (8.11 percent of tota
employment in that sector), hedth (3.69 percent), financid and other business
sarvices (2.84 percent), and in other services (2.32 percent). The sectors in which the
employment shares of nonEU nationds grew fastest during 1998-2002 were hotels
and restaurants (+6.48%), hedth (+2.20%) and financid and other business services
(+2.14 percent). (Table A6).

Figure 14: Shares of Non-EU nationals in total employmen
by economic sector, April 2002 (CSO)
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Source: QNHS April 2002 (CSO); see Table A6

The concentrated employment of foreign workers in sdected sectors of the economy
is not unique to the Irish experience. Foreign workers are over-represented in a farly
smilar set of sectors across OECD countries, especialy in hotes and restaurants,
households and other services (see Table A7).
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Andyss of the didribution of work permit holders by nationdity within esch
economic sector in 2002 reveds that workers from “other countries’ are over-
represented in the service sector (see Figure 15). In particular, they conditute 75.8
percent of dl work permit holders in the domestic service sector (57.5 percent of the
totd ae from the Philippines), 73.8 percent in medicd and nursang (including 31.6
percent from the Philippines, 11 percent from South Africa and 7.7 percent from
Maaysia) and 60.5 percent in catering (Table B9).

Figure 15: Permit holders within each economic sector
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Source: Work permits database (DETE), Table B9
3.3.3 Employment by Occupation
In the period February-December 2002, 74 percent of al work permit holders were

engaged in what may be consdered as reaively “unskilled occupations’ (see Table
3).

Table 3: Totd work permitsissued by occupation, Feb-Dec 2002

Managers and administrators 2.25%
Professona occupations 5.66%
Associate professona and technical occupeations 5.78%
Clerica and secretaria occupations 1.31%
Craft and related occupeations 11.37%
Persona and protective service occupations 22.78%
Sdles occupations 2.55%
Pant and machinery operatives 4.18%
Other occupations 44.12%

Source: Work permits database (DETE), see Table B10
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Information about the occupations of work permit holders has been entered nto the
work permits database since February 2002 only. The exploration of the emerging
trend in the profile of occupations of work permit holders over time therefore needs
to revert to CSO data. As mentioned before, such andyss is fraught with difficulties
as the CSO figures on the employment of non-EU nationas by broad occupation are
only estimates. Indeed, the available CSO data for the second quarter of 2002
sgnificantly differ, a least for some broad occupations, from the available work
permit data for February-December 2002. For example, the CSO data suggest that
managers and adminidrators, professonds, associaie professonds and technicians
condtituted about a third of al nontEU nationds employed in the second quarter of
2002 (see Table A8). In contrast, work permit data suggest that, in February-
December 2002, the cumulative share of workers in these three categories was only
about 14 percent. Of course, some of this difference may sem from the different
observation periods but this is unlikely to explain dl of the discrepancy between the
CSO data and work permit data on the occupations of non-EU nationds.

With this caveat in mind, CSO time series data for the period 1998-2002 (Table A8)
suggest that there has been a digtinct decrease in the shares of nontEU nationds
employed in highly skilled occupations and a smultaneous increese in the share
employed in reaively unskilled occupations (Figure 16). The cumulative share of
professonds, associale professonds and technicians, and managers  and
administrators declined from 54.44 percent in 1998 to 34.75 percent in 2002. At the
same time, the share of non-EU naionds employed as plant and machine operatives
and in other unskilled occupations increased markedly (from a total of 10 percent in
1998 to 24.5 percent in 2002). The share of workers engaged in persona and
protective services grew more moderately (from 15.6 percent in 1998 to 19 percent
in 2002).

Figure 16: Distribution of Non-EU nationals in employment by broad
occupation (thousands and percentages), 1998 g2 - 2002 g2
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The CSO data further suggest that, as of April 2002, non-EU nationds were over-
represented in persond and protective service occupations (4.52 percent in tota
employment in that occupation), other occupations (3.79 percent), associate
professond and technical occupations (3.56 percent) and in professona
occupations (2.81 percent) (Figure 17). In the period 1998-2002, increases in these
shares (see Table AB) were especidly rapid for persond and protective services
(+3.52 percent), other occupations (+3.37 percent), and associate professona and
technical occupations (+2.56 percent).

Figure 17: Share of Non-EU nationals in total employmen
by broad occupation, April 2002 (CSO)
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As it was shown to be the case for the digtribution of work permit holders across
economic sectors, the employment of workers from different nationdity groups
tends to be concentrated in different occupations. For example, in 2002, 58 percent
of dl work permit holders from OECD countries were employed in highly skilled
occupations (defined here as incduding professond occupations, associate
professona and technical occupations, and managers and adminigtrators). Nationds
of OECD countries conditute more than a third of al work permit holders working
as managers and adminidrators, and about thirty percent of work permit holders
employed in professona and associate professond and technical occupations (see
Table B12 and Figure 18).

Work permit holders from EU accesson countries tend to be concentrated in
unskilled occupations and in some semi-skilled occupations. 60 percent of al work
permit holders from EU accesson countries are employed in (unskilled) “other
occupations’, 14.8 percent in craft and related occupations and 13 percent in
personal and protective service occupations. Only 3.2 percent of nationds from EU
accesson countries work in Irdland as managers, adminigrators, and in professond,
asociate professona or technical occupations (Table B12). As shown in Figure 18,
work permit holders from EU accesson countries tend to be over-represented in
unskilled occupations outsde the service sector (especidly in agriculture) and in
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crafts and related occupations where they congtitute 45 percent of the tota non-EU
workforce employed on work permits.

Work permit holders from “other countries’ are employed a both the low and high
sill end of the labour market. About 16 percent of al work permit holders from
other countries are employed as managers and administrators (49.5 percent of al
work permit holders in that occupeation), professona occupations (61 percent), and
in asociae professond and technicad occupations (57 percent). The remainder of
work permit holders from other countries is employed in semi-skilled and unskilled
occupations (Table B12). Notably, they ae over-represented in persond and
protective service occupations where they conditute more than two thirds of the
total occupational workforce (Figure 18). In particular, 53.1 percent of dl work
permit holders from the Philippines are engaged in persond and protective service
occupations, congdtituting 18.7 percent of the occupational workforce (Table B12).

Figure 18: Permit holders within each occupation by nationality group, 200z
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Source: Work permits database (DETE), see Table B12

3.4 Conditions of Employment: Wages and Working Hours

In 2002, the average gross weekly pay offered to work permit holders was EUR
423.61. There is, however, dgnificant variation across occupaions (reflecting
differences in skill requirements) and agpparently aso across economic  Sectors
(reflecting differences in technology and possbly dso rigidities in the labour
market).?’

2" These findings are preliminary and need to be corroborated by more systematic
econometric andyss of the determinants of the wage offered to a work permit
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Data on weekly pay by occupation (Table B15) suggests that the highest paid work
permit holders are employed in associate professonad and technical occupations
(EUR 1,033 per week), followed by professona occupations (EUR 933) and
manegers and adminigsrators (EUR 556). The occupations with the lowest pay for
work permit holders include sdes occupations (EUR 304 per week), other
(unskilled) occupations (EUR 336), and personal and protective service occupations
(EUR 383).

Taking account of both occupation and economic sector (as defined by the Work
Permits Unit), Figure 19 shows the average weekly pay offered for employment in
the 15 “job categories’ (characterised by broad occupation and sector) with the
largest shares in the totd employment of work permit holders in the year 2002.
These 15 job categories account for 86 percent of the tota employment of work
permit holdersin 2002.

Figure 19: Average gross weekly pay (EUR) offered to work permit holders,
by selected occupation and economic sector (% shares in total
employment of work permit holders), 2002

"Other occupations” in "other services" (16.4%) ———' 320.15

"Pers.+protect. serv. occ.” in “catering” (14,20¢) [P 341 81

"Other occupations" in "agriculture” (13.4%) :' 286.49
: 1 422.06

"Other occupations” in "catering" (9.6%) 1 :
"Craft and related occ.” in "other services" (6.9%) _:' 363.48
:I 327.66
:I 319.33

"Other occupations” in "industry" (3.7%

=

=

"Pers.+protect. serv. occ." in "other services" (3.2%

"Pers.+protect. serv. occ." in "medical and nursing" (3.0%) 1736.73
"Plant and machinery operatives" in "other services" (2.8%) [P S———] 410.56
"Assoc. prof.+ techn. occ" in "other services" (2.5%) : : 1780.72
"Professional occ." in "other services" (2.2%) : 1{781.9
} - v (0 2y [ 366.32
Craft and related occ." in "industry (2.2A])_ 1178.82
"Prof. occ." in "medical and nursing" (2.2%) : |
"Sales occ." in "other services" (2.2%) [P ) 307:36
"Pers.+protect. serv. occ.” in "domestics" (1.7%) :' 252.75
T
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200

Source: Work permits database, DETE; see Tables B15 and B13

holder. The problem is that the work permits database does not include information
about the workers education and work experience, which are the two key
explanatory varidbles in aty human cepitdd modd of wage determination.
Prdiminary datigticd andyds, with occupation as a proxy for educaion, has not
yielded any meaningful results. | hope to work on this problem and present results in
arevised version of this paper.
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The job categories with the lowest weekly pay offered to work permit holders are
“persond and protective services in the domestic service sector” (EUR 253 per
week, which is roughly equivaent to the minimum wage) and “other occupations in
agriculture’ (EUR 286, which is about 14 percent above the minimum wage).

Owing to differences in work permit holders reservaion wages (which are likdy to
be largdy determined by the wages prevaling in the workers countries of origin),
naiondity may have a dgnificait impact on wage. In other words, profit-
maximisng employers may, in theory, engage in wage discrimingtion between
workers of different nationdities based on differences between the red wages
prevaling in the workers countries of origin. The current date of my andyss does
not dlow me to test this hypothesis but | hope to do so in a revised verson of this
paper. The empiricd test of this hypothess is important: if nationdity is found to
impact dgnificantly on the wage offered to work permit holders, there may be
important implications for any policy that attempts to change the compostion of the
work-permit population in Ireland.

Due to incomplete avalability of information about the working hours offered to
work permit holders, the andlysis of working hours relies on CSO data only.

Figure 20: Estimated working hours per week of Non-EU nationals and all persons
employed by economic sector, average April 1998-April 2002 (CSO)
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Source: QNHS 1998 g2 - 2002 g2 (CSO), see Table A9

CSO data suggest that, in the period 1998-2002, the edtimated average working
hours per week for nonEU naionds employed in Irdand sgnificantly exceeded
those for dl persons employed in Irdland (41.6 hours and 38.1 hours, respectively).
The economic sectors in which the difference in average weekly working hours
between nonEU nationds and dl persons employed in Irdand was greatest
included: hedth (+15.66 hours); hotds and restaurants (+6.90 hours); and wholesde
trade and retal trade (+5 hours) (Figure 20). The occupations with the greatest
differences included: professona occupations (+10.1 hours); persond and
protective services (6.1 hours); and other occupations (+4.8 hours). (Figure 21).
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Figure 21: Estimated working hours per week of Non-EU nationals and all persons by
broad occupation, average April 1888-April 2002 (CSO)
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4 Prdiminary Findings, Future Developments and Remaining Information
Gaps

This concluding section: summarises the prdiminary research findings, speculates
on the potentid future sze and compogtion of the non-Irish, and especidly non-EU
workforce in Irdand; and identifies areas where further ressarch and dHatiticd
analysis are needed most urgently.

4.1 Summary of Preliminary Findings
Magnitudes, composition and legal categories of inflows of non-nationals

Since 1996, Ireland has been a country of net-immigration. Andyss of the avalable
CSO daa suggest two emerging trends in recent migration flows to Irdand: a
decline in the share of Irish return migrantsin tota immigration flows (from 64.5
percent in 1987 to 37.9 percent in 2002) and an increase in the share of migrants
from outside the EU (from 13.9 percent in 1987 to 38.5 percent in 2002). Most
recently arrived non-EU migrants have been workers (23,207 new work permits
and 2,610 work visss and authorisations issued in 2002), followed by asylum
seekers (11,530 new applications in 2002), students and dependents (for whom the
annud flow figures are currently unavailable). As a result of the recent increase and
change in the compaogtion of inflows, the share of non-EU nationals in Ireland’'s
labour force increased from 0.6 percent in 1998 to 2.3 percent in 2002.2% The recent
figures ae ill rativey low compared to most other EU countries and are
comparable to those prevailing in Italy, Greece and the UK.

28 Please note that these figures are based on Quarterly National Household Surveys
and may need to be revised based on the results of the 2002 Census of the
Population (expected in late 2003).
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Number of work permits issued to non-EU nationals and renewal rates

A more detailed andyss of work permit data shows that the number of total work
permits issued increased dramatically in recent years. from 5,750 in 1999 to
40504 in 2002. Despite the dowdown in economic growth and gradudly rising
levels of unemployment, the total number in 2003 is likely to be even higher than
that in 2002; during January-September 2003, 36,682 permits (including 18,463
renewds) were issued dready. The average duration of a work permit is close to
one year, and renewal rates (defined as the share of renewads in period t in the tota
number of permits issued in period t1) have been increasing and may exceed 60
percent in 2003 (60.07 percent in January-September 2003). There appear to be
significant differences between renewal rates of workers from different nationality
groups. nationds of OECD and EU-accesson countries have lower renewd rates
than nationds of other nonEU countries (34 percent, 43 percent and 50 percent,

respectively).
Personal characteristics of work permit holders

The average age of new work permit holders on the start date of their work permit is
30 years. In Jan 1999 - March 2003, 65 percent of dl new work permit holders were
male. There has, however, been a trend of feminisation: the share of males in the
total new work permit holders decreased from 71.6 percent in 1999 to 62.6 percent
in 2002.

Although work permit holders countries of origin remain very diverse (more than
150 countries in 1999-2002), there is an increasing concentration in the
nationdities of work permit holders. The share of work permits issued to the ten
countries with the largest number of work permit holders in Irdand increased from
54.4 percent in 1999 to 61.6 percent in 2002. In 2002, the five countries with the
greatest number of work permit holders in Irdand were: Latvia (9.8 percent of the
totd); Lithuania (9.6 percent); the Philippines (8 percent); Poland (7.8 percent);
and Romania (6.1 percent). Together these countries congtituted 41.3 percent of dl
work permit holdersin 2002.

During 1999-2002, the share of work permit holders from selected OECD countries
(including Audrdia, Canada, Jgpan, New Zedland and the United States) declined
from 29 percent in 1999 to 7 percent in 2002, while the cumulaive share of workers
from EU accession countries and EU applicant countries increased from 15
percent to 43 percent. A relaively congant share of about 50 percent of all work
permit holders came from other non-EU countries (i.e. non-EU countries that do
not belong to the groups of OECD or EU accession or gpplicant countries).

Work permit holders’ employment by county, economic sector and occupation
As of 2002, 18 counties employed more than 500 work permit holders. 40.38

percent of dl work permit holders were officidly employed with companies in
Dublin. Other counties with smaler but gill consderable numbers of work permit



31

holders in 2002 included Cork (7.10 percent of the totd), Kildare (5.92 percent),
Meath (4.79 percent) and Galway (4.22 percent).

Work permit data suggest that, as of 2002, 15.5 percent of all work permit holders
were employed in agriculture, 7.8 percent in industry and 76.7 percent in services.
Within the sarvice sector, the magor sub-sectors employing work permit holders in
2002 included catering (255 percent of total work permits) and medical and
nursing (7.1 percent). CSO data further suggest that financia and business ®rvices
and wholesde and retall trade aso account for dgnificant shares of the totd
employment of nonrEU nationals (16.3 percent and 10.8 percent, respectively). As
of April 2002, the shares of non-EU nationals in the total sectoral workforce were
highest in hotels and restaurants (8.11 percent), followed by the hedth sector (3.69
percent), and financial and other business services (2.84 percent).

Work permit data suggest that, in the period February-December 2002, 74 percent
of al work permit holders were engaged in relatively unskilled occupations.
Looking & CSO data on the employment of non-EU nationas by broad occupation,
there gppears to have been a digtinct decrease in the shares of non-EU nationals
employed in highly skilled occupations and a smultaneous increase in the share
employed in relatively unskilled occupetions.

There is some evidence which suggests that the employment of workers from
different nationality groups tends to be concentrated in different occupations and
sectors. Nationds of OECD countries ae primarily employed in highly skilled
occupations, while workers from EU-accesson countries are primarily engaged in
unskilled and semi-skilled occupations. Workers from “other non-EU countries’
work in jobs a both the low and high skill end. Work permit holders from “ other
countries’ constitute 75.8 percent of all work permit holders in the domestic
service sector (57.5 percent of the totd are from the Philippines), 73.8 percent in
medical and nursing (including 31.6 percent from the Philippines, 11 percent from
South Africaand 7.7 percent from Maaysia) and 60.5 percent in catering.

Wages and working hours

In 2002, the average gross weekly pay offered to work permit holders was EUR
423.61. The job categories with the lowest weekly pay offered to work permit
holders were “personal and protective services in the domestic service sector”
(EUR 253 per week, which is roughly equivdent to the minimum wage) and “other
occupationsin agriculture’ (EUR 286).

In the period 1998-2002, the estimated average working hours per week for nonEU
nationas employed in Irdand sgnificantly exceeded those for dl persons employed
in Irdland (41.6 hours and 38.1 hours, respectively). The economic sectors in which
the difference in average weekly working hours between non-EU naionds and dl
persons employed in Irdand was greatest included health (where non-EU nationals
work 15.66 hours longer per week than the average of all persons employed in
that sector), hotes and restaurants (+6.90 hours) and wholesale trade and retail trade
(+5 hours).
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4.2 Expected Future Developments

Given Irdand's redively recent trandtion from a country of net-emigratiion to one
of net-immigration, some of the trends and patterns identified in this paper may of
course be temporary rather than permanent phenomena In particular, it has been
argued tha two factors are likdy to significantly reduce the employment of non-EU
nationds in Irdand in the near future. First, the current dowdown in the economy,
gradudly risng rates of unemployment and apparent reductions of labour shortages
are expected to ggnificantly reduce the demand for nortIrish workers. Second,
Irdand’s decison to grant naionds of the ten EU accesson countries immediate
access to the Irish labour market, following EU enlargement in May 2004, is
expected to encourage loca employers to meet most of therr future demand for non-
Irish labour through the employment of nationds of the new EU member Sates
rather than by employing “third-country” nationds. This section briefly speculates
on the future presence and magnitudes of nonEU workers in Irdand by discussng
these two argumentsin turn.

4.2.1 The Size of the Non-Irish Workforcein the Short- to Medium-Term

The emergence and rapid increese in the immigration of non-Irish workers during
the 1990s may undoubtedly be largely explained by Irdand’s economic boom at the
time. Rapid economic growth, declining rates of unemployment and the ensuing
labour shortages created dgnificant economic incentives for the immigration of
foragn workers (from the point of view of migrants who sought to improve ther
economic welfare, and of domestic employers who attempted to use the employment
of foreign workersto counter rising pressures on real wages).

Because immigration to Irdand was triggered by Irdand’'s economic boom, it is
frequently argued that the current lower rates of economic growth would remove
most of the incentives tha caused immigration in the fird place and thereby
naurdly leed to a decline of labour immigration (whose magnitude reflects the
change in the economic environment). Together with the latest figures for the tota
number of work permits issued in Irdand, the subgtantid literature on the
determinants of internationd labour migration suggests that this view is dmogt
certainly mistaken.

Figure 22 shows the quarterly numbers of work permits issued (including new
pemits and renewas) and the quaterly raes of economic growth and
unemployment in Irdand during January 1999 — August 2003. The graph for
quarterly work permits shows a clear upward trend which continues despite lower
rates of economic growth and gradudly risng rates of unemployment snce mid-
2001. If the pattern in the annua issuance of work permits observed for the years
2001 and 2002 continues (with more permits issued in the second haf of the year
than in the firg hdf), the totd number of work permits issued in 2003 can be
expected to significantly exceed that of 2002.2°

29 Based on the available data, one could reasonably speculate that the number of
work permits issued in 2003 will approach 50,000. Note that this increase is
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Figure 22: Total work permits issued, unemployment (%)
and growth of GDP* (%), 1999-2003 (quarterly**)
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One of the key indghts of the literature on the determinants of internationa labour
migration is that the factors that perpetuate existing migration flows may be quite
different from, and in fact to a large degree independent of the factors that caused
the initial migration flows (see, for example, Massey et d 1998). In icular, two
key factors that tend to perpetuate existing flows are migrant networks™ and formd
and informd inditutions such as recruitment agencies and individua contractors.
Migrant networks and inditutions may sometimes operate farly independently of
exiging economic conditions which suggests that migraion flows may continue
even in an environment of declining economic growth and risng unemployment.
There is a dearth of literature on this subject in Irdand, but interviews with both
migrants and policy mekers in Irdand suggest that migrant networks and
recruitment agencies play a powerful role in facilitating and thereby dso to a certain
degree determining the magnitudes of migration flows to Ireland.

A second reason why the number of foreign workers may not significantly respond
to dower economic growth and risng unemployment levels is tha, once in place,
the employment of foreign workers tends to become gructurdly embedded in the
host economy (see, for example, Corndius 1998). For example, employers may

occurring despite the government’s decision to stop issuing work permits for certain
sectors of the economy (since April 2003). Arguably, had this decison not been
taken, the number of work permitsissued in 2003 would be even higher.

%0 Migrant networks refer to interpersond ties that connect migrants, former
migrants, and non-migrants in origin and dedtination aress through ties of kinship,
friendship, and shared community origin (compare Massey e a 1998). Networks
increase or sustain migraion by reducing migration cogs (especidly psychic costs),
gpeeding the process of job search and lowering the risks associated with uncertainty
about the degtination.
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acquire a “taste’ for foreign workers because of thelr percelved superior “work
ethic’ (as usualy reflected by therr willingness to accept working conditions that are
unlikely to be accepted by native workers). Where this is the case, the availability of
native labour may not dgnificantly dter domesic employers demand for foreign
workers.

It may thus be agued that Irdand’'s migration turning point is in dl likeihood
ireversble and that the immigration and employment of nortlrish workers will
remain permanent features of the Irish economy and society. Migrant networks and
recruitment agencies will continue to sugain migration flows to Irdand (“supply-
push’). At the same time, the impact of the current lower rates of economic growth
and riang rates of unemployment on the demand for foreign workers will probably
be much more moderate than generally expected (continued “demand-pull”). This
means tha, baring some fundamentad policy changes (eg. a more gringent
regulation of the recruitment indudry; a quota on immigration or a tax on the wage
a which foreign workers are available to native employers, etc.), the increase in the
number of non-lrish workers employed in Irdand since the mid 1990s is likey to
continue in the short to medium term.

4.2.2 The Future Composition of the Non-Irish Workforce

The second key question rdlevant to the discusson of the likely future magnitudes of
the employment of non-EU nationds in Irdand concerns the impact of EU
enlargement on the compodtion of the non-lrish workforce in Irdand. Clearly, if the
government’'s decison to grant nationas of EU accesson countries immediate
access to the Irish labour market encourages domestic employers to replace third-
country natiordls with (the new) EU nationds on a large scae, the future number of
work permit holdersin Irdland may be sgnificantly smdler than current levels.

Given that work permit gpplications are cogly in terms of the money and time
invested in the application process, it is, of course, reasonable to expect that loca
employers will, as of May 2004, fill most of therr vacancies with nationas from the
new EU member daes raher than with third-country nationds (who will continue
to require work permits to take up employment in Irdand). One may in fact expect
that most employers who are trying to recruit non-lrish workers in the remaining
months until EU enlargement (May 2004) would dready begin to hire nationds of
EU accession countries rather than third-country nationds! It is a little too early to
turn to the work permit data to assess the degree to which loca employers will be or
are dready giving preference in ther employment decisons to workers from the
new EU member states. As shown in Figure 23, however, there has not yet been any
sgnificant change in the share of “other countries” in new work permits issued snce

31 In a recent press relesse (1 August 2003), the Tanaiste points out that, in line with
the provisons of the EU Accesson Tresty dgned on 16 April 2003, “the
Depatment of Enterprise, Trade and Employment will be giving preferentid
consderation to applications for work permits in respect of Accesson State
naionas in the months ahead” (See www.entemp.ie/press03/).
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April 2003 (when the decison to grant nationals of accesson countries, as of May
2004, immediate free access to the Irish |abour market was announced).

Figure 23: New work permits by nationality group, Jan-Sep 2003
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Source: Work Permits Unit, DETE

In order to discuss, in the absence of the relevant data, whether a large-scde
replacement of third country nationds with workers from EU accesson countries
will actudly teke place or not, it is worth exploring the potentid factors that might
work agangt such a deveopment. It is useful to digtinguish between supply-side
factors and demand-side factors.

With regard to the supply Sde, for certain occupdtions, nationas of EU accession
countries may smply not have the same kind and level of sKills as those provided by
workers from outsde the enlarged EU. For example, it is reasonable to question
whether workers from EU accesson countries will have the skills to replace many of
the Asan work permit holders currently employed in the medica and nurang sector
(@mogt one third from the Philippines). Similarly, it is concavable that nationds of
the accesson states may not aways be willing to carry out the jobs that are currently
predominantly performed by work permit holders from Adgan countries, for
example. The domestic service and nursing sectors might be cases in point.

On the demand dde, one of the criticadl questions is whether and how nationdity
impacts on foreign workers wages. If the wages receved by workers from EU
accession daes are dgnificantly higher than those received by other work permit
holders (i.e. higher enough to cover costs incurred in the work permit gpplication
process), employers may not want to recruit nationals of EU accesson daes over
foreign workers from other countries. Without effective enforcement of the labour
laws, employers may furthermore prefer to hire work permit holders who find it
more difficult to escgpe adverse working conditions by changing employers (as a
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change in employer requires a new work permit) than nationds of EU accesson
countries who enjoy complete freedom of movement on the labour market.

Of course, without any empirical evidence, these hypotheses are highly speculative.
They draw attention, however, to the possbility that the government's envisaged
ggnificant increese in the share of EU nationds in the non-Irish workforce and the
associated declining need for work permits may not occur as smoothly as appears to
be expected. There is, indeed, the digtinct possbility that work permit holders will
continue to play an important role in the Irish economy and society, even following
the enlargement of the EU in May 2004.

4.3 Recommendationsfor Data Collection and Analysis

This working paper has drawn together the available data from the Central Statistics
Office (CSO) and the Work Permits Unit of the Department of Enterprise, Trade and
Employment (DETE) to study emerging trends and patterns in the immigration and
employment of nonEU naionds in Irdand. Mot of the andyss has been
descriptive and the prdiminary findings are in many cases inufficient to answer
some of the questions raised in the previous section (such as the role of nationality
a a deerminant of wage and the role of recruitment agents in fadilitating
migration). Clearly, there is a need for more research and andyss of the available
data At the same time, the discussion in this paper suggests thet, even after a more
comprehensve andydss, the currently avalable data conditute an inadequate basis
for informed public debates and public management of Iabour immigration.

This find section of the paper briefly discusses the issues of data collection,
publication and datisicd andyds tha would need to be addressed most urgently in
order to meet the demands of evidence-based labour immigration policy-making in
Irdand. It is useful to diginguish between measures that am to cose the exidting
gaps between the available and the (presumably) existent data on the one hand, and
mesasures that generate necessary new information and data sets on the other hand.

4.3.1 Closing the gap between the available and existent data on immigration

Recommendations for the Work Permits Unit of the Department of Enterprise, Trade
and Employment:

enter more pieces of information collected on the work permit gpplication
and renewd forms into the work permits database (especidly information
about the education of the employee and the company’s ratio of work permit
holders to the entire company workforce);

produce comprehensive tables of work permit data that are Smilar to the
tables in Appendix B of this pgoer on an ongoing bass, and make them
avallable on the Work Permits Unit’s official website;

find mechanisms to retrieve and publish data on work visas and work
authorisations, trainees and intra-company trandfers and publish the data on
the website.



37

Department of Justice, Equdity and Law Reform:

find mechaniams to retrieve and publish annud figures on issuance of visas
(including students and dependents) by type, duration and other relevant
information on an ongoing bas's,

maintain webste with historical and up-to-date tables of collected data.

Centrd Statistics Office:

include information about the nationdity of workers in the published tables
and analyses of the Quarterly National Household Surveys.

These measures are unlikdy to require substantid new resources and may yidd
ggnificant benefits. This research project may be a good case in point. Upon my
request, the Work Permits Unit of the Department of Enterprise, Trade and
Employment has shown condderable co-operation and support in retrieving data
from its work permits database. This has made it possble to analyse work permit
data that have never been retrieved before. Presumably, smilar exercises could be
caried out a other rdevant departments that collect data on immigraion (eg.
within the DJELR).

4.3.2 Generating new data and infor mation wher e necessary

In addition to closing the gap between the currently avallable and existing data, there
is a need to find mechanisms to generate new information and data sets. Most
importantly, there is dill rdativey little systematic information about the
migration outcomes for foreign (especially non-EU) workers in_practice. This
includes. information about migrant workers wages and employment conditions
(which may wel diverge from those “offered” to workers on the work permit
goplication form); housng conditions, channds of recruitment and expenses
incurred during the recruitment process, remittances, intentions with regard to return
home and possble return to Irdand a a later stage; etc. The adminidrative data
collected by the various government agencies are much too limited to shed light on
any of these issues. Furthermore, to the best of the author’'s knowledge, most of the
current surveys carried out by the CSO 4ill give too little emphasis to nationdity as
a characterigic of the interviewee, such hat the survey results are dso insufficient to
edtablish a comprehendve picture of the economic and socid outcomes for foreign
workersin Ireland.®

In the absence of sysematic data collection and analyss, the avalable information
about the outcomes for migrant workers in practice is based dmost entirdy on

%2 For example, the CSO currently carries out the Nationd Employment Survey
2003, which ams to sudy the determinants of the wages received by workers in
Irdand. Unfortunately, naiondity is not incduded in the quedionnare as a
characterigic of the interviewee. It would be highly desrable to include a quedtion
about nationdity in Imilar surveysin the future.
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anecdotes and case studies (as reported in the public media). Case studies are, a
best, inadequate indicators of generd trends and petterns. Their use in immigration
debates, especidly in the absence of any systemdtic data, is dangerous as it most
likdy pants a mideading and digorted picture of redity. It is thus of utmost
importance to begin to carry out a more systematic collection of data through large-
scale, representative surveys of foreign workers (including especidly work  permit
holders). The design of such a survey could be fruitfully based on the work permit
and immigration data currently collected by the Work Permits Unit and the CSO (as
presented in this paper). As such, the proposed survey would need to be officidly
supported by the Work Permits Unit, the CSO and possbly aso by other
government agencies.

A second area where more data and research are urgently needed relates to the
nature of a local employer’s demand for non-Irish workers. How price-dagticisa
company’s demand for foreign labour? How has the employment of foreign workers
impacted on the choice of production technology? (eg. Has the employment of
foreign workers retarded technicd change, capita-intensfication, and/or ill
intengfication of the production process?) Has the company’s dependence on
foreign workers (as measured, for example, by the share of foreign workers in the
total company workforce) increased over time? What determines the degree of a
company’s dependence on foreign workers? These and many of the other important
questions about the nature of the demand for foreign workers a the micro-leve can,
agan, only be andysed through survey data It is thus necessaxry to cary out
representative surveys of employers of foreign workersin Ireland.

Third, despite its importance in fadlitating migration to Irdand, reativey little is
known about the foreign worker recruitment industry. At a minimum, basic data
need to be made available about the number of agencies that recruit foreign workers
and about their various types of activities and services offered.

4.3.3 Coor dinating data collection and analysis

In addition to improving the avalability of exiging daa and generdting new
information as suggested above, there is an urgent need to edablish a
mechanism/inditution that coordinates the various activities of data collection and
andyss. This could be done, for example, in the foom of a “Working Group on
Immigration Statitics ad Andyss’ which brings together the various data
producers (including DETE, DJELR, CSO, etc.) and the mgor data users (including
appropriate outside experts). Its principd mandate would be to coordinate the
mechanisms of data collection and ddidicd andyss across the various agencies
and to produce an annua Immigration Report. The purpose of such a report would
be to: provide a comprehensve and up-to-date picture of the immigration and
employment of non-lrish nationds, indicate and carefully explain the sources of the
vaious daa and to point out and suggest ways of diminating gaps and
discrepanciesin the data.

In addition to facilitating more evidence-based policy meking within the fidd of
ldbour immigration, the proposed edadlishment of a Working Group on
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Immigration Statidics and Andyss would hdp implement the “whole sysems
approach” to collecting nationd datistics in Irdland as advocated by the Nationd
Staisics Board (2003a). In particular, new and improved immigration data and
andydgs would make an important contribution to exising efforts to provide the
datistical information needed to support policy formulation on wider socid issues,
such as equdity and socid inclusion (see Nationd Statistics Board 2003b).

The generation of new data and the creation of a coordinating agency will, in dl
likelihood, require dgnificant new resources. Whether those resources are made
available or not will ultimately depend on the degree of importance assgned by the
government to fodtering a better undergtanding of the immigration, employment and
characterigtics of foreign workers in Irdand. It is my hope that this paper contributes
to a higher degree of awareness of the urgent need for more data and andyss of
immigration issuesin Ireland.
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Appendix A:
Statigtical tables primarily based on CSO data and inter national data

Please note that some of the data presented in Appendix A may need to be
revised based on the final results of the 2002 Census of the Population.

Table Al: Components of population change in Ireland, 1871-2002

Intercensal  Population Change in population Natural increase Net-migration (in-out)
Period in last year annual average rate* annual average rate* annual average rate*
1871-1881 3,870 -18,317 -4.6 31,855 8 -50,172 -12.7
1881-1891 3,469 -40,133 -10.9 19,600 5.3 -59,733 -16.3
1891-1901 3,222 -24,688 -7.4 14,954 4.5 -39,642 -11.9
1901-1911 3,140 -8,214 -2.6 17,940 5.6 -26,154 -8.2
1911-1926 2,972 -11,180 -3.7 15,822 5.2 -27,002 -8.8
1926-36 2,968 -357 -0.1 16,318 5.5 -16,675 -5.6
1936-46 2,955 -1,332 -0.4 17,380 5.9 -18,711 -6.3
1946-1951 2,961 1,119 0.4 25,503 8.6 -24,384 -8.2
1951-1961 2,818 -14,226 -4.9 26,652 9.2 -40,877 -14.1
1961-1971 2,978 15,991 5.5 29,442 10.2 -13,451 -4.6
1971-1981 3,443 46,516 14.5 36,127 11.3 10,389 3.2
1981-1991 3,626 8,231 2.4 28,837 8.3 -20,606 -5.9
1991-2002 3,897 35,602 10 20,931 6 14,670 4
1991-1996 3,626 20,074 5.6 18,413 5.1 1,660 0.5
1996-2002 3,897 48,542 12.9 23,030 6.1 25,511 6.8

* Rates are per 1,000 of mean population

Sources: 1871-1991: Commission on Emigration, Reports (1954) and CSO (2002)
Population and Migration Estimates, April 2002

1991-2002: CSO (July 2002) Census 2002 Preliminary Report, Dublin, p. 11



Table A2: Emigration, immigration and netmigration flows by broad nationality, 1987-2002

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 |1987-1994 1995-2002 1998-2002
Irish 111 115 181 216 226 255 200 168 176 17.7 205 232 259 182 182 18.0 147.2 159.3 103.5
% of total inflow 64.5% 59.9% 67.8% 64.9% 67.9% 62.7% 57.6% 55.8% 56.4% 45.2% 46.6% 52.7% 54.5% 43.0% 39.4% 37.9%| 62.6% 51.3% 45.5%
UK 2.8 3.7 4.1 4.6 55 64 62 63 58 83 82 83 79 71 70 51 39.6 51.9 354
% of total inflow 16.3% 19.3% 15.4% 13.8% 16.5% 15.7% 17.9% 20.9% 18.6% 21.2% 18.6% 18.9% 16.6% 16.8% 15.2% 10.7%| 16.8% 16.7% 15.6%
% of non-Irish inflow 45.9% 48.1% 47.7% 39.3% 51.4% 42.1% 42.2% 47.4% 42.6% 38.6% 34.9% 39.9% 36.6% 29.5% 25.0% 17.3%| 45.0% 34.3% 28.5%
Rest of EU 1.0 12 1.7 2.6 20 41 33 33 32 50 55 58 68 71 58 61 19.2 42.1 31.6
% of total inflow 58% 63% 64% 7.8% 6.0% 10.1% 9.5% 11.0% 10.3% 12.8% 12.5% 13.2% 14.3% 16.8% 12.6% 12.8%| 8.2% 13.6% 13.9%
% of non-lrish inflow 16.4% 15.6% 19.8% 22.2% 18.7% 27.0% 22.4% 24.8% 23.5% 23.3% 23.4% 27.9% 31.5% 29.5% 20.7% 20.7%| 21.8% 27.8% 25.5%
USA 0.9 13 0.6 13 11 17 25 20 15 40 42 22 25 22 28 19 11.4 19.8 11.6
% of total inflow 52% 6.8% 22% 39% 33% 42% 72% 6.6% 48% 10.2% 9.5% 5.0% 53% 52% 6.1% 4.0%| 4.8% 6.4% 5.1%
% of non-Irish inflow 148% 16.9% 7.0% 11.1% 10.3% 11.2% 17.0% 15.0% 11.0% 18.6% 17.9% 10.6% 11.6% 9.1% 10.0% 6.4% | 13.0% 13.1% 9.4%
Rest of World 15 16 2.2 3.3 21 30 26 17 31 42 55 45 44 77 123 164 18.0 55 453
% of total inflow 87% 83% 82% 99% 63% 7.4% 7.5% 5.6% 9.9% 10.7% 12.5% 10.2% 9.3% 18.2% 26.6% 34.5%| 7.7% 17.7% 19.9%
% of non-Irish inflow 24.6% 20.8% 25.6% 28.2% 19.6% 19.7% 17.7% 12.8% 22.8% 19.5% 23.4% 21.6% 20.4% 32.0% 43.9% 55.6%| 20.5% 36.4% 36.5%
Total Inflows 172 192 267 333 333 407 347 301 312 392 440 440 475 423 462 475 235.2 310.5 221.5
Non-Irish 6.1 7.7 8.6 11.7 107 152 147 133 136 215 235 208 216 241 280 295 88.0 151.2 124.0
Total emigration 402 611 706 563 353 334 351 348 331 312 29 212 29 223 199 1838 185.7 1714 111.2
Total net migration -23 419 -439  -23 -2 73 -04 -47 -19 8 15 228 185 20 263 287 | -1316 139.1 116.3

Sources: CSO, Population and Migration Estimates, April 2002

Table A3: Numbers of applications for asylum, work permit, work visas and authorisations, 1995-2002

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

2001 2002

Asylum seekers

New work permits and work visas/authorisations
New work permits
Work visas and authorisations

424 1,179 3,883 4,626 7,724 10,938 10,325 11,530
2,563 2,137 2,668 3,589 4,328 16,817 33,343 25,936
2,563 2,137 2,668 3,589 4,328 15,434 29,594 23,326

1,383 3,749 2,610

Sources: DJELR (Asylum Seekers), DETE (work permits), FAS 2003 (work visas/authorisations)

Table A4: Comparison of numbers of work permits issued (DETE)
and non-EU nationals employed (CSO), April 2000-April 2002

April 2000 April 2001 April 2002
Work permits issued (ENTEMP)* 6.801 23.684 38.605
Non-EU nationals employed (CSO) 12.5 25.5 39.9
* in year leading up to April
Source: Work permits database (DETE) and CSO
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Table A5: Estimated number of persons aged 15 years and over classified by ILO economic status, nationality and sex, 1998-2002 (2 quarters)

ILO economic status
and nationality

Males

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Females
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

All persons
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

IN EMPLOYMENT
Irish?
share in total employed
Non-Irish
share in total employed
United Kingdom
share in total Non-Irish
share in total employed
Other EU
share in total Non-Irish
share in total employed
Non-EU
share in total Non-Irish
share in total employed
USA
share in total Non-EU
share in total Non-Irish
share in total employed
Other
share in total Non-EU
share in total Non-Irish
share in total employed
Total Employed

UNEMPLOYED
Irish?
unemployment rate?
Non-Irish
unemployment rate?
United Kingdom
unemployment rate?
Other EU
unemployment rate?
Non-EU
unemployment rate?
USA
unemployment rate?
Other
unemployment rate?
Total
unemployment rate?

LABOUR FORCE
Irish?
share in total labour force
participation rate?
Non-Irish
share in total labour force
participation rate®
United Kingdom
share in total Non-Irish
share in total labour force
participation rate?

872.6
97.0%
27.3
3.0%
17.2
63.0%
1.9%
4.9
17.9%
0.5%
5.2
19.0%
0.6%
2.1
40.4%
1.7%
0.2%
3.1
59.6%
11.4%
0.3%
899.9

74.9
7.9%
3.9
12.5%
2.7
13.6%
0.3
5.8%
0.8
13.3%

0.7
18.4%
78.8
8.1%

947.5
96.8%
69.4%
31.2
3.2%
68.4%
19.9
63.8%
2.0%
70.8%

915.8
96.7%
31.5
3.3%
19.9
63.2%
2.1%
6.0
19.0%
0.6%
5.7
18.1%
0.6%
1.8
31.6%
5.7%
0.2%
3.8
66.7%
12.1%
0.4%
947.3

57.0
5.9%
2.4
7.1%
1.5
7.0%
0.3
4.8%
0.6
9.7%

0.3
7.3%
59.4
5.9%

972.8
96.6%
70.3%
33.9
3.4%
69.3%
21.4
63.1%
2.1%
73.5%

953.7 967.1 960.6
96.3% 95.4% 94.4%
36.2 46.8 56.6
3.7% 4.6% 5.6%
19.8 22.0 227
54.7% 47.0% 40.1%
20% 22% 22%
87 85 87
24.0% 18.2% 15.4%
0.9% 0.8% 0.9%
7.7 163 25.2
21.3% 34.8% 44.5%
0.8% 1.6% 2.5%
1.4 18 1.6
18.2% 11.0% 6.3%
3.9% 3.8% 2.8%
01% 0.2% 0.2%
6.3 145 23.5
81.8% 89.0% 93.3%
17.4% 31.0% 41.5%
0.6% 1.4% 23%
989.9 1,013.91,017.2

42,7 375 46.0
43% 3.7% 4.6%
22 23 28
57% 47% 4.7%
1.3 12 13
6.2% 5.2% 5.4%

* o 34% 3.3%
0.7 0.7 1.2
8.3% 4.1% 4.6%

06 0.7 1.2
8.7% 4.6% 4.9%
449 39.8 48.8
43% 3.8% 4.6%

996.5 1,004.61,006.6
96.3% 95.3% 94.4%
71.0% 70.8% 70.3%
384 491 594
37% 4.7% 5.6%
70.1% 73.0% 72.7%
211 232 240
54.9% 47.3% 40.4%
20% 22% 2.3%
76.4% 73.7% 73.8%

574.4 6221 657.0 668.9 692.9
96.6% 96.6% 96.5% 95.2% 94.6%
20.3 21.7 23.8 33.6 39.8
34% 3.4% 35% 4.8% 5.4%
1.2 116 121 156 1541
55.2% 53.5% 50.8% 46.4% 37.9%
19% 1.8% 1.8% 22% 2.1%
54 63 69 89 99
26.6% 29.0% 29.0% 26.5% 24.9%
09% 1.0% 1.0% 13% 1.4%
3.7 3.8 48 91 147
18.2% 17.5% 20.2% 27.1% 36.9%
0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 13% 2.0%
1.6 14 14 16 2.0
43.2% 36.8% 29.2% 17.6% 13.6%
79% 65% 59% 4.8% 5.0%
0.3% 02% 02% 02% 0.3%
20 24 34 75 127
54.1% 63.2% 70.8% 82.4% 86.4%
9.9% 11.1% 14.3% 22.3% 31.9%
03% 04% 05% 11% 1.7%
594.6 643.9 680.8 702.5 732.7

455 356 28.2 23.8 26.0
73% 54% 41% 3.4% 3.6%
23 20 18 18 24
102% 84% 7.0% 51% 5.7%
1.7 13 12 11 15
13.2% 10.0% 9.0% 6.6% 9.0%
03 03 04 03 04

53% 45% 55% 3.3% 3.9%
03 04 * 04 05
75% 9.8% *  42% 3.3%
* 03 * 04 04
*111% ¢ 51% 3.1%
47.8 375 300 256 28.3
74% 55% 42% 35% 3.7%
619.8 657.7 6851 692.7 718.9

96.5% 96.5% 96.4% 95.1% 94.5%
43.9% 45.9% 47.1% 47.3% 48.5%
22.6 23.7 25.6 354 421
35% 35% 36% 4.9% 55%
46.6% 47.1% 49.2% 52.1% 53.4%
129 13.0 133 16.7 16.6
57.1% 54.9% 52.0% 47.2% 39.4%
20% 19% 1.9% 23% 2.2%
46.1% 46.6% 48.7% 49.7% 51.1%

1,447.01,537.91,610.71,636.11,653.5
96.8% 96.7% 96.4% 95.3% 94.5%
47.5 53.2 60.0 804 96.4
32% 3.3% 36% 4.7% 55%
283 315 319 376 378
59.6% 59.2% 53.2% 46.8% 39.2%
19% 2.0% 1.9% 22% 2.2%
10.3 123 15.6 17.4 18.6
21.7% 23.1% 26.0% 21.6% 19.3%
0.7% 08% 09% 10% 1.1%
89 94 125 255 39.9
18.7% 17.7% 20.8% 31.7% 41.4%
0.6% 0.6% 0.7% 15% 2.3%
37 33 28 35 3.6
41.6% 35.1% 22.4% 13.7% 9.0%
78% 6.2% 47% 4.4% 3.7%
02% 02% 02% 0.2% 0.2%
52 6.2 9.7 220 363
58.4% 66.0% 77.6% 86.3% 91.0%
10.9% 11.7% 16.2% 27.4% 37.7%
03% 04% 06% 13% 2.1%
1,494.51,591.11,670.71,716.51,749.9

120.4 92.5 709 613 720
T7% 57% 42% 3.6% 4.2%
63 44 40 41 5.2
11.7% 7.6% 6.3% 4.9% 5.1%
44 29 25 23 28
13.4% 8.4% 7.3% 5.8% 6.9%
06 06 06 06 0.7
55% 47% 37% 33% 3.6%
1.2 09 09 11 17
11.9% 8.7% 6.7% 4.1% 4.1%

g%  * * *
09 06 07 11 1.6
148% 88% 6.7% 4.8% 4.2%
126.6 96.9 749 654 77.2
78% 57% 43% 3.7% 4.2%

1,567.31,630.41,681.61,697.41,725.5
96.7% 96.6% 96.3% 95.3% 94.4%
56.5% 57.9% 58.9% 58.9% 59.2%
53.8 57.6 64.0 845 1015
33% 34% 37% 4.7% 5.6%
57.1% 58.0% 59.9% 62.5% 63.2%
328 344 344 399 407
61.0% 59.7% 53.8% 47.2% 40.1%
20% 20% 20% 22% 2.2%
58.5% 60.2% 62.7% 61.3% 62.6%



Table A5 (continued): Estimated number of persons aged 15 years and over classified by ILO economic status, nationality and sex, 1998-2002 (2" quarters)

LABOUR FORCE (contd.)

ILO economic status
and nationality

Males
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Females
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

All persons
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

Other EU

share in total Non-Irish
share in total labour force

participation rate3
Non-EU

share in total Non-Irish
share in total labour force

participation rate®
USA

share in total Non-EU
share in total Non-Irish

52 63 89 88 9.1
16.7% 18.6% 23.2% 17.9% 15.3%
05% 0.6% 0.9% 0.8% 0.9%
71.2% 73.3% 76.7% 82.2% 81.3%
60 6.2 84 171 263
19.2% 18.3% 21.9% 34.8% 44.3%
0.6% 0.6% 08% 16% 2.5%
58.3% 55.4% 53.5% 67.9% 69.2%
22 21 15 1.8 1.6
36.7% 33.9% 17.9% 10.5% 6.1%
71% 6.2% 39% 3.7% 2.7%

share in total labour force 02% 02% 01% 02% 0.2%

participation rate3
Other

share in total Non-EU

61.1% 67.7% 68.2% 60.0% 55.2%
38 41 69 152 247
63.3% 66.1% 82.1% 88.9% 93.9%

share in total Non-Irish 12.9% 12.1% 18.0% 31.0% 41.6%
share in total labour force 04% 04% 07% 1.4% 2.3%

participation rate3
Total Labour Force
participation rate3

Population 15 and over
Irisht
Non-Irish
United Kingdom
Other EU
Non-EU
USA
Other
Total

TOTAL POPULATION
Irish?
share in total population
Non-Irish
share in total population
United Kingdom

share in total Non-Irish
share in total population

Other EU

share in total Non-Irish
share in total population

Non-EU

share in total Non-Irish
share in total population

USA

share in total Non-EU
share in total Non-Irish
share in total population

Other

share in total Non-EU

56.7% 50.6% 51.5% 68.5% 70.4%
978.7 1,006.71,034.91,053.71,066.0
69.4% 70.2% 71.0% 70.9% 70.4%

1,364.71,384.51,402.71,418.51,432.0
456 489 548 673 817
281 291 276 315 325
7.3 86 116 10.7 11.2
103 112 157 252 380
36 31 22 30 29
6.7 81 134 222 351

1,410.31,433.41,457.51,485.81,513.7

1,785.51,801.31,815.81,830.11,840.5
97.1% 96.9% 96.6% 95.9% 95.1%
53.5 578 648 773 94.6
29% 3.1% 3.4% 41% 4.9%
328 347 331 378 385
61.3% 60.0% 51.1% 48.9% 40.7%
18% 1.9% 1.8% 2.0% 2.0%
80 9.2 128 113 1241
15.0% 15.9% 19.8% 14.6% 12.8%
04% 05% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6%
127 13.8 18.9 28.3 441
23.7% 23.9% 29.2% 36.6% 46.6%
0.7% 0.7% 1.0% 15% 2.3%
47 44 34 39 43
37.0% 31.9% 18.0% 13.8% 9.8%
8.8% 7.6% 52% 50% 4.5%
03% 02% 02% 02% 0.2%
80 95 154 244 398
63.0% 68.8% 81.5% 86.2% 90.2%

share in total Non-Irish 15.0% 16.4% 23.8% 31.6% 42.1%

share in total population

Total

04% 05% 08% 1.3% 21%
1,839.11,859.11,880.61,907.41,935.1

57 6.6 73 9.2 103
25.2% 27.8% 28.5% 26.0% 24.5%
09% 1.0% 1.0% 13% 1.4%
57.6% 61.7% 62.4% 68.1% 69.6%
40 41 50 95 152
17.7% 17.3% 19.5% 26.8% 36.1%
0.6% 0.6% 07% 13% 2.0%
37.4% 35.0% 38.5% 45.5% 48.3%

1.7 14 15 1.7 241
42.5% 34.1% 30.0% 17.9% 13.8%
75% 59% 59% 4.8% 50%
03% 02% 02% 02% 0.3%
40.5% 32.6% 39.5% 32.1% 43.8%

23 27 35 79 1341
57.5% 65.9% 70.0% 83.2% 86.2%
10.2% 11.4% 13.7% 22.3% 31.1%
04% 04% 05% 11% 1.7%
35.9% 36.5% 38.0% 50.6% 49.1%
642.4 681.4 710.8 728.1 761.0
44.0% 46.0% 47.2% 47.5% 48.8%

1,410.81,431.71,453.11,463.61,482.2
485 503 520 68.0 788
28.0 279 273 336 325
9.9 107 11.7 135 148
10.7 117 130 209 315
42 43 38 53 48
64 74 92 156 26.7

1,459.31,482.01,505.01,531.51,560.9

1,808.31,825.41,844.61,853.21,869.3
96.9% 96.8% 96.8% 95.9% 95.3%
57.5 60.2 61.8 783 92.6
31% 32% 32% 4.1% 4.7%
334 341 338 39.6 388
58.1% 56.6% 54.7% 50.6% 41.9%
18% 18% 1.8% 21% 2.0%
11.0 115 125 14.0 156
19.1% 19.1% 20.2% 17.9% 16.8%
06% 0.6% 07% 07% 0.8%
131 146 154 247 38.2
22.8% 24.3% 24.9% 31.5% 41.3%
0.7% 0.8% 08% 13% 1.9%
54 56 46 6.5 6.6
41.2% 38.4% 29.9% 26.3% 17.3%
9.4% 9.3% 7.4% 83% 7.1%
03% 0.3% 02% 03% 0.3%
7.7 9.0 10.8 18.2 31.6
58.8% 61.6% 70.1% 73.7% 82.7%
13.4% 15.0% 17.5% 23.2% 34.1%
04% 05% 06% 09% 1.6%
1,865.81,885.61,906.31,931.51,961.9

109 129 16.3 18.0 194
20.3% 22.4% 25.5% 21.3% 19.1%
0.7% 0.8% 09% 10% 1.1%
63.7% 66.8% 70.3% 74.4% 74.6%
101 103 134 266 415
18.8% 17.9% 20.9% 31.5% 40.9%
0.6% 0.6% 08% 15% 23%
48.1% 45.0% 46.7% 57.7% 59.7%
39 35 30 35 37
38.6% 34.0% 22.4% 13.2% 8.9%
72% 6.1% 47% 41% 3.6%
02% 02% 02% 02% 0.2%
50.0% 47.3% 49.2% 42.2% 48.1%
6.1 6.8 104 231 37.8
60.4% 66.0% 77.6% 86.8% 91.1%
11.3% 11.8% 16.3% 27.3% 37.2%
04% 0.4% 06% 13% 21%
46.6% 43.9% 46.0% 61.1% 61.2%
1,621.11,688.11,745.61,781.91,827.0
56.5% 57.9% 58.9% 59.1% 59.4%

2,775.52,816.22,855.82,882.02,914.2
942 99.3 106.8 1353 160.5
56.1 57.1 549 651 65.0
171 193 232 242 26.0
21.0 229 287 46.1 695
78 74 61 83 7.7
13.1 155 226 378 618

2,869.62,915.52,962.63,017.33,074.7

3,593.83,626.73,660.43,683.33,709.8
97.0% 96.8% 96.7% 95.9% 95.2%
1111 118.0 126.5 155.6 187.2
3.0% 3.2% 33% 4.1% 4.8%
66.2 688 669 773 773
59.6% 58.3% 52.9% 49.7% 41.3%
18% 18% 1.8% 20% 2.0%
19.0 20.8 253 253 27.7
17.1% 17.6% 20.0% 16.3% 14.8%
05% 06% 07% 0.7% 0.7%
25.8 284 343 53.0 823
232% 24.1% 27.1% 34.1% 44.0%
07% 0.8% 09% 14% 2.1%
100 99 8.0 104 109
38.8% 34.9% 23.3% 19.6% 13.2%
9.0% 8.4% 63% 6.7% 58%
03% 03% 02% 03% 0.3%
15.7 185 263 426 71.3
60.9% 65.1% 76.7% 80.4% 86.6%
14.1% 15.7% 20.8% 27.4% 38.1%
04% 05% 07% 11% 1.8%
3,704.93,744.73,786.93,838.93,897.0

* Sample size too small for estimation; * May contain a small number of 'not stated' for nationality; 2 Unemployment rate = Unemployed/Total Labour Force;
3 Participation rate = Labour Force/Population of Age 15+; Note: Please be aware when using small values that data may be subject to sampling error.

Source: Quarterly National Household Survey, Central Statistics Office, Ireland.



Table A6: Estimated number of Non-EU nationals aged 15 years and over in employment (ILO) in Ireland classified by NACE economic sector - QNHS, 1998 g2 - 2002 g2

Apr-98 Apr-99 Apr-00 Apr-01 Apr-02
N Col% % insectorf N Col% % insectorf N Col% %insectorf N Col% % insector] N Col % % in sector
Agriculture, forestry and fishing oo * 0.3 3.2% 0.22%|0.5 4.0% 0.38%|1.5 5.9% 1.25%(1.8 4.5% 1.49%
Industry? 2.0 22.5% 2.0 21.3% 2.5 20.0% 5.7 22.4% 8.2 20.6%
Other production industries 1.7 19.1% 0.56%|1.6 17.0% 0.52%|1.8 14.4% 0.58%|4.4 17.3% 1.39%|6.7 16.8% 2.21%
Construction 0.3 3.4% 0.24%(0.4 4.3% 0.28%(0.6 4.8% 0.36%(1.3 5.1% 0.72%|1.5 3.8% 0.83%
Services! 6.8 76.4% 7.0 74.5% 9.6 76.8% 18.2 71.4% 29.9 74.9%

Wholesale and retail trade

Hotels and restaurants

Transport, storage and communication
Financial and other business services
Public administration and defence
Education

Health

Other services

0.7 7.9% 0.33%
1.6 18.0% 1.63%
0.3 3.4% 0.35%
1.2 13.5% 0.70%
* * *

0.4 4.5% 0.43%
1.7 19.1% 1.49%
0.8 9.0% 0.94%

0.6 6.4% 0.27%
1.6 17.0% 1.56%
0.4 4.3% 0.42%
1.8 19.1% 0.92%
* * *

0.3 3.2% 0.30%
1.3 13.8% 1.08%
0.8 8.5% 0.87%

0.8 6.4% 0.34%
2.0 16.0% 1.83%
05 4.0% 0.50%
2.4 19.2% 1.13%
* * *

0.6 4.8% 0.59%
2.2 17.6% 1.66%
1.0 8.0% 1.07%

20 7.8% 0.81%
4.9 19.2% 4.68%
11 4.3% 1.00%
5.0 19.6% 2.29%
03 12% *

0.7 2.7% 0.68%
2.6 10.2% 1.82%
15 5.9% 1.63%

4.3 10.8% 1.75%
8.5 21.3% 8.11%
12 3.0% 1.09%
6.5 16.3% 2.84%
* * *

11 2.8% 1.00%
5.8 14.5% 3.69%
23 5.8% 2.32%

Total'

8.9100.0%

0.60%9.4 100.0% 0.59%

12.5100.0% 0.75%

25.5 100.0% 1.49%

39.9 100.0% 2.28%

1 Totals sometimes do not add up due to rounding error and, in some cases, missing data for sub-sectors.

* Sample size too small for estimation.

Note: Please be aware when using small values that data may be subject to sampling error.
Source: Quarterly National Household Surveys 1998 g2 - 2002 g2, Central Statistics Office (CSO), Ireland.
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Table A7: Employment of foreigners by sectors, 2000-2001 average (Percentages of total foreign employment)

Agriculture and  Mining, Manufacturing Construction Wholesale and Hotels and Education Health and other Households Admin. and Other
fishing and Energy retail trade restaurants community ETO services
services

Austria 1.3 26.5 12.2 12.9 10.7 2.2 6.1 - 4.2 23.3
Belgium 1.2 23 8.5 13.8 8.3 3.6 6.9 1 9 24.7
Czech Republic - 24.9 11.3 27.3 5.2 - - - - 19.7
Denmark - 16.2 - 11.9 9.5 5.9 18.5 - - 30.1
France 3.1 18 17.4 11.4 7.4 3 4.8 6.5 2.5 25.8
Germany 1.5 32.8 9.2 12.3 10.6 2.5 6.8 0.5 2.2 21.4
Greece 2.8 17.5 27.1 11 9.5 - - 18.1 - 10.3
Ireland - 17.6 8.1 9.3 11.9 6.4 8.9 - - 32.1
Italy 4.5 28.9 11.1 9.7 7.9 2.8 4.6 10.8 2.4 17.4
Japan 0.4 60 2.2 8.3 ! . N . N 29.1
Luxembourg 0.8 10 15.9 14.1 8.9 2.4 6.4 3.6 9.5 28.3
Netherlands 3.8 22.3 4 131 7.2 3.6 9.4 . 2.6 34
Norway - 17.8 5.6 13.3 6.4 8 20 - 2.9 24.2
Spain 7.8 10.4 13 11.7 15.9 4.1 1.7 15.7 - 19.1
Sweden - 23.3 - 9.2 7.4 9.6 14.8 - - 30.6
Switzerland 1.2 22.5 9.9 155 6 5.2 11.6 1.2 2.3 24.8
United Kingdom - 13.2 4.4 11.5 9.9 7.9 13.9 1.5 4.1 33.2
Australia® 2.1 17.9 7.8 16.5 6 6.2 10 3.2 3.3 26.9
Canada’ 2.4 19.6 5 24.1 ! 3 24.6 . 3.8 20.4
United States” 3.5 18 7.7 22 ! 5.7 10 1.9 2 29.3

Note: The number in bold indicate the sectors where foreigners are over-presented (i.e., the share of foreign employment in that sector is higher than the share of foreign employment in total employment).
The sign "-" indicates that the figure calculated was not statistically significant

1. The "Hotels and restaurants” category is included in the "Wholesale and retail trade"

2. The data refer to the foreign-born population.

3. The "Education” category is included in the "Health and other community services" category
Sources: OECD 2003, p. 63, based on Labour force surveys, figures supplied by Eurostat and by the Australian Bureau of Statistics; Ministry of Labour (Japan); 1996 Census, Statistics Canada;
Current Population Survey March Supplements; US Bureau of the Census



Table A8: Estimated number of Non-EU nationals aged 15 years and over in employment (ILO) classified by broad occupation - QNHS, 1998 g2 - 2002 g2

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002

N Col % % in occup. N Col% %in occup. N Coo %in occup N Col% %in occup N Col% %in occup.
Managers and administrators 1.6 17.78% 0.56%|1.5 16.30% 0.51%]| 2.0 16.13% 0.6694 2.8 11.02% 0.9194 3.1 7.75% 1.01%
Professional 21 23.33% 1.43%|2.1 22.83% 1.32%| 2.9 23.39% 1.74% 4.6 18.11% 2.6694 5.3 13.25% 2.81%
Associate professional and technical 12 13.33% 1.00%(1.2 13.04% 0.92%| 1.8 14.52% 1.2994 3.0 11.81% 2.03%4 5.5 13.75% 3.56%
Clerical and secretarial 0.7 7.78% 0.38%]0.8 8.70% 0.40%| 0.9 7.26% 0.4499 1.6 6.30% 0.7594 3.0 7.50% 1.34%
Craft and related 0.6 6.67% 0.30%|0.7 7.61% 0.32%| 1.0 8.06% 0.4494 2.6 10.24% 11194 3.4 8.50% 1.52%
Personal and protective service 14 15.56% 1.00%[1.2 13.04% 0.78%| 1.7 13.71% 1.03% 4.2 16.54% 2.5694 7.6 19.00% 4.52%
Sales 0.5 5.56% 0.43%|0.6  6.52% 0.47%| 0.6 4.84% 0.4499 1.7 6.69% 1.2094 2.3 5.75% 1.60%
Plant and machine operatives 0.3 3.33% 0.19%]0.4 4.35% 0.25%| 0.8 6.45% 0.4499 1.9 7.48% 0.9994 3.9 9.75% 2.13%
Other 0.6 6.67% 0.42%|0.7 7.61% 0.48%| 0.7 5.65% 0.4794 3.0 11.81% 2.0694 5.9 14.75% 3.79%
Total* 8.9 100.00% 0.60%]9.4 100.00% 0.59%12.5100.00% 0.759425.5100.00% 1.49%439.9100.00% 2.28%

* subject to rounding errors

Note: Please be aware when using small values that data may be subject to sampling error.
Source: Quarterly National Household Survey, Central Statistics Office, Ireland.
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Table A9: Estimated average hours worked per week by Non-EU nationals and all persons aged 15 years
and over in employment (ILO) classified NACE economic sector - QNHS, 1998 g2 - 2002 g2

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1998-2002

Average working hours per week of Non-EU nationals

Agriculture, forestry and fishing * 348 394 447 433 40.55
Other production industries 447 401 434 411 402 41.9
Construction 445 428 388 410 411 41.64
Wholesale and retail trade 413 431 442 387 385 41.16
Hotels and restaurants 46.1 439 388 39.1 396 415
Transport, storage and communication 425 386 428 414 401 41.08
Financial and other business services 424 393 406 401 404 40.56
Public administration and defence 37.0 * * 404 * 38.7
Education 253 263 286 265 332 27.98
Health 535 54.0 521 473 405 49.48
Other services 415 371 373 335 36.1 37.1
Total 446 415 419 403 39.7 41.6

Average working hours per week of all persons

Agriculture, forestry and fishing 55.0 539 534 538 54.2 54.06
Other production industries 40.2 399 395 396 394 39.72
Construction 421 419 424 421 418 42.06
Wholesale and retail trade 375 363 36.0 355 355 36.16
Hotels and restaurants 356 341 341 345 347 34.6
Transport, storage and communication 414 404 404 404 404 40.6
Financial and other business services 384 380 380 380 377 38.02
Public administration and defence 38.0 378 378 375 370 37.62
Education 286 287 288 293 29.0 28.88
Health 343 341 339 331 337 33.82
Other services 33.7 336 340 339 336 33.76
Total 388 381 380 379 377 38.1

Source: Quarterly National Household Survey, Central Statistics Office, Ireland.



Table A10:Estimated average hours worked per week by Non-EU nationals and all persons
aged 15 years and over in employment (ILO) classified by broad occupation - QNHS,
1998 g2 - 2002 g2

Non-EU
1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 1998-2002

Average working hours of Non-EU nationals

Managers and administrators 55,5 47.6 49.6 454 45.0 48.6
Professional 514 48.6 48.6 41.7 40.8 46.2
Associate professional and technical  42.0 37.2 38.4 37.6 39.7 39.0
Clerical and secretarial 33,5 351 36.3 384 393 36.5
Craft and related 425 425 415 399 41.1 415
Personal and protective service 37.7 435 37.0 39.4 3838 39.3
Sales 33.8 33.7 36.6 369 34.1 35.0
Plant and machine operatives 424 36.0 39.3 41.3 40.0 39.8
Other 41.1 36.3 334 404 38.9 38.0
Total 446 415 419 403 397 41.6

Average working hours of all persons

Managers and administrators 50.3 485 47.8 47.2 471 48.2
Professional 36.1 359 36.1 364 36.1 36.1
Associate professional and technical 37.0 36.6 36.8 36.6 36.4 36.7
Clerical and secretarial 349 350 348 344 343 34.7
Craft and related 414 40.8 412 410 410 41.1
Personal and protective service 33.7 329 33.0 332 331 33.2
Sales 33.3 323 320 321 320 32.3
Plant and machine operatives 40.6 40.4 40.0 40.1 403 40.3
Other 33.2 334 332 33.3 33.0 33.2
Total 38.8 381 38.0 379 37.7 38.1

Source: Quarterly National Household Survey, Central Statistics
Office, Ireland.
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Appendix B:
Statistical tables primarily based on work permit database (DETE)

Table B1: Work permitsissued by type and nationality group, 1999 — 2003 (10 March)*

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003* 1999-2003*

Total 5750 17,833 36,756 40,504 5,968 106,811
New 4,036 15,335 29,491 23,207 3,871 75,940
Renewal 1,448 2,201 6,919 16,861 2,020 29,449
Renewal Rate" 38.28% 38.80% 45.87%

Group 266 297 346 436 77 1,422

Selected OECD Countries’ 1,691 3,170 3,393 2973 529 11,756
New 1,204 2,610 2,567 1,836 348 8,565
Renewal 487 560 826 1,137 181 3,191

Renewal Rate 33.12% 26.06% 33.51%

EU Accession Countries 2004° 692 5,683 13,452 13,889 2,038 35,754
New 600 5,392 11,375 8,149 1,398 26,914
Renewal 92 291 2,077 5740 640 8,840

Renewal Rate 42.05% 36.55% 42.67%

EU Applicant Countries’ 189 720 2,603 3,531 429 7,472
New 155 650 2,232 2,195 250 5,482
Renewal 34 70 371 1,336 179 1,990

Renewal Rate 37.04% 51.53% 51.33%

Other Countries (Non-EEA5) 3,178 8,260 17,308 20,111 2,972 51,829
New 2,077 6,683 13,317 11,027 1,875 34,979
Renewal 835 1,280 3,645 8,648 1,020 15,428

Renewal Rate 40.28% 44.13% 49.97%
Group 266 297 346 436 77 1,422

* Based on work permit applications received up to 10 March 2003
! The Renewal Rate is defined as the share of renewals in year t in the total number of
germits issued in year t-1.

The Selected OECD Countries include USA, Australia, New Zealand, Canada and
Japan.
® The EU Accession Countries 2004 include Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Czech Republic,
Estonia, Hungary, Slovakia, Malta, Slovenia and Cyprus.
* The Applicants for EU Membership include Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia and Turkey.

®The EEA includes the EU plus Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein.
Source: DETE, Work permits database (10 March 2003)
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Table B2: Duration of work permit (in days) by type of permit and nationality group, 1999 — 2003 (10 March)*

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1999-2003* Valid N

Total 308.7 337.3 345.8 342.3 336.9 340.6 N=106,607
New 316.9 3417 347.1 338.2 333.6 341.0 N=75,940
Renewal 338.2 347.2 356.4 356.1 354.3 3545 N=29,245
Group 31.1 34.4 27.7 24.6 46.1 29.8 N=1,422
Selected OECD Countries® 3125 317.3 323.1 3219 3107 319.2 N=11,706
New 300.0 311.3 3154 306.6 288.0 309.0 N=8,565
Renewal 3445 3459 347.3 346.9 354.7 346.9 N=3,141
EU Accession Countries 2004 321.8 349.0 350.1 3445 338.7 346.6 N=35,745
New 320.2 3494 348.6 338.2 332.9 344.1 N=26,914
Renewal 3325 3425 3585 3534 3515 353.9 N=8,831
EU Applicant Countries® 331.7 3525 342.7 343.6 358.7 344.7 N=7,465
New 326.3 351.6 340.3 3335 356.2 339.2 N=5,482
Renewal 3584 361.6 357.1 360.1 362.2 359.7 N=1,983
Other Countries (Non-EEA4) 3025 3355 3474 3435 337.1 340.7 N=51,691
New 325.1 3465 353.0 344.4 339.6 346.7 N=34,979
Renewal 334.3 348.0 357.2 3584 354.6 355.8 N=15,290
Group 31.1 34.4 27.7 24.6 46.1 29.8 N=1,422

* Based on work permit applications received up to 10 March 2003

! The Selected OECD Countries include USA, Australia, New Zealand, Canada and Japan.
% The EU Accession Countries 2004 include Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Slovakia,
Malta, Slovenia and Cyprus.

® The Applicants for EU Membership include Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia and Turkey.

* The EEA includes the EU plus Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein.
Source: DETE, Work permits database (10 March 2003)



Table B3: Ranking of total permitsissued by nationality, 1999-2003 (10 March)*

52

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003* 1999-2003*
N Share N Share N Share N Share N Share N Share
Latvia 250 4.3% 2,160 12.1% 4,403 12.0% 3,986 9.8% 535 9.0% 11,334 10.6%
Lithuania 18 0.3% 844 4.7% 2,948 8.0% 3,880 9.6% 572 9.6% 8,262 7.7%
Philippines 149 2.6% 997 5.6% 2472 6.7% 3,260 8.0% 513 8.6% 7391 6.9%
Poland 179  3.1% 885 5.0% 2,508 6.8% 3,167 7.8% 548 9.2% 7,287 6.8%
South Africa 334 5.8% 642 3.6% 2,271 62% 2,315 57% 393 6.6% 5,955 5.6%
Romania 77 13% 400 22% 1,804 4.9% 2,474 6.1% 268 4.5% 5023 4.7%
Ukraine 41  0.7% 388 22% 1,351 3.7% 2,089 52% 341 57% 4,210 3.9%
Czech Rep. 99 1.7% 955 54% 1,481 4.0% 1,143 28% 216 3.6% 3,894 3.6%
Russian Fed. 191 3.3% 804 45% 1,469 4.0% 1,231 3.0% 140 2.3% 3,835 3.6%
USA 820 14.3% 1,045 5.9% 979 2.7% 798 2.0% 162 2.7% 3,804 3.6%
Australia 329 57% 759 43% 1,114 3.0% 1,121 28% 191 3.2% 3,514 3.3%
Malaysia 228  4.0% 769 43% 1,116 3.0% 1,056 2.6% 123 21% 3,292 3.1%
Brazil 160 2.8% 630 35% 1,005 27% 1,331 33% 148 2.5% 3274 3.1%
China 133 2.3% 371 2.1% 994 2.7% 1,221 3.0% 188 3.2% 2,907 2.7%
India 359 6.2% 633 3.5% 763  2.1% 837 21% 136 2.3% 2,728 2.6%
Pakistan 230 4.0% 452 2.5% 829 2.3% 845 2.1% 85 1.4% 2,441 2.3%
Estonia 2  0.0% 355 2.0% 1,056 2.9% 825 2.0% 77 1.3% 2,315 2.2%
Belarus 13 0.2% 170 1.0% 780 2.1% 884 22% 122 2.0% 1,969 1.8%
New Zealand 208 3.6% 416 2.3% 601 1.6% 562 14% 106 1.8% 1,893 1.8%
Bangladesh 66 1.1% 281 1.6% 548 1.5% 770 19% 157 2.6% 1,822 1.7%
Canada 156 2.7% 775 43% 493 1.3% 300 0.7% 28 0.5% 1,752 1.6%
Bulgaria 23 0.4% 161 0.9% 519 1.4% 760 19% 104 1.7% 1567 1.5%
Moldova 14 0.2% 117 0.7% 463 1.3% 792 2.0% 140 2.3% 1526 1.4%
Other 1,671 29.1% 2,824 158% 4,789 13.0% 4,857 12.0% 675 11.3% 14,816 13.9%
Total 5,750 100.0% 17,833 100.0% 36,756 100.0% 40,504 100.0% 5,968 100.0% 106,811 100.0%

Memo: Share of
top ten countries

54.4%

56.0%

59.4%

61.6%

63.1%

57.1%

* Based on work permit applications received up to 10 March 2003
Source: DETE, Work permits database (10 March 2003)



Table B4: Total permits issued by nationality group, 1999-2003 (10 March)*

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003* 1999-2003*
N share share N share  share N share  share N share share | N  share share N share  share
intotal in group intotal in group intotal in group intotal in group intotal in group in total  in group
Selected OECD | 1,691 29.4% 100.09 3,170 17.8% 100.0%9 3,393 9.2% 100.09 2,973 7.3% 100.09% 529 8.9% 100.09 11,756 11.0% 100.0%
USA 820 14.3% 485% 1,045 59% 33.0% 979 2.7% 28.9% 798 2.0% 26.8% 162 2.7% 30.6%| 3,804 3.6% 32.4%
Australia 329 57% 195% 759 4.3% 239% 1,114 3.0% 32.8% 1,121 2.8% 37.7%f 191 3.2% 36.1% 3514 33% 29.9%
New Zealand | 208 3.6% 12.3%9 416 2.3% 13.1% 601 1.6% 17.79 562 1.4% 18.9% 106 1.8% 20.0% 1,893 1.8% 16.1%
Canada 156 2.7% 9294 775 43% 244% 493 13% 1459 300 0.7% 10.1% 28 0.5%  5.3% 1,752 1.6% 14.9%
Japan 178 3.1% 1059 175 1.0% 55% 206 0.6% 6.19 192 05% 65% 42 0.7% 7.9% 793 0.7%  6.7%
EU Accession
Countries 2004 692 12.0% 100.09 5,683 31.9% 100.09q 13,452 36.6% 100.0% 13,889 34.3% 100.09q 2,038 34.1% 100.0%9 35,754 33.5% 100.0%
Latvia 250 4.3% 36.1% 2,160 12.1% 38.0%| 4,403 12.0% 32.7% 3,986 9.8% 28.7%| 535 9.0% 26.3%| 11,334 10.6% 31.7%
Lithuania 18 0.3%  2.69% 844 47% 149% 2,948 8.0% 21.9% 3,880 9.6% 27.9%f 572 9.6% 28.1% 8,262 7.7% 23.1%
Poland 179 31% 2599 885 5.0% 15.6% 2,508 6.8% 18.69% 3,167 7.8% 22.8% 548 9.2% 26.9%| 7,287 6.8% 20.4%
Czech Rep. 99 17% 143% 955 5.4% 16.8%| 1,481 4.0% 11.0%9 1,143 2.8%  8.2% 216 3.6% 10.6% 3,894 3.6% 10.9%
Estonia 2 00% 03% 355 20% 6.2% 1,056 29% 7.9% 825 2.0% 59% 77 13% 3.8% 2,315 22% 6.5%
Hungary 98 17% 142%9 256 14% 45% 554 15% 41% 393 1.0% 2.8% 38 06% 19% 1339 13% 3.7%
Slovakia 25 04% 369 191 11% 34% 464 13% 34% 455 11% 33% 46 08% 2.3% 1,181 11% @ 3.3%
Malta 6 01%  0.9% 20 01% 0.4% 26 0.1%  0.2% 24 01% 0.2% 2 00% 0.1% 78 01% 0.2%
Slovenia 11 02%  1.6% 13 0.1% 0.2% 9 00% 0.1% 13 0.0% 0.1% 4 01% 0.2% 50 0.0% 0.1%
Cyprus 4 01% 0.6% 4 0.0% 0.1% 0.0%  0.0% 3 0.0% 0.0% 14 0.0% 0.0%
Applicants for EU
Membership 189 3.3% 100.09¢ 720 4.0% 100.09 2,603 7.1% 100.09 3,531 8.7% 100.09 429 7.2% 100.0%9 7,472 7.0% 100.0%
Romania 77 13% 40799 400 2.2% 55.6%| 1,804 4.9% 69.3% 2,474 6.1% 70.1% 268 45% 62.5% 5,023 47% 67.2%
Bulgaria 23 04% 122%9 161 0.9% 22.4% 519 14% 199% 760 1.9% 21.5%| 104 1.7% 24.2% 1567 15% 21.0%
Croatia 32 0.6% 16.9% 88 05% 122% 152 0.4% 58% 146 0.4% 41% 26 0.4% 6.1% 444  0.4%  5.9%
Turkey 57 1.0% 30.2% 71 04% 99% 128 03% 49% 151 04% 43% 31 05% 7.2% 438 04%  5.9%




Table B4 (continued

: Total permits issued by nationality group, 1999-2003 (10 March)*

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003* 1999-2003*
N  share share N share  share N share  share N share share | N share share N share  share
intotal in group intotal in group intotal in group intotal in group in total  in group intotal in group

Other Countries

(Non-EEA) 3,178 55.3% 100.0% 8,260 46.3% 100.099 17,308 47.1% 100.0% 20,111 49.7% 100.094 2,972 49.8% 100.0% 51,829 48.5% 100.0%
Philippines 149 26%  47% 997 5.6% 12.1%| 2472 6.7% 14.3% 3,260 8.0% 16.2% 513 8.6% 17.3% 7,391 6.9% 14.3%
South Africa 334 58% 10.5% 642 3.6%  7.8% 2,271 6.2% 13.1%| 2,315 57% 11.5% 393 6.6% 13.29% 5955 5.6% 11.5%
Ukraine 41 07% 13% 388 22%  4.7% 1,351 3.7%  7.8% 2,089 52% 10.4% 341 57% 115% 4210 3.9% 8.1%
Russian Fed. 191 33% 6.0% 804 45% 9.7%| 1469 4.0% 85% 1,231 3.0% 6.1% 140 23% 479 3835 36% 7.4%
Malaysia 228 40% 7.2% 769 43%  9.3% 1,116 3.0%  6.4% 1,056 2.6% 53% 123 21% 419 3,292 31% 6.4%
Brazil 160 28% 50% 630 35% 7.6% 1,005 27% 5.8% 1,331 33% 6.6% 148 25% 509 3274 31% 6.3%
China 133 23%  42% 371 21% 45% 994 2.7%  57% 1,221 3.0% 6.1% 188 32% 6.3% 2907 27% 5.6%
India 359 6.2% 11.3% 633 35% 7.7% 763 2.1%  4.4% 837 21% 4.2% 136 23% 469 2,728 2.6%  5.3%
Pakistan 230 40% 7.2%| 452 25%  55% 829 23%  4.8% 845 21% 42% 85 1.4% 299 2441 23% 4.7%
Belarus 13 02% 04% 170 1.0% 2.1% 780 21% 45% 884 22%  4.4% 122 2.0% 419 1969 1.8%  3.8%
Bangladesh 66 1.1% 2.1% 281 1.6% 3.4% 548 15% 32% 770 19%  3.8% 157 2.6% 53% 1822 17% 3.5%
Moldova 14 02% 04% 117 0.7%  1.4% 463 13% 2.7% 792 20% 3.9% 140 23% 47% 1526 14% 2.9%
Other 1,260 21.9% 39.6%| 2,006 11.2% 24.3%| 3,247 8.8% 18.8%| 3,480 8.6% 17.3% 486 8.1% 16.49%4 10479 9.8% 20.2%

Total 5,750 100.0% 17,833 100.0% 36,756 100.0% 40,504 100.0% 5,968 100.0% 106,811 100.0%

* Based on work permit applications received up to 10 March 2003

Source: DETE, Work permits database (10 March 2003)
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Table B5: Gender and age of new work permit holders, and location of applicants, 1999-2003 (10 March)*

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 1999-2003

% male (N=75,940)

Selected OECD Countries* 59.9%  57.3%  50.1% = 482%  54.9% 53.5%
EU Accession Countries 20042~ 72.0%  683%  615%  60.8%  63.5% 63.0%
EU Applicant Countries® 774%  8L1%  68.6%  650%  74.8% 69.2%
Other Countries (Non-EEA%) 778%  71.6%  665% = 658%  68.1% 68.0%
Total 716%  68.4%  63.3%  62.6%  657% 64.7%

average age in years on start date (N=75,868)

Selected OECD Countries 33.4 31.4 30.5 31.7 31.8 31.5
EU Accession Countries 2004 28.4 28.5 29.2 29.8 30.7 29.3
EU Applicant Countries 30.0 30.3 30.3 30.0 30.4 30.2
Other Countries (Non-EU) 31.8 30.5 30.2 30.9 31.1 30.6
Total 31.7 29.9 29.8 30.5 31.0 30.2

% resident in Ireland on application date (N=75,899)

Selected OECD Countries 38.2% 25.6% 31.5% 35.4% 33.3% 31.6%
EU Accession Countries 2004 8.3% 2.5% 6.4% 14.5% 19.2% 8.8%
EU Applicant Countries 37.4% 5.5% 5.1% 9.9% 17.6% 8.6%
Other Countries (Non-EU) 35.6% 13.3% 11.6% 18.4% 17.7% 15.8%
Total 32.4% 11.3% 10.8% 17.5% 19.6% 14.6%

* Based on work permit applications received up to 10 March 2003

! The Selected OECD Countries include USA, Australia, New Zealand, Canada and Japan.

% The EU Accession Countries 2004 include Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Slovakia, Malta, Slovenia and Cyprus.

® The Applicants for EU Membership include Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia and Turkey.

* The EEA includes the EU plus Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein.
Source: DETE, Work permits database (10 March 2003)



Table B6: Total work permitsissued by county, 1999-2003 (10 March)*
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1999 2000 2001 2002 2003* 1999-2003*
N share N share N share N share share | N  share N

in popt! share
Dublin 3,328 57.88%| 7,599 42.61%]|15,281 41.57%|16,357 40.38% 1.46%(2,488 41.69%| 45,053 42.18%
Cork 446 7.76%| 1,361 7.63%| 2,645 7.20%| 2,877 7.10% 0.64%| 368 6.17%| 7,697 7.21%
Kildare 225 3.91% 784  4.40%| 1,770 4.82%| 2,397 5.92% 1.46%| 417 6.99%| 5,593 5.24%
Meath 284 4.94%| 1,084 6.08%| 1,826 4.97%| 1,941 4.79% 1.45%| 206 3.45%| 5,341 5.00%
Galway 238 4.14% 807 4.53%| 1,629 4.43%| 1,711 4.22% 0.82%| 178 2.98%| 4,563 4.27%
Limerick 142 2.47% 547 3.07%| 1,370 3.73%| 1,455 3.59% 0.83%| 255 4.27%| 3,769 3.53%
Clare 152 2.64% 575 3.22%| 1,282 3.49%| 1,225 3.02% 1.19%| 109 1.83%| 3,343 3.13%
Wicklow 103 1.79% 499 2.80%| 1,203 3.27%| 1,325 3.27% 1.15%| 211 3.54%| 3,341 3.13%
Tipperary 58 1.01% 477 2.67%| 1,134 3.09%| 1,365 3.37% 0.97%| 199 3.33%| 3,233 3.03%
Wexford 88 1.53% 431 2.42%| 969 2.64%| 1,132 2.79% 0.97%| 165 2.76%| 2,785 2.61%
Monaghan 26 0.45% 444 2.49%| 1,018 2.77%| 1,175 2.90% 2.23%| 106 1.78%| 2,769 2.59%
Kerry 59 1.03% 443 2.48%| 872 2.37%| 1,059 2.61% 0.80%| 202 3.38%| 2,635 2.47%
Louth 85 1.48% 322 1.81%| 709 1.93%| 747 1.84% 0.73% 78 1.31%| 1,941 1.82%
Cavan 11 0.19% 271 1.52%| 501 1.36%| 668 1.65% 1.18%| 165 2.76%| 1,616 1.51%
Westmeath 50 0.87% 204 1.14%| 563 1.53%| 625 154% 0.87% 114 1.91%| 1,556 1.46%
Mayo 20 0.35% 249 1.40%| 512 1.39%| 649 1.60% 0.55% 96 1.61%| 1,526 1.43%
Waterford 64 1.11% 310 1.74%| 511 1.39%| 536 1.32% 0.53%| 74 1.24%| 1,495 1.40%
Offaly 17 0.30% 221 1.24%| 457 1.24%| 540 1.33% 0.85% 98 1.64%| 1,333 1.25%
Kilkenny 60 1.04% 215 1.21%| 405 1.10%| 486 1.20% 0.60% 43 0.72%| 1,209 1.13%
Roscommon 6 0.10% 202 1.13%| 461 1.25%| 435 1.07% 0.81% 54 0.90%| 1,158 1.08%
Carlow 11 0.19% 130 0.73%| 300 0.82%| 377 0.93% 0.82% 73 1.22% 891 0.83%
Donegal 25 0.43% 150 0.84%| 292 0.79%| 357 0.88% 0.26%| 60 1.01% 884 0.83%
Sligo 34 0.59% 106 0.59%| 213 0.58%| 224 0.55% 0.39% 24 0.40% 601 0.56%
Longford 18 0.31% 90 0.50%| 220 0.60%| 236 0.58% 0.76% 28 0.47% 592  0.55%
Laois 5 0.09% 63 0.35%| 206 0.56%| 258 0.64% 0.44% 36 0.60% 568 0.53%
Leitrim 22 0.38% 85 0.48%| 165 0.45%| 193 0.48% 0.75%| 33 0.55% 498  0.47%
Antrim 14 0.24% 17 0.10% 22 0.06% 22 0.05% 0.02% 76 0.07%
Down 3 0.05% 5 0.03% 9 0.02% 7 0.02% 0.08% 29 0.03%
Armagh 8 0.04% 6 0.02% 7 0.02% 0.02% 22 0.02%
Belfast 6 0.01% 0.01%
Tyrone 3 0.01% 2 0.03% 0.00%
Berkshire 1 0.00% 0.00%
Co. Down 1 0.00% 0.00%
Other 156 2.71% 134 0.75%| 204 0.56%| 108 0.27% 79  1.32% 681 0.64%
Total 5,750100.00%| 17,833 100.00%j36,756 100.00%|40,504 100.00% 1.03%|5,968 100.00%| 106,811 100.00%

* Based on work permit applications received up to 10 March 2003

1 share of work permit holders in population of county
Source: DETE, Work permits database; and CSO (2002)



Table B7: Total permitsissued by county (>1,000) and nationality (>500), 2002

Dublin Cork Kildare Meath Galway Limerick Tipperary
N Row% Col% [ N Row% Col% | N Row% Col% | N Row% Col% N Row% Col% N Row% Col% N Row % Col %

Latvia 1,341 3364 8200 172 432 598 183 459 763 316 793 16.28) 139 349 812 145 3.64 997 206 517 15.09
Lithuania 1,155 29.77 7.06) 435 1121 1512 192 495 801 208 536 10.72] 144 371 842 58 149 399 142 3.66 10.40
Philippines 1,863 57.15 1139 127 390 441 275 844 1147 67 206 345 208 638 1216 52 160 357 40 123 293
Poland 831 26.24 508 375 11.84 13.03 241 7.61 10.05 236 745 1216 99 313 579 156 493 1072 133 420 9.74
Romania 1,352 5465 827 35 141 1220 92 372 384 58 234 299 77 311 450 152 614 1045 94 380 6.89
South Africa 1,477 63.80 9.03 100 432 348 107 462 446 52 225 268 59 255 345 62 268 426 65 281 476
Ukraine 464 2221 284 137 656 476/ 152 728 634 171 819 881 61 292 357 69 330 474 170 8.14 1245
Brazil 120 9.02 0.73 118 8.87 410, 265 1991 11.06 294 22.09 1515 139 1044 812 12 090 0.82 0

Russian Fed. 373 3030 228 58 471 202 64 520 267 42 341 216/ 139 1129 8120 76 617 522 50 4.06 3.66
China 550 45.05 336 70 573 243 80 655 334 52 426 268 19 156 111 102 835 7.0 15 123 1.10
Czech Republic 346 3027 2121 84 735 2920 34 297 142 45 394 232 27 236 158 30 262 206 21 184 154
Australia 816 7279 499 57 508 198 23 205 096 45 401 232 36 321 210 31 277 213 14 125 103
Malaysia 421 3987 257 140 1326 487 41 388 171 29 275 149 38 360 2220 35 331 241 14 133 1.03
Belarus 179 2025 1.090 54 611 183 17 192 071 24 271 124 46 520 269 121 1369 832 116 1312 850
Pakistan 372 4402 227 47 556 1.63 6 071 025 30 355 155 20 237 117 16 189 110 7 083 051
India 441 5269 2700 52 621 181 19 227 079 23 275 118 62 741 362 25 299 172 17 203 1.25
Estonia 150 18.18 092 102 1236 355 46 558 1.92 8 097 041 7 08 041 67 812 4600 31 376 227
USA 479 60.18 293 84 1055 2921 23 289 0.96 9 113 046 29 364 169 27 339 186 3 038 022
Moldova 252 3182 154 25 316 087 238 3005 993 76 960 392 15 189 083 15 189 103 53 6.69 3.88
Bangladesh 225 2922 138 122 1584 424 37 481 154 8 104 041 48 623 281 41 532 282 21 273 154
Bulgaria 250 3289 153 34 447 118/ 46 605 1921 19 250 098 30 395 175 20 263 137 73 961 535
New Zealand 387 68.86 237 45 801 156 18 320 0.75 27 480 139 21 374 123 12 214 082 5 089 037
Thailand 145 2805 0.89 44 851 153 9 174 038 13 251 067 17 329 099 10 193 0.9 5 097 037
Other 2,368 51.01 14.48 360 7.76 1251 189 407 7.88 89 192 459 231 498 1350 121 261 832 70 151 513
Total 16,357 40.38 100.00[ 2,877  7.10 100.00( 2,397  5.92 100.00| 1,941  4.79 100.00, 1,711  4.22 100.00] 1,455  3.59 100.00| 1,365  3.37 100.00

Source: DETE, Work permits database



Table B7 (continued): Total permits issued by county (>1,000) and nationality (>500), 2002

Wicklow Clare Monaghan Wexford Kerry Other Total

N Row% Col% | N Row% Col% | N Row% Col% | N Row% Col% N Row% Col % N Row% Col % N Row % Col %
Latvia 82 206 619 49 123 400 230 577 1957 153 384 1352 50 125 472 920 23.08 14.19 3,986 100.00 9.84
Lithuania 113 291 853 72 186 588 400 1031 34.04 129 332 1140 184 474 1737 648 16.70 9.99 3,880 100.00 9.58
Philippines 175 537 1321 71 218 580 25 077 213 30 092 265 73 224 689 254 7.79 392 3,260 100.00 8.05
Poland 78 246 589 35 111 28§ 93 294 791 221 698 19521 50 158 4.72] 619 1955 955 3,167 100.00 7.82
Romania 192 7.76 14.49 6 024 049 122 493 1038 32 129 283 14 057 132 248 10.02 3.82 2474 10000 6.11
South Africa 40 173 3024 77 333 629 15 065 128 37 160 327 36 156 340 188 812 290 2,315 100.00 5.72
Ukraine 67 321 506 61 292 498 81 388 689 60 287 530 38 182 359 558 26.71 8.60] 2,089 100.00 5.16
Brazil 5 038 038 26 195 212 5 038 043 2 015 0.18 345 2592 532 1,331 100.00 3.29
Russian Fed. 45 366 3400 63 512 514 60 487 511 15 122 133 8 065 0.76) 238 19.33 367 1,231 100.00 3.04
China 36 295 272 49 401 400 17 139 145 22 180 194 41 336 3.87 168 13.76 259 1,221 100.00 3.01
Czech Republic 32 280 2421 80 700 653 13 114 111 50 437 4420 45 394 425 336 2940 518 1,143 100.00 2.82
Australia 18 161 1.36 7 062 057 1 009 0.09 7 062 062 10 089 094 56 500 0.86 1,121 100.00 2.77
Malaysia 23 218 174 32 303 26] 3 028 0206 26 246 230 92 871 869 162 1534 2500 1,056 100.00 2.61
Belarus 63 713 475 62 701 506 24 271 204 10 113 088 31 351 293 137 1550 211 884 100.00 2.18
Pakistan 12 142 091 37 438 302 14 166 119 24 284 2121 22 260 208 238 2817 3.67] 845 100.00 2.09
India 26 311 196/ 34 406 278 12 143 1.02 7 084 062 7 084 066 112 1338 1.73 837 100.00 2.07
Estonia 70 848 528 21 255 171 6 073 051f 130 1576 1148 87 1055 822 100 1212 154 825 100.00 2.04
USA 34 427 2571 10 126 0.82 2 025 017 6 075 053 16 201 151 74 930 114 796 100.00 1.97
Moldova 10 126 0.75 2 025 0.16 5 063 043 24 303 212 0 77 972 119 792 100.00 1.96
Bangladesh 12 156 091 21 273 171 0 19 247 168 115 1494 10.86 101 1312 156 770 100.00 1.90
Bulgaria 42 553 317 31 408 253 13 171 111 11 145 097 29 382 274 162 2132 250 760 100.00 1.88
New Zealand 7 125 053 3 053 024 3 053 026 2 036 0.18 3 053 028 29 516 045 562 100.00 1.39
Thailand 4 077 030 144 2785 11.76 3 058 026 17 329 150 2 039 019 104 2012 1.60f 517 100.00 1.28
Other 139 299 1049 232 500 1894 28 060 238 98 211 8.66 106 2.28 10.01 611 1316 9.42| 4,642 100.00 11.46
Total 1,325 3.27 100.000 1,225  3.02 100.00[ 1,175 2.90 100.00{ 1,132  2.79 100.00| 1,059  2.61 100.00] 6,485 16.01 100.00{ 40,504 100.00 100.00

Source: DETE, Work permits database
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Table B8: Total permitsissued by economic sector’, 1999-2003¢

1999 2000 2001 2002 2003* 1999-2003*

N Col% N Col% N Col% N Col% N Col % N Col %

Agriculture 424 7.4% 2,965 16.6% 5,836 159% 6,265 155% 885 14.8% 16,375 15.3%
Industry 391 6.8% 1,721 9.7% 3,140 85% 3,160 7.8% 381 6.4% 8,793 8.2%
Services 4,935 85.8% 13,147 73.7% 27,780 75.6% 31,079 76.7% 4,702 78.8% 81,643 76.4%
Catering 660 11.5% 3,929 22.0% 9,267 25.2% 10,309 25.5% 1,301 21.8% 25,466 23.8%
Medical and Nursing 651 11.3% 1,328 7.4% 2,266 6.2% 2,873 7.1% 453 7.6% 7571 7.1%
Entertainment 444 17.7% 638 3.6% 1,015 2.8% 879 22% 145 2.4% 3,121 2.9%
Education 279 4.9% 358 2.0% 487 1.3% 592 15% 125 2.1% 1,841 1.7%
Domestic 63 1.1% 194 1.1% 521 1.4% 793 2.0% 121 2.0% 1,692 1.6%
Other services 2,838 49.4% 6,700 37.6% 14,224 38.7% 15,633 38.6% 2,557 42.8% 41,952 39.3%
Total 5,750 100% 17,833 100% 36,756 100% 40,504 100% 5,968 100% 106,811 100%

* Based on work permit applications received up to 10 March 2003

! as classified by the DETE

Source: DETE, Work permits database



Table B9: Total work permitsissued by economic sector and nationality, 2002

Agriculture Industry Services Total

N Row% Col% N  Row% Col% N Row% Col% N Row% Col%
Selected OECD Countries 89 3.0% 1.4% 136 4.6% 4.3% 2,748 92.4% 8.8% 2973 100% 7.3%
USA 9 1.1% 0.1% 31 3.9% 1.0%| 758 95.0% 2.4%| 798 100% 2.0%
Australia 27 2.4% 0.4% 45 4.0% 1.4%| 1,049 93.6% 3.4%| 1,121 100% 2.8%
New Zealand 30 5.3% 0.5% 34 6.0% 1.1%| 498 88.6% 1.6%| 562 100% 1.4%
Canada 5 1.7% 0.1% 7 23% 0.2%| 288 96.0% 0.9%| 300 100% 0.7%
Japan 18 9.4% 0.3% 19 9.9% 0.6%| 155 80.7% 0.5%| 192 100% 0.5%
EU Accession Countries 2004 | 3,515 25.3% 56.1% 1,546 11.1% 48.9% 8,828 63.6% 28.4% 13,889 100% 34.3%
Latvia 1,521 38.2% 24.3%| 368 9.2% 11.6%| 2,097 52.6% 6.7%| 3,986 100% 9.8%
Lithuania 1,119 28.8% 17.9%| 314 8.1% 9.9%| 2,447 63.1% 7.9%| 3,880 100% 9.6%
Poland 434 13.7% 6.9%| 567 17.9% 17.9%| 2,166 68.4% 7.0%| 3,167 100% 7.8%
Czech Repu 181 15.8% 2.9%| 188 16.4% 5.9%| 774 67.7% 2.5%| 1,143 100% 2.8%
Estonia 195 23.6% 3.1% 41 5.0% 1.3%| 589 71.4% 1.9%| 825 100% 2.0%
Hungary 10 25% 0.2% 22 56% 0.7%| 361 91.9% 1.2%| 393 100% 1.0%
Slovakia 54 11.9% 0.9% 44 9.7% 1.4%| 357 785% 1.1%| 455 100% 1.1%
Malta 2 83% 0.1% 22 91.7% 0.1% 24 100% 0.1%
Slovenia 1 7.7% 0.0% 12 92.3% 0.0% 13 100% 0.0%
Cyprus 3100.0% 0.0% 3 100% 0.0%
EU Applicant Countries 517 14.6% 8.3% 240 6.8% 7.6% 2,774 78.6% 8.9% 3,531 100% 8.7%
Romania 399 16.1% 6.4%| 189 7.6% 6.0%| 1,886 76.2% 6.1%| 2,474 100% 6.1%
Bulgaria 99 13.0% 1.6% 34 45% 1.1%| 627 825% 2.0%| 760 100% 1.9%
Croatia 7 48% 0.1% 7 48% 0.2%| 132 90.4% 0.4%| 146 100% 0.4%
Turkey 12 79% 0.2% 10 6.6% 0.3%| 129 854% 0.4%| 151 100% 0.4%
Other Countries (Non-EU) 2,144 10.7% 34.2% 1,238 6.2% 39.2% 16,729 83.2% 53.8% 20,111 100% 49.7%
Philippines 80 25% 1.3%| 186 5.7% 5.9%| 2,994 91.8% 9.6%| 3,260 100% 8.0%
South Africa 73 3.2% 1.2% 93 4.0% 29%| 2,149 92.8% 6.9%| 2,315 100% 5.7%
Ukraine 849 40.6% 13.6%| 175 8.4% 5.5%| 1,065 51.0% 3.4%| 2,089 100% 5.2%
Russian Federation 213 17.3% 3.4%| 129 10.5% 4.1%| 889 72.2% 2.9%| 1,231 100% 3.0%
Malaysia 6 0.6% 0.2%| 1,050 99.4% 3.4%| 1,056 100% 2.6%
Brazil 350 26.3% 5.6%| 159 11.9% 5.0%| 822 61.8% 2.6%| 1,331 100% 3.3%
China 37 3.0% 0.6% 54 4.4% 1.7%| 1,130 92.5% 3.6%| 1,221 100% 3.0%
India 4 05% 0.1% 71 85% 2.2%| 762 91.0% 2.5%| 837 100% 2.1%
Pakistan 26 3.1% 0.4%| 100 11.8% 3.2%| 719 85.1% 2.3%| 845 100% 2.1%
Belarus 198 22.4% 3.2% 64 7.2% 2.0%| 622 70.4% 2.0%| 884 100% 2.2%
Bangladesh 14 18% 0.2% 53 6.9% 1.7%| 703 91.3% 2.3%| 770 100% 1.9%
Moldova 138 17.4% 2.2% 54 6.8% 1.7%| 600 75.8% 1.9%| 792 100% 2.0%
Other 162 4.7% 2.6% 94 2.7% 3.0%| 3,224 92.6% 10.4%| 3,480 100% 8.6%
Total 6,265 15.5% 100% 3,160 7.8% 100% 31,079 76.7% 100% 40,504 100% 100%

Source: DETE, Work permit database
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Table B9 (continued): Total work permits issued by economic sector and nationality, 2002
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Sub-sectors in services

Catering Domestic Education Entertainment | Medical & Nursing Other services

N Row% Col% | N Row% Col% [ N Row% Col% | N Row% Col% | N Row% Col% | N Row% Col%
Selected OECD 270 9.1% 2.6% 27 0.9% 3.4% 220 7.4% 37.2%| 171 5.8% 19.5% 489 16.4% 17.0% 1,571 52.8% 10.0%
Countries
USA 59 7.4% 0.6%| 10 1.3% 1.3%| 104 13.0% 17.6%| 108 13.5% 12.3%| 105 13.2% 3.7%| 372 46.6% 2.4%
Australia 95 85% 0.9%| 6 0.5% 0.8%| 59 5.3% 10.0%| 28 2.5% 3.2%| 24521.9% 8.5%| 616 55.0% 3.9%
New Zealand 36 6.4% 0.3%| 8 14% 1.0%| 20 3.6% 3.4%| 10 1.8% 1.1%| 67 11.9% 2.3%| 357 63.5% 2.3%
Canada 5919.7% 0.6%| 2 0.7% 0.3%| 16 53% 2.7%| 14 47% 1.6%| 6622.0% 2.3%| 131 43.7% 0.8%
Japan 2110.9% 0.2%| 1 05% 0.1%| 2110.9% 3.5%| 11 5.7% 1.3% 6 3.1% 0.2% 95 49.5% 0.6%
EU Accession | 2,762 19.9% 26.8% 143 1.0% 18.0% 83 0.6% 14.0%| 99 0.7% 11.3% 184 1.3% 6.4% 5,557 40.0% 35.5%
Countries 2004
Latvia 609 15.3% 5.9%| 22 0.6% 2.8%| 8 02% 1.4%| 8 0.2% 0.9%| 58 1.5% 2.0%| 1,392 34.9% 8.9%
Lithuania 894 23.0% 8.7%| 16 0.4% 2.0%| 32 0.8% 54%| 2 0.1% 0.2%| 44 1.1% 1.5%| 1,459 37.6% 9.3%
Poland 41012.9% 4.0%| 50 1.6% 6.3%| 9 0.3% 1.5%| 19 0.6% 2.2%| 35 1.1% 1.2%| 1,643 51.9% 10.5%
Czech Repu 26623.3% 2.6%| 13 1.1% 1.6%| 11 1.0% 1.9%| 23 2.0% 2.6%| 25 2.2% 0.9%| 436 38.1% 2.8%
Estonia 26832.5% 2.6%| 11 13% 1.4%| 7 0.8% 1.2%| 29 3.5% 3.3% 4 05% 0.1%| 270 32.7% 1.7%
Hungary 10927.7% 1.1%| 4 1.0% 0.5%| 11 2.8% 1.9%| 18 4.6% 2.0%| 12 3.1% 0.4%| 207 52.7% 1.3%
Slovakia 18941.5% 1.8%| 27 59% 3.4%| 5 1.1% 0.8% 3 0.7% 0.1%| 133 29.2% 0.9%
Malta 1354.2% 0.1% 2 83% 0.1% 7 29.2% 0.0%
Slovenia 430.8% 0.0% 1 7.7% 0.0% 7 53.8% 0.0%
Cyprus 3100.0% 0.0%
EU Applicant 1,036 29.3% 10.0% 22 0.6% 2.8% 44 1.2% 7.4% 63 1.8% 7.2% 79 22% 2.7% 1,530 43.3% 9.8%
Countries
Romania 69928.3% 6.8%| 14 0.6% 1.8%| 14 0.6% 2.4%| 31 1.3% 3.5%| 62 2.5% 2.2%| 1,066 43.1% 6.8%
Bulgaria 24031.6% 2.3%| 3 0.4% 0.4%| 20 2.6% 3.4%| 31 4.1% 3.5%| 11 1.4% 0.4%| 322 42.4% 2.1%
Croatia 3322.6% 0.3%| 4 2.7% 05%| 4 2.7% 0.7% 5 34% 0.2% 86 58.9% 0.6%
Turkey 6442.4% 06%| 1 0.7% 0.1%| 6 4.0% 1.0%| 1 0.7% 0.1% 1 0.7% 0.0% 56 37.1% 0.4%
Other 6,241 31.0% 60.5% 601 3.0% 75.8% 245 1.2% 41.4%| 546 2.7% 62.1% 2,121 10.5% 73.8% 6,975 34.7% 44.6%
Countries
(Non-EEA)
Philippines 627 19.2% 6.1%]| 456 14.0% 57.5%| 9 0.3% 1.5%| 2 0.1% 0.2%| 909 27.9% 31.6%| 991 30.4% 6.3%
South Africa 43518.8% 4.2%| 19 0.8% 2.4%| 47 2.0% 7.9%| 7 0.3% 0.8%| 318 13.7% 11.1%| 1,323 57.1% 8.5%
Ukraine 27113.0% 2.6%| 12 0.6% 1.5%| 10 0.5% 1.7%| 11 0.5% 1.3%| 10 0.5% 0.3%| 751 36.0% 4.8%
Russian Fed. 23218.8% 2.3%| 12 1.0% 1.5%| 37 3.0% 6.3%| 32 2.6% 3.6%| 32 2.6% 1.1%| 544 442% 3.5%
Malaysia 71267.4% 6.9%| 7 0.7% 09%| 7 0.7% 1.2% 222 21.0% 7.7%|[ 102 9.7% 0.7%
Brazil 205154% 2.0%| 7 05% 09% 4 03% 0.7%| 5 0.4% 0.6% 4 0.3% 0.1%| 597 44.9% 3.8%
China 70858.0% 6.9%| 3 02% 0.4%| 37 3.0% 6.3%| 6 05% 0.7%| 21 1.7% 0.7%| 355 29.1% 2.3%
India 30936.9% 3.0%| 11 1.3% 1.4%| 21 2.5% 3.5%| 3 04% 0.3%| 118 14.1% 4.1%| 300 35.8% 1.9%
Pakistan 31236.9% 3.0%| 8 0.9% 1.0%| 13 15% 2.2%| 1 0.1% 0.1%| 117 13.8% 4.1%| 268 31.7% 1.7%
Belarus 22125.0% 2.1%| 3 03% 0.4% 4 05% 0.7%| 6 0.7% 0.7%| 11 1.2% 0.4%| 377 42.6% 2.4%
Bangladesh 59176.8% 5.7%| 4 05% 0.5% 2 0.3% 0.3% 2 03% 0.1% 104 135% 0.7%
Moldova 18823.7% 1.8%| 1 0.1% 0.1% 7 0.9% 0.8% 5 0.6% 0.2% 399 504% 2.6%
Other 1,43041.1% 13.9%| 58 1.7% 7.3%| 54 1.6% 9.1%| 466 13.4% 53.0%| 352 10.1% 12.3%| 864 24.8% 5.5%
Total 10,309 25.5% 100% 793 2.0% 100% 592 1.5% 100%| 879 2.2% 100% 2,873 7.1% 100% 15,633 38.6% 100%

Source: DETE, Work permit database



Table B10: Total work permitsissued by occupation, 2002*

N Share
Managers and administrators 835 2.25%
Professional occupations 2,104 5.66%
Medical Practitioner 656 1.76%
Professional occupations n.e.c. 306 0.82%
Business and financial professionals 281 0.76%
Other engineers and technologists 260 0.70%
Teaching professionals 252 0.68%
Software engineers (1.T.) 175 0.47%
Other health professionals 108 0.29%
Architects, town planners and surveyors 66 0.18%
Associate professional and technical occupations 2,149 5.78%
Actors; entertainers 649 1.75%
Other associate professional and technical occupations 601 1.62%
Computer analysts and programmers 268 0.72%
Other health associate professionals 251 0.68%
Other literary, artistic and sports professionals 120 0.32%
Staff nurses and midwives 112 0.30%
Scientific technicians 52 0.14%
Computer Systems data operator and controller 51 0.14%
Draughtspersons, quantity and other surveyors 33 0.09%
Ship and aircraft officers, air traffic planners and control 12 0.03%
Clerical and secretarial occupations 486 1.31%
Craft and related occpuations 4,227 11.37%
Butchers, meat cutters and boners 1,503 4.04%
Other trades 1,096 2.95%
Other craft and related occupations 567 1.52%
Other food preparation trades 535 1.44%
Construction trades 526 1.41%
Personal and protective service occupations 8,472 22.78%
Catering occupations 5,154 13.86%
Health and childcare workers and related occupations 1,562 4.20%
Domestic staff and related occupations 857 2.30%
Other personal and protective service occupations 468 1.26%
Security and protective service occupations 431 1.16%
Sales occupations 949 2.55%
Sales assistants and check-out operators 628 1.69%
Other sales occupations 321 0.86%
Plant and machinery operatives 1,554 4.18%
Process operatives in mining and manufacturing industries 815 2.19%
Transport and machinery operatives 739 1.99%
Other occupations 16,408 44.13%
All other occupations 6,259 16.83%
Other occupations in sales and services 5,628 15.14%
Other occupations in agriculture and fishery 3,971 10.68%
Other occupations in industry 550 1.48%
TOTAL 37,184 100.00%

* Information about the occupations of work permit holders has been systematically

entered into the database since Feb 2002.
Source: DETE, Work permits database
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Table B11: Ranking of total work permitsissued by occupation, 2002*

share in cumulative

N total share
All other occupations” 6,259 16.83% 16.83%
(other occupations)
Other occupations in sales and services 5,628 15.14% 31.97%
(other occupations)
Catering occupations 5154 13.86% 45.83%
(personal and protective services)
Other occupations in agriculture and fishery 3,971 10.68% 56.51%
(other occupations)
Health and childcare workers and related 1,562 4.20% 60.71%
occupations (personal and protective services)
Butchers, meat cutters and boners 1,503 4.04% 64.75%
(craft and related)
Other trades” 1,096  2.95% 67.70%
(craft and related)
Domestic staff and related occupations 857 2.30% 70.00%
(personal and protective services)
Managers and administrators 835 2.25% 72.25%
(managers and administrators)
Process operatives in mining and manufacturing 815 2.19% 74.44%
industries (plant and machinery operatives)
Transport and machinery operatives 739 1.99% 76.43%
(plant and machinery operatives)
Rest 8,765 23.57% 100.00%
TOTAL 37,184 100.00% 100.00%

" “Other occupations” excluding “other occupations in sales and services”, “other
g)ccupations in agriculture and fishery”, and “other occupations in industry”.

“Craft and related occupations” excluding “butchers, meat cutters and boners”,
“other food preparation trades”, “constructions trades”, and “other craft and related
occupations”.

Source: Work permits database (DETE), see Table B10
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Table B12: Work permitsissued by broad occupation and nationality, 2002*
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Managers and Professional | Associate professional Clerical and Craft and related Personal and
Administrators occupations and technical Secretarial occupations protective service
occupations occupations occupations

N Row% Col%| N Row% Col%| N Row% Col% [ N Row% Col% | N Row% Col% [ N Row% Col%
Selected OECD | 294 11.1%35.2% 612 23.1%29.1% 635 24.0% 29.5% 135 5.1% 27.8%4 85 3.2% 2.0% 307 11.6% 3.6%
Countries
USA 71 9.9% 85%)| 17023.7% 8.1%| 229 31.9% 10.7%| 28 3.9% 5.8% 9 13% 0.2%| 81 11.3% 1.0%
Australia 120 12.0% 14.4%| 25325.4% 12.0%| 226 22.6% 10.5%| 62 6.2% 12.8%| 27 2.7% 0.6%| 94 9.4% 1.1%
New Zealand 60 12.4% 7.2%| 10521.6% 5.0%| 97 20.0% 4.5%| 29 6.0% 6.0%| 44 9.1% 1.0%| 46 9.5% 0.5%
Canada 28 10.3% 3.4%| 5419.9% 2.6%| 60 22.1% 2.8% 8 3.0% 1.6% 3 11% 0.1%| 61 22.5% 0.7%
Japan 15 8.6% 1.8%| 3017.1% 1.4%| 23 13.1% 1.1%| 8 4.6% 1.6% 2 11% 0.0%| 25 14.3% 0.3%
EU Accession | 94 0.7%11.3% 123 1.0% 5.8% 190  1.5% 8.8% 89 0.7% 18.3% 1889 14.8% 44.7%1,660 13.0% 19.6%
Countries 2004
Latvia 17 0.5% 2.0% 3 01% 0.1% 13 0.4% 0.6%| 12 0.3% 25%| 374 10.3% 8.8%| 379 10.5% 4.5%
Lithuania 18 0.5% 2.2%| 18 0.5% 0.9%| 12  0.3% 0.6%| 32 0.9% 6.6%| 306 8.6% 7.2%| 470 13.2% 5.5%
Poland 23 0.8% 2.8%| 41 1.4% 1.9%| 58 2.0% 2.7%| 16 0.5% 3.3%| 730 25.0% 17.3%| 268 9.2% 3.2%
Czech Repu 12 1.2% 1.4%| 21 2.0% 1.0%| 41  3.9% 1.9%| 15 1.4% 3.1%| 310 29.8% 7.3%| 175 16.8% 2.1%
Estonia 2 0.3% 0.2% 1 0.1% 0.0% 20 2.7% 0.9%| 5 0.7% 1.0%| 35 4.6% 0.8%| 177 23.5% 2.1%
Hungary 19 52% 2.3%| 22 6.0% 1.0%| 34 9.3% 1.6% 4 11% 0.8% 78 21.3% 1.8%| 68 18.6% 0.8%
Slovakia 3 0.7% 0.4%| 11 2.6% 0.5% 7 16% 03%| 5 12% 1.0%| 56 13.1% 1.3%| 112 26.2% 1.3%
Malta 313.6% 0.1% 3 136% 0.1% 8 36.4% 0.1%
Slovenia 216.7% 0.1% 2 16.7% 0.1% 3 25.0% 0.0%
Cyprus 133.3% 0.0%
EU Applicant 34 1.0% 41% 91 2.7% 43% 94  2.8% 4.4% 28 0.8% 58% 361 10.9% 8.5% 779 23.5% 9.2%
Countries
Romania 23 1.0% 2.8%| 35 15% 1.7%| 45 1.9% 2.1%| 19 0.8% 3.9%| 268 11.6% 6.3%| 556 24.0% 6.6%
Bulgaria 4 0.6% 0.5%| 34 4.7% 16%| 32 44% 15%| 6 08% 1.2%| 59 81% 1.4%| 149 20.5% 1.8%
Croatia 4 29% 0.5%| 12 8.8% 0.6%| 11 8.1% 0.5% 15% 0.4%| 14 10.3% 0.3%| 26 19.1% 0.3%
Turkey 3 22% 0.4%| 10 7.3% 0.5% 6 44% 0.3% 0.7% 0.2%| 20 14.6% 0.5%| 48 35.0% 0.6%
Other Countrie | 413  2.2%49.5%1,278 6.9% 60.7%1,230  6.7% 57.2% 234 1.3% 48.1%1,892 10.2% 44.8%5,726 31.0% 67.6%
(Non-EEA)
Philippines 19 0.6% 2.3%| 40 1.3% 1.9%| 67 2.2% 3.1%| 40 1.3% 8.2%| 123 4.1% 2.9%(1,588 53.1% 18.7%
South Africa 173 8.3% 20.7%| 29013.8% 13.8%| 265 12.7% 12.3%| 65 3.1% 13.4%| 102 4.9% 2.4%| 405 19.3% 4.8%
Ukraine 8 04% 1.0% 19 1.0% 09% 21 11% 1.0%| 5 03% 1.0%| 207 10.6% 4.9%| 194 9.9% 2.3%
Russian Fed. 22 2.0% 2.6%| 76 7.0% 3.6%| 62 57% 2.9%| 19 1.8% 3.9%| 120 11.1% 2.8%| 143 13.2% 1.7%
Malaysia 28 2.9% 3.4%| 22423.0%10.6%| 18 1.8% 0.8%| 14 1.4% 2.9% 9 0.9% 0.2%| 499 51.2% 5.9%
Brazil 5 04% 0.6%| 13 1.0% 0.6%| 18 1.4% 0.8%| 8 0.6% 1.6%| 643 50.5% 15.2%| 39 3.1% 0.5%
China 29 25% 3.5%| 51 45% 2.4%| 43 3.8% 2.0%| 14 1.2% 2.9%| 161 14.1% 3.8%| 555 48.5% 6.6%
India 20 2.7% 2.4%| 16121.4% 7.7%| 116 15.4% 54%| 6 0.8% 1.2%| 46 6.1% 1.1%| 270 36.0% 3.2%
Pakistan 14 19% 1.7%| 11014.6% 5.2%| 29 3.9% 1.3%| 7 0.9% 14%| 87 11.6% 2.1%| 254 33.8% 3.0%
Belarus 4 0.5% 0.5% 3 0.4% 0.1% 7 09% 03%| 8 1.0% 1.6% 59 7.2% 1.4%| 128 15.6% 1.5%
Bangladesh 13 1.8% 1.6% 5 0.7% 0.2% 8 11% 04%| 3 04% 0.6%| 33 45% 0.8%| 363 49.5% 4.3%
Moldova 5 0.7% 0.6% 8 11% 0.4%| 3 0.4% 0.6%| 137 18.3% 3.2%| 117 15.7% 1.4%
Thailand 6 1.3% 0.7% 4 0.8% 0.2% 8 17% 04% 1 02% 0.2% 7 15% 0.2%| 315 66.0% 3.7%
Other 67 2.5% 8.0%| 28210.4% 13.4%| 560 20.7%26.1%| 41 1.5% 8.4%| 158 5.8% 3.7%| 856 31.6% 10.1%
Total 835 2.2% 100%42,104 5.7% 100%2,149  5.8% 100% 486 1.3% 100% 4,227 11.4% 100%8,472 22.8% 100%

* Information about the occupations of work permit holders has been systematically entered into the database since Feb 2002.
Source: DETE, Work permits database



Table B12 (continued): Work permits issued by broad occupation and nationality, 2002*

65

Sales Plant and Other occupations Total
occupations machinery Other occupations | Other occupations in All other
operatives in agriculture sales and services occupations

N Row Col| N Row Col | N Row Col N Row Col N Row Col N Row Col
Selected OECD | 76 2.9% 8.0% 56 21% 3.6% 44 1.7% 1.1% 133 5.0% 24% 269 10.2% 4.0% 2,646 100% 7.1
Countries
USA 23 3.2% 2.4% 4 0.6% 0.3% 7 1.0% 02%| 30 42% 05% 65 91% 1.0% 717 100% 1.9
Australia 27 2.7% 2.8%| 36 3.6% 2.3%| 15 1.5% 0.4%| 45 45% 0.8%| 93 93% 1.4% 998 100% 2.7
New Zealand 6 1.2% 0.6%| 12 25% 0.8%| 14 2.9% 0.4%| 21 43% 0.4%| 51 105% 0.7%| 485 100% 1.3
Canada 11 41% 1.2% 4 15% 0.3% 19 7.0% 03% 23 85% 0.3%| 271 100% 0.7
Japan 9 51% 0.9% 8 46% 0.2%| 18 10.3% 0.3%| 37 21.1% 0.5%| 175 100% 0.5
EU Accession | 325 2.6% 34.2% 761 6.0% 49.0% 2,366 18.6% 59.6% 2,156 16.9% 38.3% 3,075 24.2% 45.2% 12,728 100% 34.Z
Countries 2004
Latvia 58 1.6% 6.1%| 140 3.9% 9.0%|1,117 30.8% 28.1%| 649 17.9% 11.5%| 859 23.7% 12.6%| 3,621 100% 9.7
Lithuania 111 3.1% 11.7%| 245 6.9% 15.8%| 799 22.4% 20.1%| 710 19.9% 12.6%| 842 23.6% 12.4%| 3,563 100% 9.6
Poland 20 0.7% 2.1%| 263 9.0% 16.9%| 220 7.5% 5.5%| 403 13.8% 7.2%| 879 30.1% 12.9%| 2,921 100% 7.9
Czech Rep. 20 1.9% 2.1%| 50 4.8% 3.2%| 41 3.9% 1.0%| 11511.1% 2.0%| 239 23.0% 3.5%| 1,039 100% 2.8
Estonia 59 7.8% 6.2%| 49 6.5% 3.2%| 149 19.8% 3.8%| 133 17.6% 2.4%| 124 16.4% 1.8%| 754 100% 2.0
Hungary 10 2.7% 1.1%| 11 3.0% 0.7% 4 11% 0.1%| 52 14.2% 0.9%| 64 17.5% 0.9%| 366 100% 1.0
Slovakia 45 10.5% 4.7% 307% 0.2%| 35 82% 0.9%| 8820.6% 1.6%| 62 145% 0.9%| 427 100% 1.1
Malta 313.6% 0.1% 5227% 0.1% 22 100% 0.1
Slovenia 1 83% 0.1% 1 83% 0.0% 2 16.7% 0.0% 1 83% 0.0% 12 100% 0.0
Cyprus 133.3% 0.1% 1333% 0.0% 3100% 0.0
EU Applicant 50 1.5% 5.3% 137 41% 8.8% 344 10.4% 8.7% 655 19.8% 11.6% 743 22.4% 10.9% 3,316 100% 8.
Countries
Romania 30 1.3% 3.2%| 92 4.0% 5.9%| 246 10.6% 6.2%| 452 19.5% 8.0%| 550 23.7% 8.1%| 2,316 100% 6.2
Bulgaria 9 1.2% 0.9%| 37 51% 2.4%| 87 12.0% 2.2%| 169 23.2% 3.0%| 141 19.4% 2.1%| 727 100% 2.0
Croatia 7 51% 0.7% 751% 0.5% 6 4.4% 0.2%| 17 125% 0.3%| 3022.1% 0.4%| 136 100% 0.4
Turkey 4 29% 0.4% 107% 0.1% 5 36% 0.1%| 17 12.4% 03%| 22 16.1% 0.3%| 137 100% 0.4
Other Countries| 498 2.7% 52.5% 600 3.2% 38.6% 1,217 6.6% 30.6% 2,684 14.5% 47.7% 2,722 14.7% 40.0% 18,494 100% 49.7
(Non-EEA)
Philippines 68 2.3% 7.2%| 101 3.4% 6.5%| 34 1.1% 0.9%| 478 16.0% 8.5%| 431 14.4% 6.3%| 2,989 100% 8.0
South Africa 131 6.3% 13.8%| 138 6.6% 8.9%| 45 2.1% 1.1%| 275 13.1% 4.9%| 205 9.8% 3.0%| 2,094 100% 5.6
Ukraine 27 14% 2.8%| 77 3.9% 5.0%| 609 31.2% 15.3%| 310 15.9% 5.5%| 473 24.3% 6.9%| 1,950 100% 5.2
Russian Fed. 39 3.6% 4.1%| 60 55% 3.9%| 130 12.0% 3.3%| 175 16.1% 3.1%| 238 22.0% 3.5%| 1,084 100% 2.9
Malaysia 9 0.9% 0.9% 202% 0.1% 138 14.2% 2.5%| 33 3.4% 0.5%| 974 100% 2.6
Brazil 6 05% 0.6%| 3326% 21%| 53 4.2% 1.3%| 129 10.1% 2.3%| 327 25.7% 4.8%| 1,274 100% 3.4
China 13 11% 1.4% 303% 0.2%| 25 2.2% 0.6%| 156 13.6% 2.8%| 95 8.3% 1.4%| 1,145 100% 3.1
India 12 1.6% 1.3% 7 09% 0.5% 2 03% 0.1%| 46 6.1% 0.8% 65 87% 1.0% 751 100% 2.0
Pakistan 36 4.8% 3.8% 912% 0.6%| 11 1.5% 0.3%| 83 11.1% 1.5%| 111 14.8% 1.6%| 751 100% 2.0
Belarus 91 11.1% 9.6%| 50 6.1% 3.2%| 154 18.8% 3.9%| 180 22.0% 3.2%| 134 16.4% 2.0%| 818 100% 2.2
Bangladesh 7 1.0% 0.7% 19 2.6% 1.2% 4 05% 0.1%| 200 27.3% 3.6%| 78 10.6% 1.1%| 733 100% 2.0
Moldova 7 09% 0.7%| 52 7.0% 3.3%| 67 9.0% 1.7%| 132 17.7% 2.3%| 219 29.3% 3.2%| 747 100% 2.0
Thailand 1 02% 0.1% 30 6.3% 0.8%| 9219.3% 1.6% 13 2.7% 0.2%| 477 100% 1.3
Other 51 1.9% 5.4%| 49 1.8% 3.2%| 53 2.0% 1.3%| 290 10.7% 5.2%| 300 11.1% 4.4%| 2,707 100% 7.3
Total 949 2.6% 100% 1,554 4.2% 100% 3,971 10.7% 100% 5,628 15.1% 100% 6,809 18.3% 100% 37,184 100% 10(

* Information about the occupations of work permit holders has been systematically entered into the database since Feb 2002.

Source: DETE, Work permits database



Table B13: Work permit holders by economic sector and occupation, 2002*

(numbers and % sharesin total)

Agriculture |  Industry Services Sub-sectors in services
Catering Domestic ~ Education Entertainment Medical and Nursing Other Services Total

N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N % N %
Managers and 16 0.04% | 47 0.13%| 772 2.08% | 243 0.65% | 1 0.00% | 19 0.05%| 5 0.01% 14 0.04% | 490 1.32% | 835 2.25%
administrators
Professional 8 0.02% | 105 0.28%[ 1,991 5.35% | 14 0.04% | 1 0.00% |316 0.85%| 3 0.01% | 826 2.22% | 831 2.23% |2,104 5.66%
occupations
Associate professionaland | 21 0.06% | 114 0.31%] 2,014 5.42% | 39 0.10% [ 2 0.01% |55 0.15% (630 1.69% | 370 1.00% | 918 2.47% | 2,149 5.78%
technical occupations
Clerical and secretarial 4 0.01%| 30 0.08%| 452 1.22% | 109 0.29% | 2 0.01% | 12 0.03% | 4 0.01% 29 0.08% | 296 0.80% | 486 1.31%
occupations
Craft and related 629 1.69% | 828 2.23%| 2,770 7.45% | 197 0.53% | 3 0.01% 2 0.01% 7 0.02% | 2,561 6.89% | 4,227 11.37%
occupations
Personal and protective 54 0.15% | 48 0.13%] 8,370 22.51%]5,29114.23%|692 1.86% | 83 0.22% | 4 0.01% | 1,117 3.00% | 1,183 3.18% | 8,472 22.78%
service occupations
Sales 9 0.02%| 34 0.09%| 906 2.44% | 79 0.21% 1 0.00% 3 0.01% | 823 2.21% | 949 2.55%
occupations
Plant and machinery 129 0.35% | 348 0.94%| 1,077 2.90% | 32 0.09% | 1 0.00% 3 0.01% 1,041 2.80% | 1,554 4.18%
operatives
Other occupations 4,971 13.37%|1,360 3.66%(10,077 27.10%|3,572 9.61% | 41 0.11% | 48 0.13% | 133 0.36% | 187 0.50% | 6,096 16.39% |16,408 44.13%
Total 5,841 15.71%|2,914 7.84%] 28,42976.45%|9,576 25.75%|743 2.00%| 533 1.43%| 785 2.11%| 2,553  6.87%| 14,239 38.29%| 37,184 100.00%

* Information about the occupations of work permit holders has been systematically entered into the database since Feb 2002.
Source: DETE, Work permits database
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Table B14: Share of malesin total work permit holders by economic sector and occupation, 2002*

Agriculture Industry Catering Domestic Education Entertainment [Medical & Nursing| Other Services Total

% male Total N|% male Total N|% male Total N| % male Total N|% male Total N|% male Total N| % male Total N [% male Total N|% male Total N
Managers and 625% 16 [55.3% 47 |[60.5% 243 | 0.0% 1 26.3% 19 |20.0% 5 14.3% 14 |[51.6% 490 |53.2% 835
administrators
Professional 50.0% 8 [79.0% 105 [429% 14 | 0.0% 1 |[557% 316 |66.7% 3 64.9% 826 |66.2% 831 |645% 2,104
occupations
Associate professional and 85.7% 21 ([73.7% 114 [515% 33 | 0.0% 2 |60.0% 55 |[482% 272 | 29.2% 370 |72.8% 915 [59.3% 1,782
technical occupations
Clerical and secretarial 0.0% 4 1233% 30 [20.2% 109 | 0.0% 2 0.0% 12 [ 25.0% 4 31.0% 29 |[145% 296 |16.9% 486
occupations
Craft and related 90.5% 629 [94.6% 828 |77.7% 197 [100.0% 3 0.0% 2 28.6% 7 93.6% 2,561 | 92.5% 4,227
occupations
Personal and protective 37.0% 54 [542% 48 |[655% 5291 45% 692 | 8.4% 83 | 75.0% 4 23.2% 1,117 | 63.8% 1,183 [53.9% 8,472
service occupations
Sales 444% 9 [324% 34 |[418% 79 0.0% 1 0.0% 3 41.9% 823 |41.4% 949
occupations
Plant and machinery 72.9% 129 [80.5% 348 [68.8% 32 (100.0% 1 0.0% 3 90.3% 1,041 |86.2% 1,554
operatives
Other 61.5% 4,971(81.4% 1,360(52.4% 3,572|14.6% 41 |521% 48 |432% 111 | 48.1% 187 |72.4% 6,095 |64.8% 16,385
occupations
Total 64.7% 5841(82.6% 2,914(59.9% 9,570| 55% 743 |46.2% 533 |47.2% 405 | 39.4% 2,553 | 72.8% 14,235|64.6% 36,794

* Information about the occupations of work permit holders has been systematically entered into the database since Feb 2002.

Source: DETE, Work permits database
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Table B15: Average pay per week (€) offered to work permit holders by economic sector and occupation, 2002*

68

Agriculture Industry Total Services Subsectors in services Total
Catering Domestic Education Entertainment | Medical & Nursing | Other Services

Mean Valid N| Mean ValidN| Mean ValidN | Mean ValidN| Mean ValidN| Mean ValidN| Mean ValidN| Mean ValidN | Mean ValidN| Mean ValidN
Managers and
administrators 558.72 16| 728.49 47| 545.12 771| 358.00  243| 413.46 1{ 635.97 19 490.97 5 594.10 14{ 634.00 489 555.72 834
Professional
occupations 601.17 8 757.68 105 943.66  1,990| 344.13 14| 200.00 1{ 772.16 316 530.85 3 1,178.82 825 787.90 831 933.07 2,103
Associate professional and
technical occupations 316.52 21) 71393 114/ 1,063.93  1,644| 235.00 33| 505.87 2| 633.46 55| 2,439.17 272 891.97 370| 780.72 912 1,032.68 1,779
Clerical and
secretarial occupations 265.34 41 330.68 30[ 412.08 450( 299.55 108 304.00 2| 373.74 12| 835.55 4 375.52 29| 453.42 295 405.82 484
Craft and
related occupations 29751 626 366.32  826| 359.20 2,768 309.24  197| 238.54 3| 339.67 2l 259.55 7 363.48 2,559 351.44 4,220
Personal and protective
service occupations 270.43 54 298.00 48| 383.80 8,362 341.81 5,285| 252.75  691| 322.72 83 277.50 4 736.73 1,117 319.33 1,182 38259 8,464
Sales
occupations 265.38 9 319.35 34( 304.02 904| 268.67 79|. 415.11 1 284.27 31 307.36 821 30420 947
Plant and machinery
operatives 293.80 129 349.35  348| 406.65 1,076| 296.89 32| 244.00 1f. 276.20 3. 41056 1,040 384.44 1,553
Other
occupations 286.49 4,956 327.66 1,359] 361.81 10,049| 422.06 3,568| 254.38 41| 304.29 48 661.68  111] 430.36 187 320.15 6,094 336.16 16,364
Total 288.93 5,823 377.78 2,911| 456.36 28,014| 369.90 9,559| 253.74  742| 631.90 533 1,845.24 405 872.98 2,552 404.16 14,223 423.61 36,748

* Information about the occupations of work permit holders has been systematically entered into the database since Feb 2002.
Source: DETE, Work permits database





