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Abstract

This paper examines the labor market implications of the EU posting policy, a large temporary migration program
facilitated by the liberalization of the free provision of services in Europe. Posting allows EU firms to send (“post”) their
employees abroad to export customer-facing services. Combining administrative data and quasi-experimental policy
variation, I find that the policy permanently increased total factor mobility in Europe without crowding-out of tradi-
tional migration. This result suggests that unrealized gains from trade in factor services remained despite the absence
of regulatory barriers to trade and migration in the EU. Furthermore, posted workers are mostly sent from low-wage
countries to perform manual tasks in sectors formerly insulated from trade, and they represent a substantial share of EU
migrant workers. In receiving countries, posting had persistent negative effects on employment for domestic workers in
the more exposed sectors and local labor markets, but it had no effects on domestic wages. In low-wage sending coun-
tries, firms in formerly “non-tradable” sectors experienced increased sales, profits and tax payments when exporting
services through posting. Posted workers earn more once sent abroad but remain paid at lower wages than comparable
domestic workers in the receiving country. Wage gains for posted workers are mostly explained by minimum wages
enforced by the EU policy, highlighting the role of labor market regulations in shaping the way gains from globalization
are shared between labor and capital-owners in origin countries.
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I Introduction

Despite the expectation that free migration would lead to wage equalization, the EU still experiences low
cross-border migration rates and significant wage disparities (Dorn and Zweimuller, 2021). Most assess-
ments of European labor market integration focus on how much workers move from one country to work
and live in the other. Free movement of workers, however, is just one of the four freedoms on which the
EU’s single market is based, along with free movement of goods, capital and services.

Posting is defined by the World Trade Organization as one of the four ways to trade services across
countries (“mode IV”). It was liberalized in the EU in 1959 as the outcome of the free provision of services
and broadly consists of temporary contracts performed locally by foreign firms. Under the posting policy, a
firm in France is allowed to subcontract a service to a firm located in Poland. Posted workers stay formally
employed by the Polish (sending) firm but cross the border to perform the activity at the French (receiving)
client job site. Unlike standard trade, the service exported by Poland is produced on France’s territory.
Unlike standard migrants, posted workers have no employment contract in France, pay their social security
taxes in Poland and are mostly regulated by the Polish labor code, except for minimum legal wages.

The general argument behind the posting policy is that the cross-border provision of services is needed
to bring the benefits of a more competitive market for services. Free trade, the first economic freedom,
enables EU companies to access foreign markets, but trade costs can be close to infinite for services that
require face-to-face contact, for instance plumbing or driving (Grossman and Rossi-Hansberg, 2008; Blinder
and Krueger, 2013). Free movement of workers and capital provide more direct means to trade factor
services in the EU but require that firms open new establishments and set-up new employment contracts in
each of the markets they wish to serve. Instead, posting allows firms to carry their activity abroad without
formally moving their workers or their establishment.

Posting, which was originally intended as a trade policy, has resulted in a new form of temporary
migration with exporting firms serving as intermediaries. Outside Europe, temporary migration schemes
are common practices and constitute the lion’s share of cross-border labor movements (Mobarak, Sharif
and Shrestha, 2023). Prominent examples include the H2-A and H2-B visas in the U.S,, or the Kafala system
in the U.A.E. Like posting, those schemes are viewed by receiving governments as a flexible way to import
foreign labor while limiting the amount of benefits and rights granted to temporary migrants. Posting takes
this logic further, by fully outsourcing foreign workers’ legal employment and supervision to the exporting
firm located abroad.

Over the years, posting of workers has come to symbolize the tensions between social and economic

pillars of EU integration. In theory, a single market for services should allow receiving firms and customers



to access cheaper services, sending firms to access new markets, and posted workers to benefit from higher
wages. Sending countries argue that posting is essential to exploit their comparative advantage in sectors
usually sheltered from export opportunities, allowing their companies to gain market shares abroad while
avoiding tax revenue and human capital losses associated with out-migration. However, mounting protests
from local workers and governments in importing countries suggest the alleged benefits of this policy may
not be uniformly shared. Specifically, there are concerns that posting creates unfair competition and lowers
labor standards, an issue that has already been raised in other guest worker programs (ILO, 2017).! Against
this backdrop, the lack of reliable data on posting flows has been an obstacle to the assessment of the welfare
impacts of this economic freedom.

I fill this gap by gathering social security information on workers posted abroad. To track the cross-
border provision of services in Europe, I collect social security posting forms aggregated at the bilateral
level for all EU countries. To measure granular exposure of workers and firms to posting, I further as-
semble administrative registries on posted workers. In two receiving countries (France and Belgium), I
use linked employer-employee data merged with information on a firm’s use of posted workers. In two
sending countries (Luxembourg and Portugal), I use firm-level tax returns merged with information on the
provision of posting services abroad.

Armed with these datasets, I answer three questions raised by the liberalization of posting in Europe: (i)
Was posting successful at increasing trade in factors in the EU? (ii) In receiving countries, how were wages
and employment of local workers affected? (iii) In sending countries, how were gains shared between

workers and firms?

The first finding is that formerly non-tradable services are effectively traded in substantial amounts
through posted workers. Despite the absence of regulatory barriers to trade and migration in the single
market, posting flows within the EU are large and have doubled since 2005. Cross-border service contracts
supplied through posting currently represent 27% of service trade flows in the EU, or almost 2% of EU
GDP. The number of workers posted abroad each year is 1.1 million (in full-time equivalents), which is
60% larger than the number of EU workers moving through free movement of workers in a given year.
International migration rates, the usual metric used by researchers to assess the state of EU labor market
integration (Farhi and Werning, 2014; Caliendo et al., 2021), are under-estimated when posted workers are
not accounted for. Cross-border supply of services thus increasingly contributes to total trade in factor
services in the single market: in 2016, posted workers represented 13% of the total EU migrant workforce,

and 26% of the stock of EU migrants who moved in the past ten years.

In a recent controverse, the French president Emmanuel Macron depicted the posting policy as "betrayal" of EU values. Outside
the EU, guest workers programs have been called “repugnant transactions” (Clemens, 2018) but are also viewed by some as one of the
most powerful anti-poverty tools (Weyl, 2018).



Posting occurs in sectors commonly insulated from international trade, such as construction, cleaning
or truck driving, and 75% of posting contracts are performed by blue-collar workers. While the analysis
of export opportunities generally focuses on manufacturing businesses (Bernard et al., 2007), temporary
employment agencies or construction firms in fact export substantially through posting. Posting also allows
exporting firms to reduce the fixed costs of migration typically incurred by workers and facilitates the
export of firm-specific capital, including management services, alongside their employees.

To better understand the finding that posting survived, and even thrived, despite open borders in the
EU, I study how the expansion of posting to low-wage Eastern European countries between 2004 and 2013
shaped the mobility of factors within the EU. Using a dynamic difference-in-differences model around the
differential timing of liberalization across country pairs, I find a 500% increase in job postings in the year
of the liberalization event. I then study the interaction between posting and other economic freedoms in
the EU by exploiting the fact that posting and free movement were not liberalized the same year for the
same country pairs. I find no evidence that the liberalization of posting in a given country pair decreased
migration between those countries, which confirms that posting liberalization had limited crowding-out
effect on free movement. Conversely, bilateral posting flows did not decrease after that free movement was
liberalized, indicating that posting was not used as a “back door” migration channel. That posting is not
diminished by, and does not diminish, conventional migration between EU countries suggests that most
workers who are posted face barriers to conventional migration that are prohibitive. This finding is also
consistent with larger monetary gains via posting than free movement. Either the productivity of posted
workers is complementary to sending-country firms’ capital, or firms pay lower taxes and are subject to

less labor market regulations under posting.

The second finding is that the posting expansion had negative employment effects for the most exposed
domestic workers in receiving countries. I combine the large and permanent supply shock caused by the
eastwards expansion of the posting policy with French administrative data on posting inflows at the local
and sectoral level. I exploit variation in past relationships with suppliers of posting services to measure
the initial exposure to the policy shock across French provinces. While following parallel trends during
the ten years preceding the reform, domestic employment in exposed sectors and high exposure provinces
decreases differentially by 3% after the shock relative to less exposed labor markets, while domestic wages
remain unaffected. Part of the employment effect is driven by lower employment for existing immigrants,
emphasizing that workers who moved through traditional migration channels faced increased labor mar-
ket competition after the expansion of posting. Similar to what follows more standard trade shocks (Autor,

Dorn and Hanson, 2013), I find no evidence that local labor markets adjustment to the shock occurred



through increased geographic mobility or sectoral reallocation but rather through lower labor force partic-
ipation of domestic workers. Overall, the employment consequences of posting have similar magnitude to
those documented in comparable institutional contexts, such as temporary migration schemes that restrict
the ability for migrants to reside in destination markets (see Dustmann, Schénberg and Stuhler, 2017, in
Germany) or to change employers in destination countries (see Doran, Gelber and Isen, 2022, in the U.S.).?

I then explore employment and wage-setting responses at the receiving-firm level. Using an event study
design comparing firms that start purchasing posting services to future adopters, I show that receiving
firms scale down their domestic employment by 16% after they start purchasing posting services, while
wages of incumbent workers remain unchanged. I then show that posted workers are paid 30% less than
comparable domestic workers at the same workplace, a within-firm wage penalty twice as large as that
for domestic temporary agency workers. My estimates imply that posted workers receive only 10% of
the workplace-specific pay premia earned by local workers in receiving firms, revealing that pay policies
differ dramatically for posted and domestic workers operating at the same job site. The wage mark-down
imposed on posted workers is larger than what has been estimated for immigrants (Dostie et al., 2021),
or workers outsourced domestically (Drenik et al., 2023), and it is consistent with temporary migration
schemes leading to monopsony power in migrant labor markets (Naidu, Nyarko and Wang, 2016). Posted
workers are bound to their exporting firm, work in segmented labor markets, and have reduced labor
protection. These factors explain why wage setting differs in posted and domestic contracts and emphasize
the importance of institutional details in shaping how migration policies affect (or do not affect) labor

markets.

A key feature of the posting arrangement is that the client firm cannot simply pay the exporting firm for
the service of recruiting workers; rather the client firm must hire the exporting firm as a contractor. The last
part of the paper investigates how the gains from posting contracts are shared between exporting firms and
posted workers in sending countries. Exploiting firm-level data from a major sending country, Portugal,
I use an event study design comparing firms posting services abroad to either matched control firms in
sectors without posting opportunities or to future posting firms. Firms witness a significant scale-up in
activity once they access foreign markets through posting—with sales rising by 56%, and employment
by 30%—immediately after they start providing services abroad. This large export-mobility surplus is
unequally shared between workers and capital-owners: profits increase by 37% after a posting event while

wages rise by 14%. The posting arrangement thus enables sending country firms to capture some of the

2In contrast, most studies of conventional migration flows find no crowd-out effects for natives (Card, 2001; Ottaviano and Peri,
2012; Ottaviano, Peri and Wright, 2013), especially when migrants perform different tasks than natives (Peri and Sparber, 2009; Beerli
et al., 2021) or can be automated (Clemens, Lewis and Postel, 2018). Crowd-out effects have however been documented for previous
migrants (d’Amuri, Ottaviano and Peri, 2010) and in occupations with limited tradability (Burstein et al., 2020) or low productivity
spillovers (Cortés and Pan, 2014).



producer surplus from immigration.

The posting policy also allows sending governments to tax the gains from immigration, whereas under
conventional migration, those revenues would be directed to the receiving countries. Sending firms pay
45% more social security contributions and 35% more corporate taxes at home when they start supplying
services abroad. Other forms of migration also generate higher incomes for migrants (Clemens, 2011; Dust-
mann and Preston, 2019), but remittances do not directly fund social security systems and public goods in
origin countries (Yang, 2011; Bhagwati, 1976). The fiscal externality of posting is thus closer to that of con-
ventional trade. To gauge the magnitude of the gains triggered by posting, as compared to trade in goods, I
benchmark these results against the effect of exporting goods among manufacturing firms that I estimate in
the same dataset. I find that firms” growth from posting opportunities are similar in magnitude to the gains
from exports of goods, the usual focus of industrial policy. But posting firms are smaller, younger and
less capital intensive than commonly studied manufacturing exporters, distinguishing the distributional
implications of posting from more traditional trade policies.

The benefits of posting in sending countries cannot be fully captured by sending firms, because the EU
policy constrains exporting firms” wage setting during the posting contract. Exploiting variations in the
enforceability of minimum wage laws within and across countries, I show that posted workers earn higher
wages abroad only when the minimum wage law is binding for the exporting firm. This sheds light on
two potentially relevant mechanisms for trade and migration policies. First, the distribution of the benefits
of trade to workers in exporting countries may not always be ensured, but it can be improved by linking
access to foreign markets to fair pay policies at the exporting firms. Second, the increasing presence of
migration intermediaries, as highlighted by Fernando and Singh (2021), raises the concern that firms could
capture most of the immigration surplus. In the context of posting, prevailing minimum wages were key

to secure higher wages for posted workers.

The main contribution of this paper is to describe how factor mobility contributes to the international
integration of labor markets. While trade and migration can in theory be seen as substitutes (Mundell, 1957),
the presence of non-traded sectors limits the scope for factor price equalization through trade, meaning that
free migration should generate additional gains even when trade is free (Helpman and Krugman, 1985).
The scale and rise of posting flows after their liberalization shows that the potential for additional factor
mobility remained even in a context of free trade and unrestricted migration. Trade in goods and services
and conventional capital and labor flows were thus insufficient to integrate labor markets within the EU.

The posting policy introduced a mechanism of international integration that falls just between free trade

(where wages are fully set in exporting countries) and free migration (where wages are fully set in desti-



nation countries). In practice, wages of posted workers are close to fixed at the prescribed policy level and
do not vary across firms. The posting arrangement enabled firms to pay posted workers lower wages than
domestic workers but these wage reductions were bounded by legal wage floors enforced by the regulation.

The posting arrangement also allowed sending country firms to capture some of the surplus that under
other forms of temporary migration would flow to receiving country firms or to migrants themselves. In
standard analyses of how the benefits of immigration are shared between capital and labor (Borjas, 1999),
capital in the sending country is hurt by migration abroad. Instead, posting generates higher profits for
exporting firms and higher tax revenues for sending countries.

While posting has significantly contributed to intra-EU factor mobility in the past decade, factor move-
ments have not yet reached a scale sufficient to eliminate wage disparities between EU countries. If building
the "United States of Europe" (Head and Mayer, 2021) remains a distant goal, the introduction of posting
nevertheless highlights the tension between the social and economic objectives of EU integration. Posting
successfully enhanced factor mobility in the EU, although it remains unclear whether this expansion was
mostly driven by lower migration frictions, complementarity between posted workers and sending country
firms’ capital, or lower labor regulations under the scheme. What emerges as a clearer picture is that post-
ing redistributed market shares and tax revenues from high to low-wage countries, which allowed posted

workers to earn higher wages but also enabled firms to capture part of the benefits from immigration.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section II describes the policy rules and the datasets.
Section III describes the nature of work arrangements intermediated by posting. Section IV documents
the contribution of posting to trade in factors in the EU. Section V explores the consequences of posting
for firms and workers in receiving countries. Section VI estimates gains in sending countries. Section VII

concludes.

II Institutional Framework and Data

II.I The European Laboratory: EU Posting Policy

The posting policy in the European Union (EU) was liberalized in 1959 to facilitate the free provision of
services. Its aim is to promote a more competitive market for services in Europe by enabling cross-border
trade. According to standard trade theory, trade is essentially the exchange of embodied factor services, and
trade in goods and factors are substitutes. While free movement of goods, the first economic freedom in the
EU, enables indirect trading of factors, it is not practical for services that cannot be exchanged electronically

due to high trade costs. Free movement of workers and capital, the third and fourth economic freedoms in



the single market, offer a more direct approach to trade factor services in the EU, but require companies to
establish new employment contracts and open new establishments in every destination market they serve.
The posting framework was established to address this challenge and allow EU companies to carry out
their activities abroad without having to formally move their workers or establishments to the member
state where their clients are located.

The process of posting allows companies located in one EU member state to directly send their em-
ployees to perform a service contract in another member state. The services are accounted for in the home
country’s production even though they are being performed abroad. The policy is designed to regulate
temporary services between member states, though there is no legal limitation on the duration of posting
assignments. The exporting firm must however have a “substantial” activity in the home country.® Posting
can involve employees posted by their permanent employer, a temporary employment agency, or between
companies in the same group. Firms can also hire workers specifically for posting, and self-employed indi-
viduals can also post themselves abroad. While receiving countries do not have the right to refuse foreign
service suppliers from the EU, they can ensure that posting policy rules are followed.

The rules surrounding the posting of workers in the European Union (EU) dictate the taxes and regula-
tions applicable to posted workers while they are on assignment abroad. Payroll taxes and labor regulations
are determined by the sending country, where the posted workers are formally employed. For example, if
a Polish firm sends its employees to France, it will pay payroll taxes in Poland and will still be subject to
the labor code in Poland, not France. Exemptions from payroll taxes in the receiving country are granted
for a limited time. Until 2010, it was 12 months; from 2010 to 2020, it was 24 months; and since 2020, it
has been 18 months. These exemptions can be renewed if there is a two-month break between two posting
assignments involving the same worker, sending firm and client.

To prevent social dumping and avoid distortion of competition, the EU has granted posted workers a
legal right to basic minimum conditions in the receiving countries. Since 1996, posted workers have been
entitled to minimum legal wages, maximum working hours, and basic safety regulations in the receiving
country. For instance, posted workers employed by a Polish firm cannot be paid below the minimum legal
wage in France when posted to France.* However, regulations related to bonuses, overtime pay or sev-
erance payment rules do not apply. In receiving countries without a generally applicable minimum legal
wage or for self-employed workers, the minimum wage is set in the home country. Since 2020, posted
workers must receive the same pay as domestic employees at the receiving firm and are further protected

by some collective labor agreements. This reform was introduced under the lead of French President Em-

3The EU jurisprudence establishes that at least 10% of firms’ activity should be performed in the country of origin.
4The minimum wage paid to posted workers is in addition to transportation, housing and other costs related to working abroad
that must be covered by the exporting firm.



manuel Macron, following a political backlash against the posting scheme in Europe.

ILII Posting: a Joint Trade and Temporary Migration Program

The export of services through posted workers is known as mode IV supply in the World Trade Organi-
zation’s (WTO) framework for trade in services. Policies that enable mode IV service trade must be nego-
tiated as part of the multilateral General Agreements on Trade in Services (GATS). Because of the unique
intersection of foreign service provision and consumer location in mode IV, these negotiations focus on
migration rules and labor regulations for foreign employees. This has made mode IV liberalization one of
the most controversial issues in the trade of services. Developed countries have opposed inward worker
movement through mode 1V, claiming that it undermines their ability to regulate migration flows, while
developing countries have pushed for liberalization, which would give their workers and firms the oppor-
tunity to supply services in wealthier nations (Bhagwati, Panagariya and Srinivasan, 2004). Recently, many
trade agreements, from the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) to U.S.-Mexico-Canada Agreement
(USMCA), have proposed liberalizing posting as a way to pursue international integration, following the
EU example.

While posting was designed as the outcome of service trade liberalization, it is effectively a migration
program. The main differences between migration and posting are summarized in Table A.1. Unlike stan-
dard immigrants, posted workers move temporarily, do not benefit from most benefits and rights in the
destination country, and do not bring their family with them because they are not allowed to integrate their
receiving country’s labor market. Unlike immigrants, posted workers have no employment contract nor

tax liability in the receiving country and thus do not appear in standard immigration statistics.

Posting is closer to temporary migration programs that impose limitations on the maximum duration
of stay and the amount of rights and protection granted to short-term migrants. Such schemes have been
implemented in many other areas of the world, and the most prominents ones are summarized in Table A.2.
Among those programs, posting is one of the less regulated in terms of scope and the amount of labor mar-
ket protections granted to foreign workers. For instance, compared to posting, which is free from regulatory
barriers, both the U.S and Canada impose quotas, sectoral restrictions or labor market tests. These restric-
tions naturally limit the size of temporary migration in their labor markets. Temporary migration schemes
also generally impose equal treatment between local and guest workers. Even if temporary migrants are
willing to work for less than existing workers, the H2-B and H2-A programs in the U.S, or the TFW scheme

in Canada, set prevailing wage requirements to ensure that foreign workers are not paid less than existing



workers in similar jobs.” In contrast, before 2020, only minimum legal wages were binding for posted work-
ers. Outside Europe, temporary migrants are also subject to the entire labor code of the destination country,
while only “basic minimum” rights are binding for posted workers. If posted workers do not benefit from
equal treatment in terms of labor laws, they get to keep their right to health, unemployment and retirement
insurance in their origin country. In contrast, other schemes often imply that migrants must switch social
security regimes when they move abroad. Furthermore, while guest workers must sometimes pay fees to
recruitment agencies or to travel (Gibbons et al., 2019), the EU’s posting policy requires that mobility costs
such as transportation, housing, and food are covered in addition to the minimum legal wage paid to posted
workers during their contract abroad.

An important difference is that posted workers remain formally employed by the exporting firm located
abroad, meaning that their home country collects their social security contributions and taxes even while
they are working abroad. This difference creates two major conceptual distinctions between posting and
other temporary migration programs. First, posted workers are considered to belong to their home coun-
try’s labor market, as defined by EU law as the “habitual place of work”. While other forms of guest work
also restrict the ability of workers to change employers in the destination country, posting creates a fully
segmented labor market for posted workers. Second, the idea behind cross-border service provision is that,
in theory, the origin country’s specific technology and expertise can be traded along with its workers. For
example, cross-border service contracts can involve the transfer of management and human resource ser-
vices or a firm’s proprietary knowledge for finding projects abroad and assembling teams of experienced
workers. Increasingly, migration flows are facilitated by recruitment agencies that match workers with em-
ployers before the mobility event (ILO, 2017). Posting takes this a step further by viewing foreign workers

as inputs of the exporting firm, including while they are on assignment abroad.

ILIII Measuring Cross-Border Service Trade Through Posting in Europe

The lack of evidence on posting can be traced to the absence of reliable data to measure these flows. I
discuss the administrative datasets on postings within the EU that allow me to fill this gap.

ILIIL.I Europe-Wide Dataset on Bilateral Posting Flows

I'build a dataset based on administrative social security forms E101/A1 issued for each posting assignment

within the EU. This certificate is a mandatory document that posted workers must hold during their assign-

51n the U.S., the L visa also allows multinational firms to have workers from their foreign establishments work in the U.S. for a
period of 3 months to several years. This arrangement can only be used for managers in the U.S. but is conceptually very close to
posting. In 2019, around 160,000 L visas were issued.



ment to prove their affiliation to their sending country’s social security system.® One posting form identifies
simultaneously a flow of a worker moving abroad and a service contract export. The posting forms are is-
sued by sending countries and are linked to the service contract: a unique worker may be linked to several
posting forms. I also collect information on the duration of posting contracts to measure posting flows in
full-time equivalents.

Using exhaustive information on posting forms issued each year collected from the European Commis-
sion, I build the matrix of bilateral posting flows from 2005 to 2019. That dataset allows me to recover
information on bilateral trade-in-services in Europe, overcoming two major measurement challenges usu-
ally faced by trade economists. First, unlike for standard exports, these forms do not have a minimum
reporting threshold: I thus have limited missing flows in my dataset. Second, while services’ transactions
are often poorly measured due to their intangible nature, payroll tax information on posted workers helps
reconstruct reliable administrative records of trade in services.

While social security forms enable researchers to measure posting in employment terms, a measure of
the monetary value of the associated cross-border services contracts is still missing. The price charged for
cross-border services includes the compensation of posted workers, which we could estimate using micro
datasets on posted workers’ wages. But there are other components billed by the exporting firms that we
do not observe due to a lack of data on international service contracts. I address this issue by using the "bal-
ance of payment" (BOP) methodology, which is commonly used by central banks and international organi-
zations. This methodology assigns trade flows measured by BPM6 sectors to each mode of supply (mode
I, I, and IV) using sector-specific shares from the MSITS (2010).” For example, construction services can
only be supplied through mode IV and are fully allocated to this mode in the classification. However, this
measurement approach has a limitation in that the sector-specific mode of supply shares are measured in
contexts where mode IV is heavily restricted, such as between EU and non-EU members or within NAFTA.
Hence, the BOP methodology underestimates the prevalence of mode IV within the EU where posting is

fully liberalized, particularly in sectors where several modes of supply co-exist (WTO, 2004).

ILIILII Country-Level Micro Data on Posting

To measure granular exposure of firms and workers to the posting policy, I complement the EU-wide post-

ing dataset with micro administrative data on posting in six countries.

6The lack of form leads to a fine, and social security contributions to be paid in both sending and receiving countries. The E101/A1
dataset does not record postings from outside the EU, but those flows are small. The forms can be issued for workers posted to one
country (article 12) or more (article 13-14) (see Appendix F.2 and De Wispelaere and Pacolet, 2019).

"Those shares are based on small surveys and expert assessments.
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Administrative Registries of Posted Workers in Receiving Countries Linked employer-employee data
in receiving countries allow me to study the consequences of posting for domestic workers. I use admin-
istrative registries on incoming posted workers in receiving countries where these datasets are available:
France and Belgium, which are the top second and third importers of posting services.®

All firms that post their employees to France (respectively, Belgium) are required to file a DPD/SIPSI
(respectively, LIMOSA) posting form.” If the form is missing, both sending and receiving firms are liable
to sanctions and fines and the posting assignment is interrupted. For France, I observe all received posting
forms by province-year-sector from 2000 to 2015 and disaggregated forms for 2017-2020. For Belgium, I use
disaggregated posting forms for 2010-2020. While the LIMOSA and DPD/SIPSI are separate datasets, they
have the same structure and are based on similar reporting requirements, hence why I describe them in the
same paragraph below.

In each dataset for the two receiving countries, I use the unique receiving firm identifier to link posting
registries with linked employer-employee data on domestic workers. I can identify which firm or private
customer purchased a service performed by a foreign supplier of services and also which foreign firm and
posted workers performed that contract. I have detailed information on the exporting foreign firm, the
posted worker, and the posted worker’s contract. The final datasets allow me to observe jointly posted and
domestic workers” hours of work, tenure, wages, occupation, workplace and demographics.

To summarize, I observe: (i) local-sectoral-year imports of posting services in France from 2000 to 2015,
(ii) all granular purchases of posting services by French firms from 2017 to 2020 with detailed informa-
tion on domestic, posted workers and posting contracts and (iii) all granular purchases of posting services
by Belgian firms from 2010 to 2020 with detailed information on domestic, posted workers and posting

contracts. The datasets are described in Online Appendix Sections F.5 and E.7.

To extend the coverage of my datasets, I further collect data on postings to Germany and Austria, the
first and fourth receiving countries of posted workers. In Germany, all companies posting workers in
the construction sector must file a form to the national fund for holiday leave, SOKA-BAU. I use data
from SOKA-BAU on all workers posted to the construction sector in Germany since 2000. In Austria, all
companies that post workers in the construction sector must also file a form to the national building union

BUAK. I use data from BUAK on all workers posted to the construction sector in Austria since 2006.

Administrative Registries of Posted Workers in Sending Countries To study both sides of exposure to

posting, I also use firm-level administrative data in sending countries.

8Similar administrative registries exist in other receiving countries, but those datasets are either not available for researchers or are
not numerized. Those forms complement the A1 social security forms that need to be filed for each posting contract.
9Those reporting requirements apply to all foreign firms, including those located in non-EU countries.

11


https://drive.google.com/file/d/1wvAd5TvEixOxLbsMYLQ__rYo979tc8uN/view

To obtain granular data on posting companies and their performance, I exploit administrative tax data
on firms in Portugal, one of the top exporters of posting services. The dataset provides detailed infor-
mation on firms’ five-digit sector code, wages, employment, investments, sales, and other balance sheet
components. Each year, firms established in Portugal report to the tax administration the amount of ser-
vices performed abroad by the geographical market of destination. I use this information to identify the
universe of Portuguese firms that supplied posting services in another EU country between 2006 and 2017.
Because the dataset does not distinguish between mode I and mode IV supply of services at exporting
firms, I apply the BOP methodology described in Subsection ILIILI to select the 5-digits sectors that can
only export through mode IV.!? This methodology induces a lower bound on the selection of exporting
firms, as posting can occur in other sectors, like IT services, where mode IV cannot be separately identified
from exports through electronic means (mode I).

Although central banks typically lack the means to verify the accuracy of the BOP methodology, I can
compare it to my other datasets on posting in Europe. In France, the top destination country for postings
from Portugal, my micro dataset shows that roughly 75% of postings contracts performed by Portuguese
companies are in a NACE code that is selected through this methodology. The EU-wide dataset on posting
forms further indicate that workers posted from Portugal account for 1% of Portuguese employment, while
firm-level mode IV exports computed through the BOP methodology account for 1.2% of Portuguese GDP.
Overall, those comparisons suggest that in the context of Portugal, there is limited under-measurement
bias of mode IV from the BOP methodology. The Online Appendix Section F.4 provides more detail on the

dataset.

I also use administrative employer-employee data on all workers employed in Luxembourg merged
with informati