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Foreword

Migration governance remains high on the agendas of most governments, particularly in Europe. The
number of international migrant workers has reached more than 150 million, or over 73 per cent of all
migrants of working age according to recent ILO global estimates. Policy responses can be credible and
effective only if they are based on sound evidence. Yet, comprehensive official data on migrants and their
characteristics, especially on those work-related ones, are still lacking, and those that exist are difficult to
compare. Two main obstacles can be mentioned in this regard:

» absence of international statistical standards on the concepts and definitions, and common method-
ology, and

» lack of sufficient data collection systems in many countries.

The ILO plays a key role both in supporting and building the data collection capacity of national statistical
offices around the world, as well as in promoting the development of international guidance on concepts,
definitions, and common methodologies and approaches on labour migration statistics.

The ILO provides assistance to countries on the measurement of international labour migration through
special modules attached to household surveys, in particular labour force surveys. In 2012, the ILO
assisted State Statistics Service of Ukraine in conducting module questionnaires on labour migration.
The results of these efforts are analysed in the present working paper, with a specific focus on short-term
migrant workers. Due to lack of data on short-term migration, this is a much less studied topic in labour
migration. It is hoped that such analyses will lead to improved knowledge base, which could contribute to
more targeted policy responses for this specific group of migrants and ensure the effective protection of
their rights.

Manuela Tomei Rafael Diez de Medina
Director, Director,
Conditions of Work and Equality Department of Statistics

Departrment
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Introduction

In 2012, the State Statistics Service of Ukraine, in collaboration with the International Labour Organisation,
conducted the Survey on Labour Migration (SLM) in order to estimate the size of labour migration out of
Ukraine and analyse the demographic and socio-economic characteristics of migrant workers. The findings
of the survey are discussed extensively in an ILO report entitled Report on the Methodology, Organization
and Results of a Modular Sample Survey on Labour Migration in Ukraine (2013). According to that report,
over a period of two-and-a-half years, 1.2 million Ukrainians between the ages of 15 and 70 — i.e. 3.4 per
cent of all 15-70-year-olds in Ukraine — migrated out of the country to work or look for work abroad. The
report identifies three mutually exclusive categories of migrant workers: return migrant workers, i.e. persons
who migrated to work or look for work abroad during the survey’s two-and-a-half-year reference period, but
who returned to Ukraine and were residing in the household at the time of the survey; short-term migrant
workers, who were abroad at the time of the survey working or looking for work for less than 12 months;
and emigrants, who were abroad at the time of the survey working or looking for work for more than a
year. However, the report does not provide separate analyses of these groups. Moreover, while it highlights
the importance of short-term labour migration — short-term migrant workers are estimated to make up
nearly half of all migrant workers — it does not explore the issue of short-term labour migration in depth.
Furthermore, the report’s definition of short-term migrant workers excludes return migrant workers, who
constitute 37.4 per cent of all migrant workers, leading to a serious underestimation of the scale of short-
term labour migration.

The aim of the present report, Short-Term Migrant Workers: The Case of Ukraine, is to discuss the issue
of short-term labour migration out of Ukraine using an alternative definition that is more likely to accu-
rately reflect the magnitude of this phenomenon.! The report focuses especially on differences in migra-
tion behaviour related to differences in the length of stay abroad, a factor of particular importance for its
implications regarding labour turnover, human capital accumulation and productivity, and, thus, wages and
benefits. While the emphasis is mainly on short-term labour migration, in order to place the findings on
short-term migrant workers in context, the report also discusses long-term migrant workers and migrant
workers in general in terms of both the sizes of the different groups and their demographic and socio-eco-
nomic characteristics.

International conventions define a migrant worker as “a person who is to be engaged, is engaged, or
has been engaged in a remunerated activity in a State of which he or she is not a national” (Article 2,
International Convention on the Protection of the Rights of All Migrant Workers and Members of Their
Families, Resolution 45/158, 1990); in spite of this, countries differ in the ways in which they define and
measure labour migration. The 19™ International Conference of Labour Statisticians (ICLS) recognized the
need to develop international standards on labour-migration statistics, and the SLM conducted in Ukraine
contributes towards these efforts while informing policymakers on the scale of labour migration and the
characteristics of migrant workers from Ukraine.

Following this brief introduction, Section 2 of this report provides a description of the SLM and the main
features of its data set, along with an explanation of how migrant workers are identified and how short-
term and long-term labour migration are defined. Section 3 presents an analysis of the demographic and
socio-economic characteristics of short-term migrant workers, including comparisons between short-term

It should be noted that since both the earlier and the current report are based on the same data, the findings on migrant workers as a
whole are consistent between the two reports (with the exception of slight differences in a few places that stem from differences in the
treatment of non-response).
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and long-term migrant workers and between male and female short-term migrant workers. Section 4 con-
sists of a multivariate analysis of the determinants of labour migration out of Ukraine in general and short-
term labour migration out of Ukraine in particular. Section 5 summarizes and concludes the report.



Data

The data on which this report is based was obtained from the SLM administered by the State Statistics
Service of Ukraine, in collaboration with the ILO, during the second quarter of 2012 with the aim of gathering
information on the extent and nature of labour migration out of Ukraine. The survey was implemented as
a module of the regularly conducted Economic Activity of the Population Survey (EAPS) and targeted indi-
viduals 15-70 years of age living in private households. The reference period for migration issues extended
from January 2010 to the date of the interview, and as interviews were conducted in either April, May or
June 2012, this represents a period of up to two-and-a-half years. In addition to the information obtained
through the SLM, the EAPS provides information on labour migrants who have returned to Ukraine that is
used to assess their post-migration labour-market status. This information is based on a reference period of
one week preceding the interview (in April, May or June 2012).

The SLM questionnaire consists of four sections (see Appendix): Section A is used to identify migrant
workers; Section B gathers detailed information on their demographic and socio-economic characteristics;
Section C aims to identify potential migrant workers by asking non-migrants and returned migrant workers
about their intentions regarding migration during the six months following the survey date; and Section D
collects information on transfers received by households, including remittances.

Migrant workers are identified in Section A by asking survey respondents whether anyone in the household
has spent even a short period of time in a foreign country since January 2010 and if so, for what reason.
Individuals who have been abroad to work or to look for work are classified as migrant workers, whereas
individuals who have been abroad for other reasons (e.g., tourism, family-related reasons such as reunions
or marriages, a business trip or other travel for a Ukraine-based job, study, medical treatment) are excluded
from this classification. Section A of the questionnaire further classifies migrant workers into three groups:
“returned migrant workers” (or “returnees”), i.e. migrant workers who had returned to Ukraine after working
or looking for work abroad and were residing in the household at the time of the survey; “short-term migrant
workers”, defined as individuals who migrated within the reference period and who have been abroad or
intended to be abroad working or looking for work for up to 12 months; and “emigrants”, defined as individ-
uals who migrated within the reference period and who have been abroad or intended to be abroad working
or looking for work for 12 months or more. Because short-term migrant workers and emigrants were absent
from the household at the time of the interview and the survey questions were answered on their behalf
by a knowledgeable household member, information on the length of time they intended to spend abroad
reflects the respondents’ beliefs about the migrants’ intentions. This report merges these two groups into a
single group defined as “current migrant workers”. Hence, the term “total migrant workers” comprises both
current migrant workers and returnees.

This report also classifies all migrant workers as either short-term or long-term migrant workers based
on information obtained from the questionnaire (see Appendix, Section B, QB6) about how long migrant
workers typically stay in the country where they work or look for work, with short-term migrant workers
defined as those who typically stay for less than a year working or looking for work in the host country and
long-term migrant workers as those who typically stay for more than a year. These definitions are based
on “typical” rather than “actual” behaviour for two reasons: First, the SLM provides no information on the
return dates of returned migrant workers, so their exact length of time abroad cannot be determined; and
second, the length of time between the date of departure and date of interview of current migrant workers
represents an underestimation of their actual length of time abroad (since their migration episode is yet to
be complete). However, the discrepancy between “typical” and “actual” stays appears to be small: Of 313
current migrants categorized as short-term migrants based on their typical stays, only two were found to
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have actually been abroad for more than a year at the time of the survey, and out of 94 current migrants
categorized as long-term migrants based on their typical stays, only 11 were actually abroad for less than
a year. (The slightly higher discrepancy found for those classified as long-term migrants may be explained
by the incomplete nature of the migration episode of current migrants, who may, in fact, ultimately remain
abroad for more than a year before returning to Moldova.)

It should be noted that no lower time limit is used in defining labour migration in general or short-term
labour migration in particular in order to explore all forms of labour movement out of the country regardless
of duration and thus better identify different groups of workers for policy purposes.? With this objective in
mind, and data allowing, short-term migrant workers are further divided into four sub-groups based on the
typical length of a stay abroad working or looking for work (i.e. less than one month, 1-3 months, 3-6
months, and 6-12 months).2

There are two methodological issues with important bearing on the SLM data on migration that need to
be pointed out. The first is the use of proxy respondents to gather information on migrant workers who are
away from the household in a foreign country at the time of the interview. Although proxy response is not
uncommon in household surveys, the degree to which proxy respondents are able to provide information
on household members who no longer share the same living space will depend upon the contact they
maintain with the migrants. In Ukraine, the overall response rate on individual survey questions is quite
high, even when answered by proxy respondents on behalf of current migrants. For instance, for the survey
question asking how much the migrant worker earns per month in the host country — a question for which
non-response tends to be high — the non-response rate was only 11.7 per cent for returnees answering this
question for themselves, 8.0 per cent for proxy respondents answering on behalf of returnees, and 10.4 per
cent for proxy respondents answering on behalf of current migrants. Non-response rates in general are even
lower for other, “less sensitive” matters. In tabulating data, this report takes into consideration the non-re-
sponse rates by warning the reader of possible biases due to non-response in cases where these rates are
high, and by removing non-responses prior to tabulation in cases where these rates are low.

A second methodological concern is related to seasonality. Since the survey utilizes a broad reference
period of two-and-a-half years, the timing of the survey is not likely to affect the size or the characteristics of
migrant workers in general. However, if there is an uneven distribution of returned migrant workers over the
year, then the timing of the survey (the second quarter of 2012) could affect the distinction between current
migrant workers and returnees. Thus, the possible effect of survey timing on the reported characteristics of
these two groups should be kept in mind when interpreting the results.

Although the UN has no definition for either “short-term migrant worker” or “migrant worker”, a short-term migrant is defined as
“A person who moves to a country other than that of his or her usual residence for a period of at least 3 months but less than a year
(12 months) except in cases where the movement to that country is for purposes of recreation, holiday, visits to friends and relatives,
business, medical treatment or religious pilgrimage.” (UN, 1998; p.18).

The sample size precludes detailed analysis of short-term migrants who have been away for less than a month. Note that the survey
fails to distinguish long-term migrant workers on the basis of the duration of stay, but rather lumps them under a single category of
“12 months and over”.



3. Analysis

SML raw data cover 45,477 individuals between the ages of 15 and 70, including 636 individuals identi-
fied as migrant workers. Of these, 525 are identified as short-term migrant workers and 111 as long-term
migrant workers, whereas 229 are identified as returned migrant workers and 407 as current migrant
workers. Sampling weights are used throughout the analysis in arriving at population figures.

3.1 Extent of labour migration

The total number of migrant workers is estimated at 1.2 million, or 3.5 per cent of the total population of
Ukraine aged 1570 years. Short-term migrant workers make up 82.7 per cent of all migrant workers, or 2.9
per cent of the population aged 15—70. Women constitute 34.4 per cent of all migrant workers, but they are
under-represented among short-term and over-represented among long-term migrant workers, accounting
for 29.7 per cent of short-term and 56.6 per cent of long-term migrant workers.

Table 3.1 shows the distribution of short-term migrant workers based on their typical length of stay in a host
country. A non-negligible proportion of short-term migrant workers — 14.9 per cent — typically spend less than
a month in a host country, and another 38.3 per cent spend 1-3 months, so that in total, more than half of all
short-term migrant workers — 53.1 per cent — spend less than three months in a host country. The proportion
that spends 3—6 months in a host country — 28.5 per cent of all short-term migrant workers — is substantially
higher than the proportion that spends 6-12 months in a host country — which is 18.7 per cent.

Among short-term migrant workers, 54.6 per cent of men spend less than three months in a host country as
compared to 49.6 per cent of women. The gap between men and women increases when the time period
is extended to six months, with 83.8 per cent of men spending less than six months in a host country,
as compared to 75.5 per cent of women. Thus, not only are women underrepresented among short-term
migrant workers in general, their length of stay in a host country is typically longer than that of men.

Figure 3.1 Typical lengths of stay of short-term migrant workers in a host country by gender

45
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S 20
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Of all short-term migrant workers, 58.6 per cent consist of current migrant workers and the remainder
(41.4%) of returnees. Among returnees, 12.2 per cent typically stay for less than one month in a host
country, while a sizeable proportion (45.8%) typically stay between 1-3 months; in other words, 58.0 per
cent of returnees stay for up to three months in a host country, compared to only 49.7 per cent of current
migrant workers. Similar proportions of current migrant workers and returnees (around 28%-29%) spend
3-6 months in a host country, whereas the proportion spending 6-12 months in a host country is higher
among current migrant workers (22.6%) than among returnees (13.1%). Hence, current migrant workers
constitute 71 per cent of short-term migrant workers who spend 6-12 months in the host country, which
is substantially higher than their 58.6 per cent share of all short-term migrant workers. Current migrant
workers are also over-represented among those who spend less than a month in a host country, but not
among those who spend 1-3 months or 3—-6 months in a host country. In short, current short-term migrant
workers appear to spend longer periods at a time in a host country than returnees.

As noted earlier, it is possible to determine from the survey data the length of time that current migrant
workers have been abroad as of the survey date. Accordingly, the average length of stay in a host country
is estimated at 83 days for current short-term migrant workers and 542 days for current long-term migrant
workers.* Women remain abroad for longer lengths at a time than men, with the average estimates for
female and male short-term migrant workers 112.7 and 70.6 days, respectively, and the average estimates
for female and male long-term migrant workers 558 and 518.8 days, respectively.

Overall, the Russian Federation is the most popular destination for migrant workers from Ukraine, attracting
43.3 per cent of all labour migrants. Following the Russian Federation are Poland, Italy and the Czech
Republic, each of which attract around 13-14 per cent of the total population of migrant workers from
Ukraine (Table 3.2). Country order is slightly different for short-term migrant workers, with the Russian
Federation accounting for 47.7 per cent of short-term migrant workers, followed by Poland (16.8%), the
Czech Republic (14.2%) and ltaly (8.9%). In total, these four countries together attract 87.7 per cent of
short-term migrant workers from Ukraine. For long-term migrant workers, the four most popular destination
countries are lItaly (33.8%), the Russian Federation (21.9%), Spain (16.5%), and, to a lesser extent, the
Czech Republic (6.7%), which together host 79 per cent of long-term migrant workers from Ukraine.

Men and women make different choices in terms of host country. Among male short-term migrant workers,
the Russian Federation is by far the most popular destination, attracting 57.5 per cent of male short-term
migrant workers. This is followed by the Czech Republic and Poland, which respectively account for 15.2 and

Table 3.1 Typical lengths of stay of short-term migrant workers in a host country
(current vs returned)

Length of time in host | Returned migrant Current migrant % Current
country workers workers

Less than 1 month 12.2 16.7 65.9

1-3 months 458 33.0 50.5

3—6 months 28.9 21.7 57.6

6—12 months 13.1 22.6 71.0

All short-term 100.0 100.0 58.6

For two observations classified as short-term migrant workers, the actual length of stay exceeded a year, while for 11 observations
classified as long-term migrants, the duration of migration was less than a year as of the survey date.
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Table 3.2 Countries that host migrant workers

Host country All migrant All short- ‘ Short-term, ‘ Short-term, ‘ All long-term
workers term Men Women

Belarus 1.8 2.2 1.7 3.5 -
Czech Republic 13.0 14.2 15.2 12.1 6.7
Denmark 0.4 - - - 2.3
Germany 2.4 2.4 2.6 2.0 2.2
Hungary 2.0 1.9 1.1 3.6 2.3
Italy 13.2 8.9 3.4 21.9 33.8
Poland 14.3 16.8 13.0 25.9 1.9
Portugal 1.8 1.4 1.3 1.5 4.0
Russian Federation 43.3 477 51.5 24.5 219
Spain 4.5 1.9 1.9 1.9 16.5
Switzerland 0.3 - - - 1.8
United States 0.8 - - - 4.4
Other 2.5 2.5 2.3 3.2 2.1

13.0 per cent of male short-term migrant workers. Among female short-term migrant workers, the most pop-
ular destinations are Poland (25.9%), the Russian Federation (24.5%), Italy (21.9%) and the Czech Republic
(12.1%), which together account for 84.3 per cent of all short-term female migrant workers from Ukraine.

As Table 3.3 shows, the destination countries for short-term migrant workers tend to vary according to
their length of stay abroad, with those who typically spend less than three months in a host country
tending to migrate to neighbouring countries. For instance, the Russian Federation, Poland, Hungary and

Table 3.3 Countries that host short-term migrant workers

Host country All short- Less than 1-3 Months 3-6 Months | 6-12 months
term 1 month

Belarus 2.2 5.4 3.7 - -
Czech Republic 14.2 4.2 5.2 30.2 16.8
Germany 2.4 - 0.5 0.7 10.6
Hungary 1.9 10.3 0.9 - -
Italy 8.9 - 0.8 13.6 25.5
Poland 16.8 36.3 20.5 11.5 2.0
Portugal 14 - - 3.8 1.7
Russian Federation 417 42.1 68.5 36.1 211
Spain 19 - - 1.2 8.5
Other 2.5 17 0.0 2.9 7.8
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Belarus constitute the main countries of destination for those who typically stay less than one month in
a host country. Poland alone attracts 36.3 per cent of migrant workers who spend less than a month in
a host country, as compared to only 2 per cent of those who typically spend between 6-12 months in a
host country. Hungary and Belarus are also unpopular among migrant workers who typically spend more
than three months in a host country; rather, migrant workers who typically stay in a host country for longer
periods of time are attracted to Italy.

In spite of these differences, the Russian Federation constitutes an important receiving country regardless
of length of stay. For instance, 68.5 per cent of migrant workers who spend between 1-3 months choose
the Russian Federation as their destination country, and although this figure drops considerably for those
who typically spend between 6-12 months, it nonetheless remains substantial, at 27.1 per cent.

In terms of the frequency of trips made to host countries, 45.9 per cent of all migrant workers travelled to
a host country only once during the reference period. However, while this holds true for the overwhelming
majority (92.8%) of long-term migrant workers, it describes only 35.6 per cent of short-term migrant
workers. In fact, over half of all short-term migrant workers travelled “a few times a year” to a host country.
When analyzed in more detail, the vast majority of this group — 78.9 per cent — is found to have travelled
just twice a year to a host country, with the remainder travelling three, or even four or more times a year to
a host country (10.0% and 11.2%, respectively). An additional 4.5 per cent of short-term migrant workers
were found to have travelled to a host country every month and 4.4 per cent to have travelled “a few times
a month”. Among the latter, the majority (81.2%) travelled three times a month and the remainder (18.8%)
twice a month.

For both male and female short-term migrant workers, travelling to a host country once or twice a year is the
most common pattern (77.6% and 75.5%, respectively). Among the remaining short-term migrant workers,
men were found to have travelled more frequently to the host country than women. Moreover, 8.6 per cent
of women, as compared to 0.7 per cent of men, travel between Ukraine and a host country on an irregular
basis, which could plausibly be explained by family-related constraints on women’s travel.

Table 3.4 Frequency of travel of all migrant workers to host countries

Frequency of travel during | All migrant | All short- ‘ Short-term, ‘ Short-term, ‘ All long-term
the reference period workers term Men Women
Once ayear 45.9 35.6 36.4 33.5 92.8
A few times a year 43.4 52.5 54.8 41.2 -

2 times a year /8.9 /8.9 /5.1 89.1 -

3 times a year 10.0 10.0 11.8 5.1 -

4 times a year 4.9 4.9 5.3 3.7 -

5 times a year 4.0 4.0 4.7 2.1 -

6 or more times a year 2.3 2.3 3.1 0.0 -
Monthly 3.1 4.5 3.1 6.4 -
A few times a month 3.6 4.4 4.5 4.2 -

2 times a month 18.8 18.8 16.6 24.2 -

3 times a month 81.2 81.2 834 75.8 -
Other (irregularly) 3.3 3.0 0.7 8.6 1.21

Note: Figurs in italics under each sub-heading add up to 100%.
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Table 3.5 Frequency of travel of short-term migrant workers to host countries

Frequency of travel All short- Less than 1-3 months | 3-6 months | 6-12 months
during ref. period term
Once 35.6 21.3 32.3 35.5 49.0
A few times a year 52.5 12.9* 67.4 62.2 39.1
2 times a year 78.9 677 78.3 /8.5 88.0
3 times a year 10.0 8.3 10.1 9.7 10.8
4 times a year 4.9 - /.8 2.7 12
5 times a year 4.0 176 16 7.7 -
6 or more times a year 2.3 6.4 21 L3 -
Monthly 4.5 30.3 - - -
A few times a month 4.4 29.6 - - -
2 times a month 18.8 18.8 - - -
3 times a month 81.2 81.2 - - -
Other (irregularly) 3.0 0.0 0.4 2.3 11.9

*number of observations less than 20.
Note: Figures in italics under each sub-heading add up to 100%.

The frequency of trips made to a host country also differs by length of stay, with short-term migrant workers
who typically spend less time in a host country tending to travel more frequently to and from Ukraine than
those who typically stay longer. For instance, short-term migrant workers who typically spend less than one
month in a host country account for all migrant workers who travel a few times a month. In contrast, 39.1
per cent of migrant workers who typically spend 6-12 months in a host country travelled from Ukraine for
work just a few times a year and 49.0 per cent only once a year. These differences may be partly related
to differences in the sex composition of the different groups of short-term migrant workers. For example,
the fact that those who typically stay between 6-12 months in the host country reported a substantially
higher rate of irregular visits to a host country (i.e. the “other” category in Tables 3.4 and 3.5) may be partly
explained by the fact that this group contains a higher proportion of women, whose return home is more
likely to be dictated by family concerns. Differences in job types could also account for the higher frequency
of trips observed among those with typically short stays abroad, with jobs of limited-duration and high turn-
over rates leading to shorter stays in host countries and more frequent visits home.

It should be noted that it is unclear from the information available whether each trip to a host country marks
a different, separate episode of migration. However, the finding that those who typically spend shorter
periods of time in a host country make more frequent trips back and forth between Ukraine suggests that
some of these trips probably do mark separate episodes of migration. It may be that the nature of the work
performed by migrant workers or the type of registration they possess requires them to return to Ukraine
before they can initiate a new episode of migration. If it is correct to assume that each trip to a host country
does in fact represent a new job/job search, then the data suggest that women who migrate abroad for work
tend to do so less frequently than men, which could in turn be related to different types of work men and
women perform in a host country (See Section 3.3.7).

The generally high frequency of travel to and from Ukraine suggests that short-term migrant workers
maintain close contact with their families at home, which would explain why household members pro-
viding information on current migrants were rarely unwilling or unable to answer the questions on the SLM.
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Furthermore, as a result of their frequent travel back and forth, short-term migrant workers are likely to be
well-informed about the labour-market situation in Ukraine, making their decision as to whether to migrate
or remain in Ukraine sensitive to developments in the local labour market.

3.2 Demographic determinants of migration

The working-age-population (WAP) is comprised of individuals aged 15-65 years,® with an average age of
39.5 years. Hence, with an average age of 37.5 years, migrant workers in general tend to be younger than
the WAP, although long-term migrant workers are slightly older (40.3 years). Furthermore, while short-term
migrant workers overall are younger (36.9 years) than the WAP, female short-term migrant workers are older
than males (38.6 and 36.2 years, respectively).

As Figure 3.2 shows, individuals aged 25-34 constitute the largest group of short-term migrant workers.
However, when men and women are looked at separately, individuals aged 20-29 are found to make up
the largest group of male short-term migrant workers, with older cohorts constituting successively smaller
amounts, whereas women aged 40-44 years constitute the largest group of female short-term migrant
workers. Consequently, men constitute a larger proportion of younger and women a larger proportion of
older short-term migrant workers.

Compulsory education in Ukraine consists of 11 years of schooling divided into three stages: “primary” (4
years), “secondary base” (5 years) and “secondary complete” (2 years). In general, migrant workers tend
to be less educated than the WAP, the great majority of whom (90.3%) have at least a complete secondary
education and 22.8 per cent of whom have some higher education. Compared to the WAP, the proportion
of migrant workers with at least a complete secondary education is higher (95.4%) and the proportion with
some higher education (15.4%) is lower.®

Figure 3.2 Ages of short-term migrant workers, by sex
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The oldest migrant in the data is 65 years of age. Hence, in this section, when making comparisons between migrant workers and the
population, the working-age-population is used.
For a definition of different schooling levels see Appendix, Table Al.
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Figure 3.3 Schooling of migrant workers and WAP

WAP . .
H Basic secondary or primary

Long-term
B Secondary complete

Short-term: Female B Incomplete higher

Short-term: Male B Higher

Short-term

Migrant workers

O 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Percent

When short and long-term migrant workers are compared, the proportion with a complete secondary edu-
cation is seen to be higher among short-term migrant workers (68%, as compared to 49.7% among long-
term migrant workers), whereas the proportion with some higher education is lower (26.8%, as compared
to 48.5% among long-term migrant workers).

Furthermore, male short-term migrant workers are less educated than female short-term migrant workers.
When these two groups are compared, a greater proportion of male short-term migrant workers have a
complete secondary education (72.5%, as compared to 57.4% among female short-term migrant workers),
whereas a smaller proportion of male short-term migrant workers have some higher education (21.7%, as
compared to 38.8% among female short-term migrant workers).

The majority of migrant workers (58.4%) are married, whereas a sizeable proportion (13.4%) is either
divorced or widowed and the remainder (28.2%) is single (Figure 3.4). Individuals who are single represent
larger proportions of migrant workers and short-term migrant workers as compared to the WAP and long-
term migrant workers due to the somewhat younger average ages of the former groups. In contrast, the
proportions of married and divorced individuals are lower among migrant workers and short-term migrant
workers as compared to the WAP and long-term migrant workers.

When male and female short-term migrant workers are compared, substantially larger proportions of the
latter are found to be divorced or widowed and smaller proportions to be married or single. More specifi-
cally, 21.4 per cent of female short-term migrant workers are divorced and an additional 8.4 per cent are
widowed — as compared to only 4.8 per cent and 1.0 per cent, respectively, of males. It is likely that the
need to support a family, combined with the low wages in Ukraine, is what induces women, including older
women, to migrate. This would also explain why female migrant workers tend to be older than males. The
fact that a substantial proportion of short-term female migrant workers are divorced or widowed raises con-
cerns about children who are “left behind”.

The SLM provides data on five economic regions in Ukraine — North, Centre, South, East and West — whose
shares of the WAP are, respectively, 17.8 per cent, 11.6 per cent, 15.4 per cent, 32.2 per cent and 23.0
per cent. The geographic distribution of migrant workers varies sharply from that of the WAP, with the
overwhelming majority of all migrant workers — 71.6 per cent — coming from the West. This figure is even
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Figure 3.4 Marital status of migrant workers and WAP
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higher among female short-term migrant workers, (82.1%). With the exception of the West, all other regions
are under-represented among migrant workers as compared to the WAP, with the Centre accounting for the
smallest share of short-term migrant workers (3.2%), and the East, South and North accounting for similar
shares (7-9% each).

n total, 29.6 per cent of Ukraine’'s WAP lives in rural areas; however, individuals from rural areas consti-
tute 54.3 per cent of all migrant workers. This figure is slightly higher among short-term migrant workers
(56.9%) and lower among long-term migrant workers (41.9%). The proportion of female short-term migrant
workers from rural areas (64.6%) is also higher than the proportion of male short-term migrant workers from
rural areas (53.6%).

Figure 3.5 Region of residence of migrant workers and WAP

WAP
Long-term
m West
Short-term: Female m East
B South
Short-term: Male
m Centre
Short-term m North
Migrant workers

0 20 40 60 80 100



3. Analysis 13

Figure 3.6 Proportions of migrant workers and the WAP residing in rural areas
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3.3 Socio-economic characteristics of migrant workers

This section of the report discusses the socio-economic characteristics of short-term migrant workers and
compares them to the characteristics of long-term migrant workers. The characteristics examined are legal
migration status, language skills, training undertaken abroad, employment status, status in employment,
type of employment activity, occupation, skill match, employment agreement, hours of work, labour remu-
neration, and remittances. Whenever possible, these characteristics are discussed for the pre-migration
period as well as for the time spent abroad, and, in the case of returnees, for the period following their
return to Ukraine.

3.3.1 Legal migration status

Not all migrant workers hold a permit to work in a host country. In fact, those who do not constitute nearly
half of all migrant workers (47.9%). Moreover, the proportion of short-term migrant workers without a work
permit is larger (50.6%) than that of long-term migrant workers (35.1%). In contrast, a larger proportion of
short-term migrant workers as compared to long-term migrant workers (28.8% vs. 22.7%) have only tem-
porary registration or a tourist visa, or possess no documents (i.e. visa, work permit, temporary registration)
at all (17.8% vs. 12.4%).

Table 3.6 Legal migration status of migrant workers

Legal migration status | All migrant | All short- Short-term, | Short-term, ‘ All long-term
workers term Men Women

Residence and work permit 39.1 355 32.5 42.5 56.6

Work permit alone 13.0 14.0 15.7 9.8 8.3

Temporary registration 23.9 25.4 26.7 22.3 171

Tourist visa 4.3 3.4 2.6 5.4 5.6

No documents 16.9 17.8 18.5 16.3 12.4

Other 3.3 4.0 4.2 3.8 -




14 Short-Term Migrant Workers: The Case of Ukraine

The proportion of female short-term migrant workers (42.5%) holding both residence and work permits is
larger than that of males (32.5%), whereas the proportion of male short-term migrant workers with a work
permit only (15.7%) is larger than that of females (9.8%). The proportion of male short-term migrant workers
holding temporary registration is also larger as compared to females. The differences in the legal migration
statuses of men and women may have to do with differences in the length of time men and women stay in
a host country as well as differences in the frequency with which they return to Ukraine, which may, in turn,
be related to differences in the nature of the jobs they hold abroad.

3.3.2 Language skills

Before migrating abroad, 13.6 per cent of migrant workers could neither speak nor understand the lan-
guage of their host countries; 22.9 per cent could understand the language, but could not speak it; 26.9
per cent were able to understand as well as speak a little; and more than half (53.7%) could communicate
or were fluent in the language of their host country. However, the proportion of short-term migrant workers
who could communicate or were fluent (58.5%) was much larger than that of long-term migrant workers
(31.0%). This discrepancy can be explained by the difference in the choice of destination country between
the two groups: As noted earlier, as compared to long-term migrant workers, short-term migrant workers are
more likely to head to the Russian Federation for work, which would account for their greater language skills.

A similar discrepancy was observed in the language skills of male and female short-term migrant workers,
with 67.0 per cent of males either fluent or able to communicate in the language of their host countries,
compared to only 38.3 per cent of females. This may also be explained by the larger proportion of male
short-term migrant workers in the Russian Federation as compared to females.

Figure 3.7 Language skills of migrant workers
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3.3.3 Training abroad

The proportion of migrant workers attending a training course while abroad is limited to 4.0 per cent and
is even lower among short-term migrant workers (2.9%). The most popular courses attended are language
courses. In fact, of those who have attended a training course, 78.8 per cent attended a language course
while working/looking for work abroad, 9.9 per cent took a course from a higher education institute as part
of a degree program, and others attended a training course to learn a specific skill or trade.
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The overwhelming majority of migrant workers (94.6%) did not establish or attempt to establish the
equivalency of their diploma or training certificate in a host country.” This figure is similar for short-term
migrant workers (95.5%), with no appreciable difference between men (94.0%) and women (96.1%).
However, the proportion of long-term migrant workers who did not establish or attempt to establish equiv-
alency is somewhat lower as compared to short-term migrant workers (90.2% vs. 95.5%) though again
an appreciable difference between men (90.0%) and women (90.6%) long-term migrant workers is not
observed.

3.3.4 Employment status before, during and after migration

Nearly 60 per cent of migrant workers were employed in Ukraine before leaving the country. However, a
sizeable proportion — 15.8 per cent — was unemployed. Hence, nearly three- quarters of the migrant worker
population was economically active before leaving the country.

In comparison to long-term migrant workers, short-term migrant workers appear to have higher unem-
ployment rates and lower employment rates before leaving Ukraine; however, these differences are not
statistically significant at conventional levels. Female short-term migrant workers have higher pre-migration
unemployment rates than male short-term migrant workers, but the difference is not statistically significant
at conventional levels. However, pre-migration employment rates of female short-term migrant workers are
lower than those of males (p<0.056).

Table 3.7 Pre-migration employment status of migrant workers

Pre-migration ‘ All migrant | All short- Short-term, ‘ Short-term, ‘ All long-
employment status workers term Men Women term
Employed 59.5 58.8 61.5 52.5 62.9
Unemployed 15.8 16.2 14.6 19.8 14.3
Economically active 75.3 75.0 76.1 72.3 172

Note: Unemployment is defined as a per cent of the migrant worker population.

Table 3.8 Post-migration employment status of returned migrants

Post-migration em- All returned mi- | All returned Returned short- ‘ Returned short-
ployment status grant workers short-term term, men term, women
Employed 68.0 70.0 72.6 63.6

Unemployed 135 13.4 12.5 15.8

Economically active 81.5 834 85.1 79.4

Note: Unemployment is defined as a per cent of the returned migrant worker population.

This figure includes a small proportion (2.6%) of migrant workers who attempted but failed to establish the equivalency of their diploma
or training certificate in a host country.
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Employment rates in host countries are 98.3 per cent for migrant workers in general, 97.8 per cent for
short-term migrant workers, and 100 per cent for long-term migrant workers. Estimated employment rates
of male and female short-term migrant workers in host countries are similarly high, at 97.4 per cent and
99.1 per cent, respectively.

Because the SLM was administered as a module of the EAPS, it is possible to use EAPS data to deter-
mine the employment status of migrant workers after their return to Ukraine. Accordingly, 68.0 per cent of
returnees were found to be employed and 13.5 per cent to be unemployed during the reference period of
the EAPS survey;® in other words, 81.5 per cent of returned migrants are economically active upon their
return to Ukraine. The post-migration employment and unemployment rates of returned short-term migrant
workers (70% and 13.4%, respectively) are similar to those of returned migrant workers in general; however,
the employment rate is higher for returned male as compared to female short-term migrant workers (72.6%
vs. 63.6%) and the unemployment rate higher for returned female as compared to male short-term migrant
workers (15.8% vs. 12.5%). (Note that the overwhelming majority of returnees — 91.5 per cent — are short-
term migrant workers.)

Although it appears that returnees to Ukraine have higher employment and lower unemployment rates
following their migration experience, this difference may be due, in part, to differences in how the SLM
and EAPS establish the employment status of respondents.® Furthermore, some anomalous results suggest
that caution must be exercised in making comparisons between the data of the two surveys. For example,
in one very unusual finding, 27 per cent of all employed returned migrant workers — and 28.7 per cent of
returned short-term migrant workers — were reported to be temporarily absent from their job during the ref-
erence week. These rates are substantially higher than the rate reported by non-migrant workers, which is
only 2.4 per cent. This puzzling difference could, in fact, be the result of a confusion in reporting: the jobs
from which returned migrants were reported to be temporarily absent from could very plausibly be their jobs
abroad — which could either be seasonal work or could require them to return to Ukraine to take care of
migration-related bureaucratic issues. Indeed, for 48 per cent of returned migrants who were reported to be
temporarily absent from their jobs, the reason given was the seasonality of their work, and being on paid or
unpaid leave was cited for another 43.4 per cent. The finding that the overwhelming majority (86.2%) of this
group also plans to re-migrate within the next six months to the same countries they had previously gone
to as labour migrants casts further doubt as to whether the jobs these individuals were “temporarily absent
from” were jobs in Ukraine. Indeed, the EAPS question'® on “temporary absence” does not specifically state
that the job (if any) being referred to is one in Ukraine.!!

Although it might appear superfluous to mention in the EAPS questionnaire that the job being inquired
about is in Ukraine, in critical questions such as those designed to establish the employment status of
returnees, it is essential that the respondent understands that the questions refer to the Ukrainian labour

The week preceding survey implementation —i.e. in April, May, or June 2012.

Both the wording and the number of questions used to establish the employment status of migrant workers are different in the two
surveys. For instance, in addition to more easily identifiable forms of work such as wage work, the EAPS includes a series of questions
aimed at identifying individuals engaged in subsidiary farming on individual plots whose produce is intended for sale, and these indi-
viduals are included among the ranks of the employed. Similar questions do not exist in the SLM, which determines the pre-migration
employment status of a migrant worker based on a single question: “Did you or [NAME] have a job, business activity in Ukraine prior
to taking this trip?” If individuals engaged in subsidiary farming as described above do not answer this question affirmatively, then the
pre-migration employment rate will appear to be lower than it actually is. (The full questionnaires for both the SLM and EAPS are includ-
ed in the Appendix to this report.)

EAPS Question 7 reads as follows: “Did you have work (occupation), where you were temporarily absent (due to iliness, vacation, pro-
duction halt, etc.) during the reference week?”

Another concern regarding returned migrant workers who are reported to be temporarily absent from their jobs relates to whether they
could be posted workers. According to the General Agreement on Trade in Services 4 (GATS-4) on the ‘movement of natural persons’,
posted workers are not to be regarded as migrant workers. The SLM screens out such workers from the ranks of migrant workers from
the very start (Question A3), making it very unlikely that the individuals referred to here are posted workers who have returned home
and are waiting to be reposted to their next duty.

10



3. Analysis 17

market. Failure to do so has an impact on the statistics on the Ukrainian labour market in general as well
as on labour-migration estimates in particular. For example, if it is assumed that the returnees who were
reported to be temporarily absent from their jobs during the reference week actually had jobs abroad and
were thus not looking for work in Ukraine, this entire group could be excluded from the ranks of both the
employed and unemployed.'? Doing so would lower the post-migration employment rate among returnees
from 68.0 per cent to 49.2 per cent and the economic activity rate from 81.5 per cent to 62.7 per cent.t®
(Although the drop is substantial, it should be noted that the conclusion that a significant proportion of
returnees are economically active once back in Ukraine remains valid.)

3.3.5 Status in employment before, during, and after migration

Before leaving Ukraine for a host country, the overwhelming majority (91.3%) of migrant workers were wage
earners — 51.3 per cent in private enterprises, 8.7 per cent in private households and 30.8 per cent in
public enterprises — and the rest (9.2%) were working on their own account.!*

Similar proportions of short-term and long-term migrant workers were employed as wage-earners in Ukraine
prior to migrating (90.4% and 92.5%, respectively). Although a larger proportion of long-term migrant
workers as compared to short-term migrant workers were employed as wage-earners in public enterprises
(36.9% vs. 29.4%), the difference is not statistically significant at conventional levels, nor is there a signifi-
cant difference in status in employment between male and female short-term migrant workers.

During their stay in host countries, migrant workers are primarily employed as wage-earners (93.1%),
although the proportion working as wage-earners in a host country is slightly lower among short-term
migrant workers (92.1%) as compared to long-term migrant workers (97.9%) and among male short-term
migrant workers (90.6%) as compared to female short-term migrant workers (95.7%). The rest are employed
on their own account.

Figure 3.8 Pre-migration status in employment of migrant workers
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2 Estimates are similarly biased by returnees who are reported to be employed by the EAPS if they are in jobs held abroad. Indeed, of the

returnees who were reported to be employed by the EAPS, 3 persons (out of 114 cases) reported their workplace to be abroad.

The economic activity rate would be higher if some returned migrants decided to look for work in Ukraine even though they already had
jobs abroad.
One migrant worker is reported to have worked as an unpaid family worker.

13
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Figure 3.9 Status in employment of migrant workers in host country
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Employment in a private household accounts for a significant proportion of all migrant workers employed as
wage earners abroad (29.3%), with the proportions much higher among long-term migrant workers (45.1%)
and female short-term migrant workers (45.2%). In contrast, a much larger proportion of male short-term
migrant workers (59.9%) as compared to female short-term migrant workers (45.2%) are wage earners in
private enterprises rather than in households.

Upon returning to Ukraine, as noted earlier, 68 per cent of migrant workers are employed, and when those
who were temporarily absent from their jobs are excluded, 66.1 per cent are found to be wage earners, 6.1
per cent to work on their own account, and the remaining 27.9 per cent to work as unpaid family workers,
primarily in subsidiary farming. The distribution is similar for returned short-term migrant workers, of whom
68.9 per cent are wage earners, 4.5 per cent own-account workers and 26.7 per cent unpaid family
workers. When male and female returnees are examined separately, these proportions are, respectively,
70.5 per cent, 5.0 per cent and 24.5 per cent for males and 64.0 per cent, 2.7 per cent and 33.4 per cent
for females.

Rather large differences are observed between the figures given above to describe the post-migration
status of returned short-term migrant workers and the figures describing their pre-migration status obtained
from the SLM. According to these figures, prior to migrating, 82.5 per cent of this group of returnees were
employed as wage earners in public or private enterprises, 7.4 per cent worked as wage earners in private
households and 10.2 per cent worked on their own account. This suggests that a significant proportion
of former wage earners and own-account workers may have become unpaid family workers because they
were either unable to find or — more likely — unwilling to hold paying work upon their return from abroad,
particularly if they intended to migrate again in the near future. However, as discussed earlier, because of
the differences in the questions on employment contained in the EAPS and the SLM, it is unclear whether
the findings on status in employment represent genuine differences in the situation of short-term migrants
before and after migration, or if they are merely a reflection of differences in the survey instruments.

Indeed, one finding that must be emphasized is that between one-half and two-thirds of returned migrant
workers planned to migrate again within six months of the survey interview. This is true of almost 60 per
cent of all returned migrant workers, 62.9 per cent of short-term returned migrant workers, 70.5 per cent
of short-term returned migrant workers who do not work upon their return to Ukraine, and 55 per cent of
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those who were employed upon their return to Ukraine (excluding those workers reported to be temporarily
absent from their jobs). This suggests that the decision to work and the form it takes are more a reflection
of returnees’ plans regarding future migration than of their ability or inability to make use of the work expe-
rience gained abroad upon their return to Ukraine.

3.3.6 Economic activity types before, during and after migration

Over half of all migrant workers were employed in construction, manufacturing, or agriculture before leaving
Ukraine, with the construction sector alone employing 32.9 per cent of migrant workers. Compared to long-
term migrant workers, a larger proportion of short-term migrant workers (36.3% vs 17.7%) were employed
in construction and a smaller proportion in health and social work (4.6% vs 18.3%) prior to migration.
Differences were also observed in the pre-migration economic activity of short-term male and female
migrant workers; namely, nearly half of male short-term migrant workers were employed in construction (as
compared to only 4.6% of females), whereas females were employed in a wider range of economic activi-
ties, with larger proportions of females as compared to males employed in manufacturing, wholesale and
retail trade, education, health and social work, and other community services.

In general, the economic activities of migrant workers are less varied in the host country than they are in
Ukraine. Only three economic activities account for the employment of nearly three-quarters of all migrant
workers abroad: construction, which employs 45.7 per cent of all migrant workers; work in private house-
holds, which employs 18.2 per cent; and agriculture, which employs 11.4 per cent. Economic activities of
long-term and short-term migrants vary, with nearly half of short-term migrant workers employed in con-
struction, as compared to only 21 per cent of long-term migrant workers; 13.1 per cent of short-term migrant

Table 3.9 Economic activity — pre-migration

NACE-Revl.1 All migrant All short- Short-term, | Short-term, ‘ All long-term
workers term Men Women
Agriculture & fishing 11.3 11.4 11.4 11.1 11.2
Mining 1.0 1.2 1.7 - -
Manufacturing 13.5 14.5 12.6 20.0 9.0
Electricity, gas, water 1.1 1.2 1.3 0.6 0.9
Construction 32.9 36.3 477 4.6 17.7
Wholesale and retail trade 8.9 8.1 4.0 19.5 12.7
Hotels and restaurants 2.4 2.0 1.6 3.2 44
Transport, storage 6.4 5.8 7.0 2.7 8.8
Financial intermediary 0.1 0.1 - 0.4 -
Real estate 3.7 4.1 4.6 2.5 2.0
Public administration 2.5 2.5 2.7 2.1 2.2
Education 5.7 5.0 15 14.5 8.9
Health and social work 7.1 4.6 2.7 9.9 18.3
Othe_r personal/community 99 19 0.3 6.6 33
services
Private households 1.2 14 1.0 2.4 0.5

Note: Includes employed migrants only.



20 Short-Term Migrant Workers: The Case of Ukraine

Table 3.10 Economic activity — abroad

NACE-Revl.1 All migrant All short- ‘ Short-term, | Short-term, ‘ All long-term
workers term Men Women

Agriculture & fishing 114 12.8 9.7 20.3 44

Mining 1.2 1.4 2.6 - -

Manufacturing 2.7 2.6 2.2 2.6 0.6

Electricity, gas, water 0.3 0.4 0.3 0.6 29

Construction 45.7 51.0 69.9 71 21.0

Wholesale and retail trade 9.1 79 6.5 111 15.2

Hotels and restaurants 3.6 3.2 - 10.6 5.4

Transport, storage 4.2 4.5 6.2 0.7 2.1

Financial intermediary - - - - i

Real estate 1.3 1.5 2.2 - -

Public administration - = - - -

Education 0.3 0.3 1.1

Health and social work 0.6 0.5 - 1.6 1.3
Othe_r personal/community 14 08 0.2 29 13
services

Private households 18.2 13.1 0.6 422 42.3

Note: Includes employed migrant workers only.

workers employed in private households, as compared to 42.3 per cent of long-term migrant workers; and
7.9 per cent of short-term migrant workers employed in wholesale and retail trade, as compared to 15.2 per
cent of long-term migrant workers. In addition, 12.8 per cent of short-term migrant workers are employed
in agriculture. Economic activities of male and female short-term migrant workers also differ in the host
country, with males employed predominately in construction (69.9%), agriculture (9.7%) and hotels and
restaurants (6.5%), and females in private households (42.2%) and agriculture (20.3%) as well as in whole-
sale and retail trade and hotels and restaurants. Whereas men’s activities are more seasonal in nature and
thus likely to offer workers opportunities for fixed, short-term employment, women’s activities tend to be
less seasonal, which would explain their relatively smaller representation among short-term (as opposed to
long-term) migrant workers.

After returning to Ukraine, short-term migrant workers tend to be employed mainly in the agriculture sector
(35.6%), followed by the construction (25.8%), service (23.0%) and manufacturing (15.6%) sectors.
The proportion employed in private households is negligible, even among women. Agricultural activities
(including those in subsidiary plots) employ 34.6 per cent of male and 38.5 per cent of female short-term
migrant workers who have returned to Ukraine. Construction employs 33.3 per cent of men, but only 2.8
per cent of women, while manufacturing employs 16.8 per cent of men and 11.7 per cent of women. The
rest — 15.3 per cent of men and 47 per cent of women — are in services.
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3.3.7 Occupation held before, during and after migration

Nearly half of all migrant workers were employed in elementary occupations or were in craft and related
trades work before migration, while the other half was comprised of technicians and associate profes-
sionals, service and sales workers, professionals, and plant and machine operators. In other words,
although unskilled workers make up a sizeable proportion (24.4%) of migrant workers from Ukraine, around
three-quarters of these migrants have work-related skills.

When short-term and long-term migrant workers are compared, larger proportions of short-term as com-
pared to long-term migrant workers were in elementary occupations (25.5% vs 20.6%) or in craft and
related trades work (9.5% vs 28.5%) before leaving Ukraine, whereas smaller proportions were profes-
sionals (7.6% vs 21.9% ) and sales and service workers (9.6% vs 23.9%). This distribution of occupations
suggests that short-term migrants are less skilled than long-term migrants.

A similar conclusion can be drawn for male short-term migrant workers as compared to females, since a
larger proportion of female short-term migrant workers were professionals and technicians and associate
professionals (28.8%, as compared to 19.9% for males) and a smaller proportion were in elementary occu-
pations (22.4%, as compared to 26.2% for males) prior to migrating. However, it is also the case that a
larger proportion of male short-term migrant workers (34.6%) possessed specific skills in craft and related
trades, whereas a much larger proportion of females (25.5%) were employed as service and sales workers
before migrating.

During their time in a host country, 39.2 per cent of migrant workers from Ukraine are employed in elemen-
tary occupations, 24.7 per cent as craft and related trades workers and 16.5 per cent as service and sales
workers. Not only is the proportion of migrant workers engaged in elementary occupations abroad larger
than the proportion in Ukraine prior to migration, interestingly, the proportion of long-term migrant workers
employed in elementary occupations abroad is larger than that of short-term migrant workers, whereas the

Table 3.11 Occupation migrant workers held before migrating abroad

Occupations (ISCO-88) | All migrant | All short- Short-term, | Short-term, ‘ All long-term

workers term ) women
Legislators and senior officials | 0.7 0.2 0.3 - 2.1
Professionals 10.2 1.6 6.6 10.3 21.9
Technic?ans and associate 143 147 133 185 124
professionals
Clerks 0.8 0.4 - 1.4 2.6
Service and sales workers 12.2 9.6 3.9 25.5 23.9
Skilled agricultural and fishery 16 19 13 38 )
workers ' ‘ : '
Craft and related trades 951 28 5 306 116 95
workers
Plant and machine operators, 109 11.9 138 6.5 6.4
assemblers
Elementary occupations 24.4 25.2 26.2 22.4 20.6

Note: Includes employed migrant workers only.
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Table 3.12 Occupation migrant workers hold abroad

Occupations (ISCO-88) | All migrant | All short- Short-term, | Short-term, ‘AII long-term

workers term men women
Legislators and senior officials | 1.1 0.2 0.3 - 5.1
Professionals 2.6 2.3 2.4 2.0 43
Technicians and associate 6.6 15 - 2.5 2.3
professionals
Clerks 0.5 0.4 9.6 1.4 0.8
Service and sales workers 16.5 14.6 5.6 35.7 25.1
Skilled agricultural and fishery 97 30 12 04 0.9
workers ’ ' ’ ' ’
Craft and related trades 17 273 380 99 126
workers
Plant and machine operators, 6.2 6.3 76 33 6.0
assemblers ' ' ' ' ’
Elementary occupations 39.2 38.4 32.5 52.3 42.9

Note: Includes employed migrants only.

opposite situation existed prior to migration. As noted earlier, a significant proportion of long-term migrant
workers (21.9%) were previously employed as professionals, but this figure decreases (to only 4.3%) in
host countries. With regard to individuals in craft and related trades work in a host country, the proportion
is much larger among short-term migrant workers as compared to long-term migrant workers (27.3% vs
12.6%); moreover, for short-term migrant workers, this ratio is in line with that of the pre-migration ratio in
Ukraine, but for long-term migrant workers, it represents a slight decline.

When male and female short-term migrant workers are compared, the proportion of females in elementary
occupations (52.3%) is significantly larger than that of males (32.5%), with women employed primarily as
domestics and cleaners or agricultural workers and men as unskilled labour in manufacturing, construction,
or agriculture. Another sizeable proportion of female short-term migrant workers (35.7%) are employed as
service and sales workers, primarily as cooks, waiters, care providers, servants and shop assistants. For
male short-term migrant workers, following elementary occupations, the most common occupation is craft
and related trades work (38.0%), with these men employed mainly as painters, plasterers, welders and
repairmen. The finding that the proportions of both male and female short-term migrant workers in elemen-
tary occupations in host countries represent increases over the proportions in elementary occupations in
Ukraine prior to migration suggests that short-term migrant workers are unable to make use of their occu-
pational skills while abroad (See Section 3.3.8 below).

Information on the occupations held by returned migrant workers engaged in wage work or working on their
own account can be obtained from the EAPS; however, this information is not available for those working
as unpaid family workers. If the latter were to be classified as “elementary workers”, then the proportion
of elementary workers among returnees would be substantial (44.3%) and represent an increase in the
proportion of those working in elementary occupations prior to migration (28.8%). In addition to elemen-
tary workers, 26.4 per cent of returnees are employed as craft workers, 5.7 per cent as sales and service
workers, 9.5 per cent as plant and machine operators and the remaining 13.4 per cent as legal, profes-
sional, technical or clerical workers. The distribution of occupations among returnees categorized as short-
term migrant workers is similar to that of returnees as a whole.
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Figure 3.10 Job in host country matches qualifications
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3.3.8 Skills match of jobs held abroad

Nearly 40 per cent of migrant workers are engaged in jobs in their host countries that do not require the use
of their work qualifications, 23.8 per cent report a mismatch in qualifications (i.e. working outside of their
field of training) and 5.2 per cent report that their skills are underutilized, while a smaller percent (2.6%)
report that their job requires qualifications higher than those they actually possess. Hence, only 28.8 per
cent of migrant workers hold jobs abroad that match their qualifications.

When short-term and long-term migrant workers are compared, a smaller proportion of the latter (15.6% vs
31.5%) are able to use their qualifications in their work abroad, while a larger proportion (12.9% vs 3.6%)
hold jobs for which they are overqualified. A sizeable proportion of both groups are engaged in jobs that
require no qualifications or qualifications in a different field.

Female short-term migrant workers are more likely to engage in jobs that require no qualifications or that
are outside their field of training. Hence, while 40.2 per cent of male short-term migrant workers report that
their qualifications match the skills required by their jobs, the corresponding figure for females is only 11.5
per cent.

3.3.9 Employment agreement abroad

Among migrant workers in general, the proportion with a written contract is 38.2 per cent; however, the
proportion is significantly lower for short-term migrant workers than for long-term migrant workers (34.2%
vs 56.0%). There is no appreciable difference in the proportion of male and female short-term migrant
workers with written contracts (33.0% and 36.8%, respectively). Of those workers who do have a written
contract, it has been translated into the worker’s native language in only around a quarter of cases. This
proportion does not differ between short-term and long-term migrant workers or between male and female
short-term migrant workers.

3.3.10 Hours of work abroad

On average, migrant workers were employed in their current or most recent job abroad for 7.7 months over
the reference period, although the duration is, unsurprisingly, shorter among short-term migrant workers
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Figure 3.11 Hours of work in host countries
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(5.9 months) than long-term migrant workers (16.4 months). The duration of the current or most recent
job abroad was also found to be shorter for male short-term migrant workers (4.9 months) than for female
short-term migrant workers (7.5 months).

In terms of hours worked per week in a host country (Figure 3.11), this is estimated at 56.1 hours and does
not vary appreciably among the different groups of migrant workers; however, short-term migrant workers
work slightly fewer hours per week (55.8) than long-term migrant workers (57.4), and male short-term
migrant workers work slightly fewer hours per week (55.6) than females (56.4).

Very long hours of work in a host country appear to be the norm among migrant workers, over 80 per cent
of whom work more than 45 hours per week while abroad. This proportion is slightly lower among long-term
migrant workers (71.1%). In contrast, the proportion of migrant workers who work less than 35 hours per
week is very small — 3.3 per cent of all migrant workers, and 4.1 per cent of short-term migrant workers.

3.3.11 Labour remuneration

The SLM collects information on monthly wages received by migrant workers abroad in wage brackets of
either Euros or USD, depending on the form of payment in the host country. However, 13.7 per cent of
respondents did not provide an answer about migrant-worker wages, either because they did not want to
answer (9.6%) or because they did not know the answer (4.1%). The discussion in this section summarizes
the findings based on the information provided, ignoring non-response. Furthermore, since monthly wages
are provided in brackets, the information provided in Euros and USD is presented as they are reported
without any attempt to convert one currency to another. (In 2012, 1 USD was about 0.8 Euros.)

Information on wages of migrant workers paid in USD show 42.9 per cent to have monthly earnings of
501-1,000 USD, whereas 55.3 per cent of those paid in Euros were reported to have monthly earn-
ings of 501-1,000 Euros. These figures represent significant proportions of migrant workers, whereas very
small proportions (less than 5%) are reported to have high earnings of over 2,000 USD/Euros per month.
Similarly, very low wages are also uncommon, with only 4-6 percent of migrant workers reported to earn
less than 250 USD/Euros.

Monthly wages are lower for short-term migrant workers than for long-term migrant workers. Although the
most frequently reported earnings for both groups is 501-1,000 USD/Euros, smaller proportions of short-
term migrant workers as compared to long-term migrant workers have higher earnings. For instance, while
23.5 per cent of short-term migrant workers are reported to earn 1,001-2,000 USD a month, the corre-
sponding figure among long-term migrant workers is 39.8 per cent.
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Figure 3.12 Monthly wages in host country (reported in USD)
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Female short-term migrant workers are also reported to earn less per month than male short-term migrant
workers. For instance, 11.3 per cent of male short-term migrant workers are reported to earn more than
2,000 Euros a month, while none of the short-term female migrant workers were reported to earn this much.

In terms of work benefits, weekly rest days are the most commonly enjoyed work benefit among migrant
workers, with 68.7 per cent of all migrant workers reported to enjoy weekly rest days in their jobs abroad
(Figure 3.14). However, this proportion is substantially higher among long-term as compared to short-term
migrant workers (81.6% vs 65.9%). In fact, work benefits in general are available to a larger proportion of
long-term than short-term migrant workers. For example, overtime pay, which is the second most commonly
enjoyed benefit from work, is received by only 24.0 per cent of short-term as compared to 36.3 per cent of
long-term migrant workers. Less than a fifth of migrant workers in general and short-term migrant workers
in particular have health insurance through work, paid annual leave, paid sick leave, pension rights, unem-
ployment insurance, or compensation for work-related accidents.
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Figure 3.14 Benefits enjoyed at work in host country
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In general, no appreciable differences in work benefits are observed between male and female short-term
migrant workers; however, larger proportions of females are provided with health insurance and paid annual
leave.

3.3.12 Remittances

A significant proportion of migrant workers — 57.3 per cent — send money home, and an additional 2.1
per cent send goods home. The proportion sending such remittances is higher among long-term migrant
workers (78.5%) than short-term migrant workers (55.3%). This discrepancy may be related to the higher
earnings of long-term migrant workers as compared to short-term migrant workers, as well as their more
established status in host countries. Among short-term migrant workers, the proportions of males and
females sending remittances are similar, despite the fact that males earn more than females.

Figure 3.15 Remittance behaviour
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3. Analysis

When asked about the amount of money sent home by migrant workers during their last trip abroad, 6
per cent of respondents refused to answer, and another 0.3 per cent said they did not know the amount.
Excluding non-response, the distribution of remittances sent back to Ukraine in 2011 is given in Figure
3.16 for USD and in Figure 3.17 for Euros. Because the SLM obtains information on remittances according
to the currency in which they are sent back, it is difficult to combine this information in a single chart, and
any comparison across groups is complicated by differences in the composition of migrants who remit in
different currencies. For instance, 75.3 per cent of short-term as compared to only 34.7 per cent of long-
term migrant workers send remittances in USD, and 86.8 per cent of male as compared to 49.3 per cent

of female short-term migrant workers send remittances in USD.

Figure 3.16 Amount of remittances sent back in 2011- USD
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Figure 3.17 Amount of remittances sent back in 2011- Euros
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The differences in currencies reflect differences in the choice of destination countries of different groups;
namely, the fact that Russia attracts larger proportions of short-term as compared to long-term migrant
workers explains why the former are more likely to remit in USD than in Euros, and the same holds true for
male short-term migrant workers as compared to females.

Comparisons between groups can be simplified by calculating weighted averages of remittances sent in
USD and Euros and generating an overall average in Euros.'® Accordingly, the average amount remitted to
Ukraine by migrant workers on average is calculated as 1,826 Euros. The average amount sent by short-
term migrant workers (1,865 Euros) is estimated to be somewhat higher than the amount sent by long-term
migrant workers (1,697 Euros), although, as noted earlier, the proportion of those sending any money back
is larger among long-term than among short-term migrant workers. When estimated remittances of male
and female short-term migrant workers are compared, males are found to remit less (1,806 Euros) than
females (2,000 Euros), even though females tend to earn less money while abroad than males.

Cash remittances are sent home mainly through banks (23.4%), rapid transfer services (15.0%), friends
or relatives (19.3%) and drivers (15.0%) who commute between Ukraine and host countries for business
purposes. A significant proportion of migrant workers (23.5%) also bring money home themselves, with
short-term migrant workers more likely to bring money home personally than long-term migrant workers
(27.4% vs 9.2%), probably because short-term migrant workers make more frequent trips to Ukraine. When
the methods by which male and female short-term migrant workers remit money are compared, males are
found to be more likely than females to use bank transfers (28.0% vs 12.9%), whereas females are more
likely than males to use drivers (28.8% vs 10.0%).

Figure 3.18 Means by which migrant workers remit money to Ukraine
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'® Based on the data for categorical responses, the average value of each category is weighed by the proportion falling into that category

(the open-ended top category is assigned a value of 5,500 USD/Euro); the overall average is then obtained by considering the propor-
tions of workers remitting in terms of Euros and USD.



4. Multivariate analysis of the determinants
of labour migration

This section reports on multivariate analysis conducted to explore the impact of the demographic and
socio-economic characteristics discussed so far on the likelihood of an individual in Ukraine becoming a
migrant worker in general and a short-term migrant worker in particular. It also looks at differences in the
factors determining the typical lengths of stay of short-term migrant workers abroad.

The dependent variable in the first model takes the value of 1 for migrant workers and O for others. In
the second model, in which short-term migrant workers are compared to long-term migrant workers, the
dependent variable takes the value of 1 for short-term migrant workers and O for long-term migrant workers.
Because the dependent variables in these two models are dichotomous (1/0), a probit model is employed.
In the third and final model, different groups of short-term migrant workers are distinguished. In this case,
the dependent variable takes the value of 1 for those who typically stay abroad for less than a month, 2 for
those who stay 1-3 months, 3 for those who stay 3—-6 months and 4 for those who stay 6-12 months. This
model is estimated using an ordered probit model.

4.1 Determinants of labour migration

Table 4.1 presents the results of the probit analysis of the probability of labour migration from Ukraine based
on individual and household-level demographic characteristics. As the table indicates, women are less likely
than men to migrate for work, with the predicted probability of labour migration being 2.1 per cent among
men and 0.8 per cent among women.!® The probability of labour migration increases with age, peaks, and
then declines, so that the highest probability of labour migration is estimated for individuals aged 39 years.
Rather than the most or the least educated, those most likely to migrate for work are individuals who have
a complete secondary education and those who have not completed higher education. More specifically,
while individuals with basic secondary education or less have a 0.7 per cent probability of labour migration,
the probability of those with a complete secondary education or incomplete higher education is 1.7 per cent
and 1.3 per cent, respectively.

Being married as well as having children (under age 15) both reduce the probability of labour migration,
but a larger household size increases this probability. Thus, for instance, an unmarried adult member of
a four-person household with no children and who is not married has a 2.5 per cent probability of labour
migration, whereas the probability is only 0.8 per cent for a married adult member of a four-person house-
hold that includes two children.

16 . .
All predictions are based on the mean values of explanatory variables.
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Table 4.1 Probit estimates for the probability of labour migration

Basic Model
Coefficients Marginal effects
(Standard Errors) (Standard Errors)
Female —0.357*** —0.013***
[0.049] [0.002]
Age 0.153*** 0.005%**
[0.013] [0.001]
Age squared (1/100) —0.196*** —0.007***
[0.016] [0.001]
Schooling: (ref. Basic secondary or less)
Complete secondary 0.329*** 0.012***
[0.118] [0.004]
Incomplete higher 0.236* 0.009*
[0.134] [0.006]
Higher 0.159 0.006
[0.138] [0.006]
Marital status (ref. Not married)
Married —0.254*** —0.009***
[0.060] [0.002]
Household size 0.079*** 0.003***
[0.016] [0.001]
Ratio of children in household —0.356** —0.012**
[0.171] [0.006]
Rural 0.207*** 0.008***
[0.051] [0.002]
Region: (ref. West)
North —0.961*** —0.019***
[0.077] [0.002]
Centre —1.092%** —0.017***
[0.102] [0.002]
South —0.799*** —0.016***
[0.092] [0.002]
East —1.007*** —0.027%**
[0.080] [0.002]
Constant —4.027***

[0.263]
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Basic Model
Coefficients Marginal effects
(Standard Errors) (Standard Errors)
Observed probability 0.035
Predicted probability at mean 0.013
Pseudo Rsq 0.209
Wald chi2(14) 673.62
Prob > chi2 0.000
Number of observations 45477

Notes: * denotes statistical significance at 10%; ** at 5%; *** at 1%.

Individuals from households in rural areas have a higher probability of labour migration (1.9%) than those
in urban areas (1.1%), while those from regions outside of the West have a lower probability. The combined
impact of these two variables can be seen in the estimated probability for a person residing in the rural
West, which jumps to a staggering 9.2 per cent.

4.2 Determinants of short-term labour migration

Table 4.2 shows the results of the probit analysis for short-term labour migration as opposed to long-term
labour migration. In addition to the basic analysis of individual and household-level socio-demographic char-
acteristics like the one presented above in Section 4.1, an extended analysis is offered that also reflects cer-
tain pre-migration labour market characteristics, namely employment status, status in employment, sector
of economic activity and occupation.!’

As the table indicates, both the basic and the extended models estimate women to be less likely to become
short-term migrants than men, with the predicted average probability of migrant workers becoming short-
term (as opposed to long-term) migrant workers at 74.9 per cent for women and 89.5 per cent for men.

Age is not a significant determinant of the probability of short-term (as opposed to long-term) migration; how-
ever, migrant workers with lower levels of schooling are more likely to become short-term migrant workers.
For instance, a migrant worker with basic secondary education or less has a 94.8 per cent probability of
becoming a short-term migrant worker, as compared to a 76.8 per cent probability for a migrant worker with
higher education. The finding that migrant workers with less schooling are more likely to become short-term
migrant workers persists even after controlling for pre-migration labour market characteristics.

Marital status does not affect the likelihood of short-term vs. long-term migration; however, there is weak
evidence that the likelihood of becoming a short-term (as opposed to long-term) migrant worker is reduced
by a larger household size and increased by a higher proportion of children in the household.

Pre-migration labour-market characteristics could not be included in the analysis of the decision regarding labour migration presented
in Section 4.1 because they are available only for migrant workers (and, additionally, they may not be entirely exogenous to decisions
regarding labour migration). Furthermore, the analysis presented in this section does not explore potential factors in these decisions,
such as the competency of the migrant worker in the host country’s language before leaving Ukraine and whether or not the migrant
worker has a work permit in the host country, since they are potentially endogenous (i.e., the language skills are likely to proxy for the
countries migrated to and the residence permit for the length of stay in the host country, since in many countries the issuance of resi-
dence permits are conditional on the time elapsed since the migrant worker’s entry into the host country).
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Table 4.2 Probit estimates for the probability of short—term labour migration

Basic Model Extended Model
Coefficients Marginal effects | Coefficients Marginal effects
(Standard (Standard (Standard (Standard
Errors) Errors) Errors) Errors)
Female —0.581*** —0.146*** —0.552*** —0.136***
[0.152] [0.040] [0.155] [0.041]
Age —0.028 —0.006 —0.009 —0.002
[0.046] [0.011] [0.047] [0.011]
Age squared (1/100) 0.020 0.005 —0.003 —0.001
[0.057] [0.013] [0.058] [0.013]
Schooling: (ref. Basic sec-
ondary and less)
Complete secondary —-0.482 —0.102 —0.518 —0.107
[0.326] [0.066] [0.332] [0.064]
Incomplete higher —0.798** —0.234** —0.780** —0.224**
[0.351] [0.123] [0.368] [0.127]
Higher —0.889** —0.265** —0.831** —0.241**
[0.357] [0.127] [0.374] [0.131]
Marital Status (ref. Not
married)
Married —0.142 -0.032 -0.172 -0.038
[0.174] [0.039] [0.182] [0.040]
Household size —0.083* —0.019* —0.080 —0.018
[0.049] [0.011] [0.050] [0.011]
Ratio of children in house- 0.872 0.200 1.027* 0.231*
hold
[0.558] [0.125] [0.559] [0.123]
Pre—migration labour
market outcomes
Employment status:
(ref. Not employed)
Employed -0.329 —0.071
[0.408] [0.085]
Unemployed 0.040 0.009
[0.225] [0.049]
Status in employment:
(ref. Own—account)
Wage earner — private sector -0.029 -0.007
[0.346] [0.079]
Wage earner — public sector 0.112 0.024
[0.357] [0.074]
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Basic Model Extended Model

Coefficients Marginal effects | Coefficients Marginal effects

(Standard (Standard (Standard (Standard
Errors) Errors) Errors) Errors)

Economic activity:
(ref. Services)

Agriculture 0.123 0.026
[0.341] [0.068]

Manufacturing 0.570* 0.097*
[0.332] [0.041]

Construction 0.136 0.029
[0.266] [0.055]

Occupation held:
(ref. Professionals)

Semi—professionals 0.087 0.019
[0.254] [0.053]
Crafts workers 0.372 0.072
[0.314] [0.051]
Elementary workers —0.029 —0.007
[0.296] [0.068]
Rural 0.260 0.060 0.275* 0.063*
[0.167] [0.038] [0.162] [0.037]
Regions: (ref. West)
North 0.376 0.072 0.441 0.080
[0.341] [0.053] [0.362] [0.050]
Centre —0.295 —0.078 —0.235 —0.059
[0.361] [0.106] [0.356] [0.099]
South —0.110 —0.027 —0.023 —0.005
[0.357] [0.090] [0.344] [0.079]
East —0.425 —0.115 —0.511* —0.140*
[0.266] [0.083] [0.267] [0.086]
Constant 1.868** 2.423**
[0.879] [0.953]
Observed probability 0.827 0.827
I:nr:gri]cted probability at 0.854 0.858
Pseudo R square 0.109 0.125
Wald chi2(14/24) 49.68 63.61
Prob > chi2 0.000 0.000
Number of observations 636 636

Notes: * denotes statistical significance at 10%; ** at 5%; *** at 1%.
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With the exception of employment in manufacturing, which has a weak positive association with the prob-
ability of short-term vs. long-term labour migration, pre-migration labour market outcomes are not asso-
ciated with the choice between short-term and long-term labour migration.!® That said, it is still possible
that employment status, status in employment, sector of economic activity and occupation will affect the
probability of labour migration, just not its duration.

Place of residence (urban/rural and geographical region) is not generally found to be a significant determi-
nant of the probability of short-term labour migration in the model based on socio-demographic character-
istics only; however, in the extended model that also takes into consideration pre-migration labour market
outcomes, there is some evidence that migrant workers from rural areas are more likely to become short-
term rather than long-term labour migrants. As discussed earlier, the region of residence and whether it is
an urban or rural settlement are strongly associated with the probability of labour migration in general; for
instance, as the previous section notes, individuals from the North are less likely to become migrant workers
than those from the West. However, among migrant workers, those from the North are not any more or less
likely to become short-term rather than long-term migrant workers, whereas those from the East are less
likely to become migrant workers in general as well as short-term migrant workers in particular. There is also
evidence that individuals coming from rural areas are not only more likely to become migrant workers than
individuals from urban areas, but short-term migrant workers as well.

4.3 Determinants of duration of short-term labour migration

As discussed earlier, short-term migrant workers can be further classified based on the length of time they
remain in a host country as those who typically stay for less than one month, 1-3 months, 3—-6 months,
or 6-12 months. These groups make up, respectively, 14.9 per cent, 38.3 per cent, 28.2 per cent, and
18.7 per cent of all short-term migrant workers from Ukraine. Table 4.3 shows the results of ordered probit
analysis examining whether personal and household demographic characteristics and pre-migration labour
outcomes are associated with the duration of labour migration. In general, the findings of both the basic
model examining demographic characteristics only and the extended model examining demographic as well
as socio-economic characteristics are similar, with the same variables found to be significant, and to fairly
similar extents 1920

None of the pre-migration labour market outcomes were found to have any statistically significant associ-
ations with the different durations of short-term labour migration, nor were the majority of individual and
household-level demographic characteristics statistically associated with the duration of labour migration.
For instance, short-term migrant workers with higher education are not any more likely to stay longer in des-
tination countries than those with lower levels of schooling. However, married short-term migrant workers
are less likely to stay abroad for longer periods of time than unmarried short-term migrant workers, whereas
individuals from larger households as well as individuals from the South are more likely to do so. (There
is also weak statistical evidence in the extended model that older migrant workers are more likely to stay
abroad for longer, although no evidence of this was found in the basic model.)

' The coefficients associated with pre-migration labour-market-outcome variables have neither individual nor joint statistical significance

at conventional levels.
¥ Duetothe similarities, the marginal effects of the two models are not presented, but are available upon request from the author.
20

The predicted probabilities at mean values are 13.5%, 39.6%, 29.7% and 17.2% for typical stays for less than 1 month, 1-3 months,
3-6 months and 6-12 months, respectively.
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Table 4.3 Ordered probit estimates for duration of short-term labour migration

Basic Model Coefficients

Extended Model Coefficients

(Standard Errors)

(Standard Errors)

Female 0.115 0.181
[0.129] [0.138]
Age 0.060 0.068*
[0.040] [0.039]
Age squared (1/100) —0.077 —0.087*
[0.052] [0.051]
Schooling:
(ref. Basic secondary and less)
Complete secondary -0.030 —0.054
[0.345] [0.355]
Incomplete higher 0.027 -0.019
[0.367] [0.385]
Higher 0.255 0.206
[0.402] [0.422]
Marital Status (ref. not married)
Married —0.366*** —0.354**
[0.132] [0.138]
Household size 0.154%** 0.149***
[0.043] [0.042]
Ratio of children in household —0.109 —0.153
[0.326] [0.331]
Employment status:
(ref. Not employed)
Employed 0.163
[0.293]
Unemployed 0.037
[0.179]
Status in employment:
(ref. Own—account)
Wage earner — private sector —0.032
[0.214]
Wage earner — public sector 0.024
[0.234]
Economic activity: (ref. Services)
Agriculture 0.077
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Basic Model Coefficients Extended Model Coefficients
(Standard Errors) (Standard Errors)
[0.200]
Manufacturing —0.042
[0.268]
Construction 0.123
[0.195]
Occupation held:
(ref. Professionals)
Semi—professionals —0.350
[0.246]
Crafts workers —0.046
[0.244]
Elementary workers —0.236
[0.230]
Rural -0.022 -0.041
[0.113] [0.120]
Regions: (ref. West)
North -0.302 -0.260
[0.220] [0.225]
Centre 0.280 0.273
[0.247] [0.245]
South 0.701*** 0.677%**
[0.251] [0.249]
East -0.022 0.027
[0.203] [0.231]
Constant-1 0.435 0.561
[0.828] [0.843]
Constant-2 1.617** 1.754%*
[0.823] [0.838]
Constant-3 2.484%** 2.626***
[0.823] [0.839]
Pseudo R square 0.0376 0.0424
Wald chi2(14/24) 40.77 46.66
Prob > chi2 0.0002 0.0037
Number of observations 525

Notes: * denotes statistical significance at 10%; ** at 5%; *** at 1%.



5. Conclusion

This report analysed short-term labour migration out of Ukraine with a view to understanding the demo-
graphic and socio-economic characteristics of this group of migrant workers, who constitute 82.7 per cent
of all migrant workers and 2.9 per cent of all 15-70-year-olds in Ukraine. The analysis is based on the
Survey on Labour Migration, which was conducted in the second quarter of 2012 as a module of the
Economic Activity of the Population Survey. The SLM data was used to examine the labour market out-
comes of migrant workers both in Ukraine prior to their migration as well as during their time in host coun-
tries, and the data obtained from the EAPS was used to analyse the post-migration labour-market outcomes
of migrant workers who returned to Ukraine.

For the purposes of this report, short-term migrant workers are defined as individuals who typically spend
less than a year in a foreign country working or looking for work, in contrast to long-term migrant workers,
who typically spend more than a year in a foreign country working or looking for work. A distinction is also
made between current migrant workers, who were abroad at the time of the survey (and who constitute
nearly 60 per cent of all short-term migrant workers), and returned migrant workers (“returnees”), who
have come back to Ukraine after having been economically active in a foreign country. It is also possible to
differentiate among short-term migrant workers with varying lengths of stay abroad; accordingly, short-term
migrant workers who typically spend less than a month, 1-3 months, 3—-6 months and 6-12 months in a
foreign country constitute, respectively, 14.9 per cent, 38.3 per cent, 28.2 per cent and 18.7 per cent of all
short-term migrant workers. These figures reveal that including the length of stay in a foreign country as a
criterion in the identification of migrant workers would have a substantial impact on the estimates of short-
term migrant workers as well as migrant workers in general.

For short-term migrant workers, especially those who typically stay in a host country for less than three
months, the Russian Federation and other neighbouring countries constitute the most popular destination.
More distant destinations such as ltaly and Spain are also important destinations for migrant workers who
stay in a host country for longer periods, although the Russian Federation remains an important destination
even among long-term migrant workers. The proximity of host countries may help explain the frequency of
the trips short-term migrant workers make to Ukraine, and the close contact they maintain with their fami-
lies at home explains why other household members are able to respond to questions regarding the labour
market outcomes of current migrant workers on their behalf.

In terms of socio-demographic characteristics, short-term migrant workers are younger than long-term
migrant workers as well as the working-age population at large. Short-term migrant workers are neither the
most- nor the least-educated individuals, but they are less educated than long-term migrant workers, such
that even after controlling for age and pre-migration labour-market outcomes, multivariate analysis confirms
that higher levels of schooling reduce the likelihood of becoming a short-term migrant worker as compared
to a long-term migrant worker. In comparison to the working-age population at large, a larger proportion
of short-term migrant workers are single (i.e. have never married). Moreover, divorced or widowed women
constitute a substantial proportion of female short-term migrant workers, raising concerns over children “left
behind”, especially as women are more likely to become long-term migrant workers than short-term migrant
workers, which implies being absent from home for extended periods of time.

Place of residence was also found to have an effect on the decision to migrate, with the risk of labour migra-
tion considerably higher for individuals from rural areas and from the West of the country. However, these
variables are generally not statistically significant when it comes to determining the form labour migration
takes, hence the probability of becoming a short-term migrant worker as compared to a long-term migrant
worker is similar regardless of place of residence.
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Analyses of the labour-market outcomes of migrant workers in host countries indicate that only half of all
migrant workers have a work permit. Almost all short-term migrant workers are employed in host countries,
predominantly as wage earners in a narrow range of occupations and industries. Nearly 70 per cent of
male short-term migrant workers are employed in the construction sector in occupations such as painter,
repairer, welder and plasterer, whereas female short-term migrant workers are primarily engaged in private
households as caregivers, servants, cleaners and domestics. The majority of short-term migrant workers
hold jobs where they are unable to make use of their skills. Working long hours of around 55 hours per
week on average is the norm among short-term migrant workers, nearly half of whom earn 500-1,000 USD/
Euros per month.

Not all migrant workers remit money home, and the proportion of those who do remit is smaller (55.3%)
among short-term migrant workers than among long-term migrant workers (78.5%). The average amount
remitted in 2011 is estimated at approximately 1,700-1,900 Euros.

Multivariate analysis found no association between the pre-migration labour-market outcomes of migrant
workers and how long they remain abroad for work. Rather, differences in the types of economic activities
they engage in while in host countries are more likely to play a role in determining how long migrant workers
remain abroad for work. In fact, the highly seasonal nature of the jobs in which male migrant workers
engage in abroad also explains their greater concentration among short-term migrant workers.

Although the SLM is rich in detail and has produced a unique data set that can be used to examine the
demographic and socio-economic characteristics of migrant workers, there are a number of ways in which
it can be improved. First, the lack of information on the return date of returned migrant workers represents
a major drawback, as this information is particularly important for assessing the labour-market outcomes of
this group of migrants. For example, if the return date were known, it would be possible to answer questions
such as, “How soon do migrant workers find employment in their home country upon their return?”

A second major challenge stemming from limitations to the existing data set is related to difficulties in iden-
tifying whether or not each trip home marks the end of a specific migration episode. As discussed in detail
in this report, there is evidence that some returnees maintain ties to their job abroad, which they may return
to after a brief trip home to Ukraine. If this is indeed the case, then the information provided to the EAPS
relating to their labour-market outcomes may in fact be referring to their jobs held outside of Ukraine, which
would distort not only the data on migrant labour, but the labour-market statistics of Ukraine in general.

Another challenge stems from the fact that the SLM and EAPS use different questions to establish employ-
ment and unemployment. In studying the effects of the migration experience, the ability to compare
pre-migration and post-migration labour-market outcomes would help answer questions such as, “Does
the migration experience increase the employability of migrant workers?” or, “Does migration allow workers
to accumulate human and financial capital needed to start a business?” However, because the wording,
sequence and details of the questions used to establish employment and unemployment status differ
between the SLM and EAPS, making comparisons across surveys becomes quite difficult. Difficulties
in comparing labour-market outcomes before and after migration are compounded by the lack of clarity
regarding whether or not returned migrant workers are still attached to their jobs abroad. Indeed, it appears
that upon their return to Ukraine, a smaller proportion of migrant workers are employed, and when they are
employed, a larger proportion are in subsistence agriculture, which supports the conjecture that they do not
intend to stay in Ukraine for long.

Although the migration experience may not contribute to the future employability of migrant workers, espe-
cially when they are engaged in jobs that do not provide them with additional skills, a short migration
experience is not likely to hamper their employability, either. In short, arriving at a firm conclusion about the
effects of migration becomes extremely difficult when the data sets obtained from different sources cannot
be compared with certainty, as is the case with the SLM and EAPS data. In situations such as this, in which
a labour migration survey is conducted as a module of a labour force survey, potentially two sets of micro
data become available, and every effort needs to be expended to harmonize these data sets in order to
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make the most of both of them. Another worthwhile effort would entail including questions in one of the two
surveys to identify individuals who migrate internally within Ukraine for work, which would make it possible
to examine differences between internal and external migrants for policy purposes. Overall, a more compre-
hensive treatment of labour migration will certainly contribute to more sound policymaking.
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Appendix A — Definitions of Schooling Variables

Level of education | Educational institutions and level of education

Complete higher Graduated from academy, university, institute, conservatory, religious academy
or other higher educational institutions equal to them, which provide educational- 1
qualification degree of specialist or master

Basic higher Graduated from college or continue studying at the academy, university, institute,
conservatory, other higher educational institutions equal to them and gained 2

educational-qualification degree of bachelor (after 1996)

Incomplete higher Graduated from college, technical school, seminary, professional school (medical,
pedagogical, fine arts, housing, choreography, variety and circus, musical, culture
school, water transport, school in the system of Ministry of internal affairs and
Ministry of Defense of Ukraine), other higher educational institutions equal to them
of the first level of accreditation or continue studying in the higher educational
institutions and gained educational-qualification degree of junior specialist; by
1996 studied in higher educational institutions half or more of the general term
but did not complete studies)

Complete general sec- | Graduated from 11-year (12-year) or 10-year general secondary school (including
ondary evening school), gymnasium, lyceum; graduated from professional and technical
school on the basis of complete secondary education; graduated from pre- 4
revolutionary gymnasium, real or commercial school or another secondary school
of general education

Basic general secondary | Graduated basic school: 7-year school or 7 grades in 1961 and earlier, 8-year school or
8, 9 grades of secondary school in 1962-1989; 9, 10 grades in 1990 and later; studying
in 10-11(12) grades; graduated from professional and technical school on the basis of 5
the main school

Primary general Graduated from primary school: 3-6 grades in 1961 and earlier; 3-7 grades 6
in 1962-1989; 3-8 grades in 1990 and later; studying in grades 5-9

No primary Does not have primary general education: did not study at all, has not completed ]
grades 1-3(4), or studying in grades 1-3(4), but can read

llliterate Not able to read 8

Child less than 6 years old 9

No response 99
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Modular sample population (household) survey on labour migration issues

Section B. Migrant workers characteristics

Respondent: Current and former houschold members with labour migration experience in the [since January2010 to
period of survey (April, May, June 2012)]

No.of | Code of territory Area: National No. of Ne of No. of
survey | based on the Code urban — 1 primary household rotary interviewer
of administrative rural -2 (secondary) | within PSU group
and territorial territorial (SSU)
management body sample unit
(CATMB) (PSU) SSU
QUESTIONNAIRE No ___
Interviewer: Each eligible member aged 15-70 years, if present. Proxy responses for absent members aged 15-70 years
Indicate N of respondent within household ___ and name
Ne Main part of Questionnaire B
question
A
B C
1 | Interviewer indicate the type of migrant worker as per Section A of Annex to the Form No2
Returned migrant worker 1d 2
Short-term migrant 20 4
Emigrant worker 30 3
2 | What was the main reason for returning to Ukraine?
Found job in Ukraine 1O 4
Job/permit to work/stay ended 20 4
Lost job 30 4
Low season/not enough business, clients 40 4
Job was below his/her qualifications 50 4
Low pay..... 6O 4
Bad working conditions 70 4
Family reasons 80 4
Did not like living in the country/wanted to move back to Ukraine 90O 4
Other (specify) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _________ 100 4
3 | Does [NAME] have plans to return to Ukraine within the next 6 months?
Yes 10 4
No 20 4
Don’t know 99 O 4
% To which country did [NAME] last travelled where he/she worked or looked for work? 5
LILIL code
5 | In the [SINCE January2010], how many times did [ NAME] travel to [COUNTRY]?
Has only travelled once 1d 6
A few times a year (indicate number) 20 6
A few times a month (indicate number) 30 6
Every month 40 6
Every week 50 6
Every day 60 8
Other (indicate) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o ____ o ___
70
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A B C
6 | When travelling to [COUNTRY], how long does [NAME] usually stay there?
less than 1 week 10 7
1 week to less than 1 month 20 7
1 month to less than 3 months 30 7
3 months to less than 6 months 40 7
6 months to less than 12 months 50 7
12 months and over 60 7
7 | When did [NAME] last leave Ukraine to go to [COUNTRY]?
month year 8
8 Did [NAME] work or look for work during last trip?
Had work 10 10
Find work 20 9
9 | In which sector was/is [NAME] looking for work abroad?
Domestic 10 24
Construction 20 24
Agriculture 30 24
Trade 40 24
Hotels 50 24
Entertainment 60 24
Education 70 24
Health care 80 24
Finance 90O 24
Other (indicate) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ o ___ 00 24
Don’t know 99 0 24
10 What kind of work did you do abroad?
(Please indicate type of activity of enterprises were you work, business or title of work type
according to respondent)
—————————————————————— LILIL AL ] code 1
11 | Specify in which position, occupation you worked abroad. (Write down the complete title of
position, occupation or principal activity according to respondent)
—————————————————————— LILIL AL code 12
12 | Does this job matches [NAME]'s qualifications?
Yes 1O 13
No, it is in a different field 20 13
No, it is below his/her qualifications 30 13
No, it is higher his/her qualifications 40 13
Don't know 99 O 13
13 | Was/Is NAME] working as ...?
A paid employee 1O 14
An apprentice 20 14
An employer hiring one or more employees 30 20
Working on his/her own account 40 20
Helping unpaid in the business of a family member 50 20
Don't know 99 O 14
14 | Did/Does [INAME] work for...?
A private company, business, farm 1a 15
Public institution 20 15
Non-governmental organization, church 30 15
Private household 40 15
Other (indicate) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___________ 50 15
Don't know 99 O 15
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A B C
15 | What type of contract does/did have in this job abroad?
Written contract 1d 16
Oral agreement 20 18
Don’t know 99 0 19
16 | Was [NAME]s work contract or agreement translated/interpreted into his/her native
Yes 1d 17
No 20 17
Don’t know 99 1 17
17 | Is/Was [NAME]s whether the clear terms of the employment contract (duties, rights,
privileges, payment)?
Yes 1 18
No 20 18
Don’t know 99 O 18
18 | In his/her job abroad, does/did [NAME] have/receive? (can choose few options)
Health insurance 1 19
Paid annual leave 20 19
Paid sick leave 30 19
Weekly rest day(s) 40 19
Pay for overtime 50 19
Contributions to pension fund 60 19
Compensation for work accidents 70 19
Unemployment insurance 80O 19
Other (specify) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ 9 19
Has no right to benefit oad 19
Don’t know 99 O 19
19 | On this job, did/has [NAME] face(d) any of the following situations? (can choose few
options)
The type of work was different from the one promised 10 20
There was a change in employer from the one promised 20 20
Bad working conditions 30 20
The salary was delayed, withheld, or less than agreed 40 20
Was made to work overtime without payment 50 20
The location of the workplace was different 60O 20
Other (specify) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ___ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _____ ___ 70 20
Never faces these situations 8O 20
Don’t know 99 O 20
20 | What was approximate length of a working day (week) in hours during labour activity
outside Ukraine?
Day hrs
Week days 21
Total hours a week hrs
Don’t know 99 O 4l
21 | About how much did/does [INAME] earn in a month on this job?
US dollars Euros
250 or less lc lc 22
251-500 2¢ 2c 22
501-1000 3¢ 3¢ 22
1001-2000 4c 4c 22
More than 2000 Sc 5¢ 22
Refused 60O 22
Don’t know 990 22
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22 | Approximately, what part of the income earned abroad is/was spent on paying for living

expenses abroad?
Less than 10% 10 23
from 10 to 25% 20 23
from 25 to 50% 30 23
from 50 to 75% 40 23
75% and over 50 23
Don’t know 99 23
23 | How many months did/has [NAME] work(ed) in this
job/activity?
Months 24
Don't know 99 0O 24
24 How did [NAME] look for work/find this job abroad? (can choose few options )
Applied directly to employer 10 25
Placed/replied to job advertisements 201 25
Through friends/acquaintances 30 25
Was contacted by a private recruiter 40 25
Contacted a private employment agency in Ukraine 50 25
Contacted a private employment agency abroad 60 25
Through a public employment agency in Ukraine 70 25
Through a public employment agency abroad 8O 25
Other (specify) _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ ___ ____________ o0 25
Don't know 99 O 25
25 | Did/Has [NAME] take(n) any courses or attend(ed) any training while on this trip?
Yes 1d 26
No 20 28
Don’t know 99 O 28
26 | What type of courses or training did/has [NAME] take(n)?
Language courses 1O 27
Courses as part of a degree program at university, college, 200 27
Courses to learn a s‘pec'ific ‘trade /skill 30 27
Other (specify) _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ ___ ____________ 40 27
Don’t know 99 O 28
27 | What is the subject of the courses or training?
Subject: _ _ _ 28
Don't know 99 O 28
28 | Has [NAME] tried to determine to which level his/her
education/certification equates to in [COUNTRY]?
Yes, is in the process 1a 29
Yes, established equivalency 20 29
Yes, was not possible to establish equivalency 30 29
No 40 29
Don't know 99 O 29
29 | What was the main reason why [NAME] decided to look for
work abroad?
Lack of work requiring his/her skills/qualifications in Ukraine 10 30
Higher pay 20 30
To gain experience, career advancement, desire to live abroad 30 30
Desire to live abroad 40 30
Poor working conditions in Ukraine 50 30
Family reasons (reunite with family, follow spouse, marriage, etc.) 60 30
Other (specify) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _______ 70 30
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30 | What type of documents does/did [NAME] have to work in
[COUNTRY]?
Residence permit and work permit 10 31
Work permit 20 31
Temporary registration 30 31
Tourist visa only 40 31
No documents 50 31
Other (specify ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ______ 6 O 31
Don't know 99 O 31
31 | Who organized [NAME]’s employment contract, working papers, visa, before leaving?
Self 1 32
Private recruiter 20 32
Employment agency 30 32
Travel agency 40 32
Employer 50 32
Relatives/friends 60O 32
Other (specify) _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ ____________ 70 34
Don't know 99 O 34
32 | Did [NAME] pay any fee for the processing of his/her working/travel documents?
Yes 10 33
No 20 34
Don't know 997 34
33 | About how much did [NAME] pay to have his/her working/travel documents?
US dollars Euros
Amount 34
Don't know 99 O 34
CHARACTERISTICS BEFORE LAST TRIP
34 | What was [NAME] level of education before taking this trip?
Complete higher education 10 35
Basic higher education 20 35
Uncompleted higher education 30 35
Secondary education 40 35
Basic secondary education 50 35
Primary education 6O 35
35 | How well did [NAME] speak and understand the language spoken in [COUNTRY] before
taking this trip?
Did not speak or understand the language 1 36
Understood but did not speak 20 36
Understood and spoke a little 30 36
Could communicate 40 36
Spoke fluently 50 36
36 | Did you or [NAME] have a job, business activity in Ukraine prior to taking this trip?
Yes 10 39
No 20 37
37 | Did you or [NAME] look for work in Ukraine prior to taking this trip?
Yes 10 38
No 20 43
38 | For how long did [NAME] look for work in Ukraine prior to taking this trip?

Months

43
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39 | What was Your or [NAME] type of position, occupation You were engaged in at your last

place of employment at home?
(Write down the complete title of position, occupation or principal activity according to
respondent)
______________________ LILIL L) code 40
40 | What was Your or [NAME] entertainment, organization or personal business
specialization (the main type of activity) before leaving abroad?
(Write down the complete title of activity according to respondent)
______________________ LILILIL ) code a1
41 | What was Your or [NAME]| employment status before leaving abroad?
A paid employee in a private company, business, farm 10 42
A paid employee in a public institution 20 42
A paid employee in a public association or religious organization 30 42
A paid employee in a private household 40 42
An employer hiring one or more employees 50 42
Self-employed 60O 42
Helping unpaid in the business of a family member 70 42
Don't know 90 [ 42
42 | Why did [NAME] leave his/her last employment before taking this trip?
Seasonal work 10 43
Job ended, lost job 20 43
Not enough business, clients 30 43
Job was below his/her qualifications 40 43
Low pay 50 43
Bad working conditions 60 43
Family reasons 70 43
Wanted experience abroad 80O 43
Other (specify ) _ _ _ _ __ _ ____ ______________ 9 43
REMITTANCE BEHAVIOUR
43 | During the last trip abroad, did/has [NAME] send/t any money or goods back to the
household?
Yes, money only 10 44
Yes, goods only 20 46
No 30 47
44 | In total, about how much money did/has [NAME] send/t back?
January-April
2011 (May ,-June)
2012
US dollars Euros US dollars Euros
500 and less 10 10 10 10 45
500-1000 20 20 20 20 45
1001-2000 30 30 30 30 45
2001-3000 40 40 40 40 45
3001-4000 50 50 50 50 45
4001-5000 60 60 60 60O 45
above 5000 70 70 70 70 45
Refused 8 45
Don't know 99 [ 45
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45 | How did/has [NAME] send/t money back ? (specify the major way)
Bank transfer (cheques, drafts, direct deposit, etc) 10 47
Money Transfer Organization (e.g. Western Union) 20 47
Post office (money order) 30 47
Personally carried it 40 47
Sent through friends/relatives travelling home 50 47
Agent/courier 60 47
Sent through drivers 70 47
Other (specify ) _ _ _ _ ___ ___ _ ______________ 80 47
46 | What types of goods did/has [NAME] send/t during the last trip?
Food 10 47
Small consumer goods 20 47
Clothing 30 47
Electronic equipment 40 47
Household appliances 50 47
Other (specify ) _ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ ____ __________ 60 47
47 | pid/Has [NAME] send/t money or goods to anyone else in Ukraine or elsewhere?
Yes 1 48
No 20 50
Don't know 99 O 50
48 | To whom did/has [NAME] send money or goods while abroad?
Relatives in Ukraine 10 49
Non-relative in Ukraine 20 49
Relatives in a other country 30 49
Non-relative in a other country 40 49
Don't know 99 0 49
49 | How often did/has [NAME] send/t money or goods back to the household?
Only once 10 50
Twice 20 50
Three or four times 30 50
Every other month 40 50
Every month 50 50
Other (specify ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 60 50
50 | Is you or [NAME] currently contributing to a pension fund in Ukraine?
Yes 1 51
No 20 51
Don't know 99 51
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INFORMATION ABOUT INTERVIEW
51 | INTERVIEWER indicate who responded to the questionnaire:
Eligible respondent 1d 52
Proxy respondent 20 52
52 | How can you estimate the degree of frankness of respondent?
Up to 25% 1d
from 25 to 50% 20
from 51 to 73% 30
from 74 to 98% 40
INTERVIEWER check:
If quest Mol =1 GO TO SECTION C
If quest Nel=2 or 3 GO TO SECTION D
Date of survey: day [ | Jmonth [ | ] year [2 70 1 [2]
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Annex to the of Form No.1-EAP
Modular sample population (household) survey on labour migration issues
Section C. Future plans
No. of Code of territory Area: National No. of Ne of rotary No. of
survey | based on the Code urban — | primary household group interviewer
of administrative rural - 2 territorial within PTSU
and territorial sample unit
management body (PTSU)
(CATMB)
QUESTIONNAIRE No ___
Respondent: returned migrant workers, persons who have never been abroad or have been abroad before January 2010.
Indicate N of respondent within household ____ and name
Ne Main part of Questionnaire qsu]:sptit(?n
A B C
Do you have the intention to travel abroad in the next 6 months?
Yes 10 2
1 Maybe 20 2
No 30 Section D
2 | To which country do you intend to travel in the next 6 months?
Country name: LLLI[] code 3
3 | What would be the purpose of this trip?
Tourism 10 4
Family visit 20 4
Family reunion (marriage, join family, follow spouse) 30 4
Look for work 40 5
Work, job already found/arranged 50 5
Business 60O 4
Business trip 70 4
Job in Ukraine requiring travel across 8O 4
Study 90O 4
Medical treatment 100 4
Other (specify ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ______ 110 4
4 | Do you also intend to look for work or work during this trip?
Yes 1O 5
Maybe 20 5
No 30 Section D
S | How long do you plan to stay abroad?
Less than 1 month 10 6
from 1 months to 3 months 200 6
from 3 months to 6 months 30 6
from 6 months to 12 months 40 6
12 months and more 50 6
Don't know 99 [ 6
6 | What arrangements have you done to undertake this trip?
Requested travel documents (visa, work permit) 10 7
Purchased travel tickets/arranged transportation 20 7
Established contact with persons living there 30 7
Have not made yet any arrangements 40 7
Other (specify ) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _______ 7
50
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7 | Do you have relatives, friends or other contacts living there?
Yes, relatives 10 8
Yes, acquaintances 20 8
Yes, other contacts 30 8
No 8

40

8 | Have you taken language lessons or other courses to prepare you for this trip?
Yes, language lessons 10 9
Yes, other courses 20 9
No 30 9

9 | How well do you speak and understand the language spoken in
Does Hérs'f)éyak or understand the lanf;’aage 1O 10
Understands but does not speak 20 10
Understands and speaks a little 30 10
Can communicate 40 10
Speaks fluently 50 10

INFORMATION ABOUT INTERVIEW

10 | INTERVIEWER indicate who responded to the questionnaire:
Eligible respondent 1d 11
Proxy respondent 20 11

11 | How can you estimate the degree of frankness of respondent?
Up to 25% 10 End of

nd o

from 25 to 50% 20 survey
from 50 to 75% 30
75% and more 40

INTERVIEWER check:

Did proxy respondent has inquired by Section D?
Ifyes O end of interview
If no O Section D

Date of survey: day [ [ |month [ | ] year [2 JO J1 [2 ]
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