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ABSTRACT

Immigration, Integration and the Labour Market:
Turkish Immigrants in Germany and the Netherlands

On the basis of three micro datasets, the German Socio-Economic Panel 2002, the Dutch
Social Position and Use of Provision Survey 2002 and the Dutch Labour Force Survey 2002,
we investigate the labour market position of Turkish immigrants in Germany and the
Netherlands. We compare labour market outcomes of Turkish immigrants, including both the
first and second generation, and natives in both countries by using the Blinder-Oaxaca
decomposition method. We find that Turkish immigrants have lower employment rates, lower
tenured job rates and lower job prestige scores than natives. In both countries, the lower
level of education and the age composition of the Turkish immigrants partly explains the
unfavourable labour market position. The standardized gap — the gap that remains after
correction for the observed individual characteristics — in the employment and tenured job
rate remains large for the Netherlands, while the standardized gap in the job prestige score
remains large for Germany. Differences in past immigration policies between Germany and
the Netherlands are likely to be important for explaining the labour market position of Turkish
men in both countries.
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Introduction

Immigration and integration policy are hotly delzhile many countries of the European Union.
While major international institutes like the Euegm Commission, the OECD and the United
Nations plea for more liberal immigration policiesters in many countries hold strongly
restrictive views about immigration and governmentsiany countries accordingly implement
more strict policies. This study concentrates aiingension of immigration and integration that
is of great importance: the labour market. If imraigs pay their way into the welfare state of a
host country by working and paying taxes, nativeek®and governments may become less
conservative. A good labour market performancerohigrants seems therefore crucial for the
success of immigration and integration policies.

This study compares the labour market positionwkish immigrants, including both the first
and second generation, in Germany and the Netlrl&8y comparing immigrants from the
same country of origin, so with a similar socialaltural background, in two different host
countries we learn about the importance of immigreand integration policies. Although the
empirical exercise in this study is backward logkihe goal is clearly forward looking. By
offering new and valuable knowledge on an importnt of labour migration in the past we
hope to contribute to the design of new policies.

The comparison of Turkish immigrants in Germany #reNetherlands is interesting because
of two aspects. First, the Turks are a major imamggroup in both countries, in particular as
both countries recruited substantial numbers ofaled ‘guest workers’ from Turkey in the
1960s and early 1970s followed by family reunifisatimmigration afterwards. Immigration
and integration policies are well documented artth bountries have micro data available for
this particular group. Second, while both counthiase labour market institutions that are
similar in many aspects, the countries followededént immigration and integration policies.
Germany for some time followed an active remigmatiolicy and was restraint in offering
German nationality. Integration policies could hmlified as minimal. In contrast to the rather
restrictive German policies, The Netherlands foedsm better access of immigrants to
employment, housing and education, offered easgsacm Dutch nationality, and at least until
recently encouraged immigrants to preserve their owtural identity (the ‘multicultural
society’). By comparing the labour market outcoresnmigrants with one particular social
and cultural background in the two countries weehtaplearn about the importance of the
above described policies. The research methodraagdcks as well, in particular as we do not
know whether our results can be generalized torathentries and to other immigrant groups.
We will therefore be careful with generalizing oasults.



Studies on the international comparison of the Ualarket position of immigrants were until
recently limited in number. Many publications ofjoranternational institutes are based on
Eurostat figures and compare nationals versus atiosrals. A well-known result is that
unemployment and employment rates on non EU ndfioszaty strongly between countries. In
some countries non EU nationals even outperformomals. Such comparisons are however
difficult to interpret as the EU countries implerhéifferent naturalisation policies, and
therefore the composition of non-nationals diffeesween countries.

A challenging research method on immigration isdmpare labour market outcomes of
immigrants with a similar background between dgfgrhost countries. Modet al. (1999) find
no substantial differences in the labour markettipsof black Caribbean migrants in France,
Canada, the UK and the US, while Kogan (2003) fitds$ ex-Yugoslavs fare better in Austria
than in Sweden and Lewin-Epsteirel. (2003) find differences for immigrants from the
former Soviet Union fare better in Canada tharsiaél. The latter study relates their outcomes
to the explicit selection of the Canadian pointeysand the integration policy of Israel.
Ancetolet al. (2003) compare immigrants to Australia, CanadathadJS, and conclude that
skills of immigrants are largely explained by cayrdf origin. Using individual level data from
18 host countries for 187 different immigrant grsupubergeret al. (2004) find as well that
country of origin is important and that countrieishva so-called point system do not achieve
better labour market outcomes for immigrants oivag country of origin. Schultz-Nielsen and
Constant (2004) compare the employment rates ofigmamts in Denmark and Germany and
conclude that both in absolute and relative tetmsemployment rate of non-Western
foreigners is lower in Denmark and claim that d#feces in the composition of the immigrant
populations are likely to be important. Biichel &mitk (2004, 2005) investigate the relative
income position of immigrants in several Europeanntries and find that the outcomes differ
substantially between countries. They relate tiferginces in outcomes to differences in
immigration policy, and claim there is scope faredective immigration policy in Europe. Boeri
(2006) finds that after correction for individuablour market characteristics immigrants in
several European countries do not have a largéxapitity than natives to be dependent on the

welfare state.

In this study, we use three different micro datsetcompare the labour market position of
Turkish immigrants and natives in the year 2002 Germany we use the Socio-Economic
Panel, and for the Netherlands we use the Socsiti®oand Use of Provisions Survey (for
Turks) and the Labour Force Survey (for nativesie @nalysis includes both first and second

2 See for example Figure 1.10 and Box 1.3 of OECD (2004). The box explains that the difference between foreigners and
foreign-born residents is particularly important for Australia, Canada, the Netherlands and Sweden.



generation immigrants, but it does not exploredifierences between the generations. For
Germany we select natives living in West-GermanthasTurkish immigrants moved to this
country and currently still live there. For bothuatries we find that the labour market position
of Turkish immigrants is less favourable than thsifion of natives: In Germany and the
Netherlands, the employment rate for Turkish meldisand 23%-points lower than for native
men. Moreover, the observed gap in the employnagatin Germany is largely explained by
differences in educational attainment, which impbesmall standardized gap. This is true to a
lesser extent for the Netherlands, where the stdimal gap remains large. The tenured job
rates among those employed is 5 and 15%-pointsrltawd urks than for natives in Germany
and the Netherlands. In particular in Germany tiveek average age of the Turks explains a
major part of the observed gap in the tenured b, implying a standardized gap that is
almost equal to zero. Again this is true to a lessé&nt for the Netherlands, where the
standardized gap remains large. The job prestige$tSEI), which is a measure for the
relative job position on a scale from 10 (low) @ (Bigh), are lower for employed Turks than
for employed natives in both countries. The gapeigicularly large for the highly educated in
Germany with 17 points against 10 points in thehidgands. In both countries differences in
educational attainment play an important role,fbuthis particular labour market outcome the
standardized gap remains larger in Germany thémeifNetherlands.

Although strong conclusions are hard to draw, @siits give interesting insights. First of all,
we confirm that educational policy is important.eTitesults make clear that an improvement in
the educational attainment of Turkish immigranth iwiprove their labour market position
considerably. Education is however not the entimeyssince even after correction for
educational attainment a substantial gap in thedamarket position remains. Secondly, in the
Netherlands the combination of the economic coéithe 1980s and the deactivating social
security arrangements, which existed at that teme Jikely to have been important. Many
Turkish men became entitled to an unemployed, disabr welfare benefit during that time
period, and this is consistent with our result ¢d\a employment rate of older Turkish men in
the Netherlands. Thirdly, immigration and remigatpolicies are likely to have been
important. The gap in the employment rate is smédieGermany, and even becomes small
after correction for the observed individual chéesstics. This is consistent with a more
successful selection (composition) of immigrant&ermany compared to the Netherlands,
which may be the result of the more restrictive igmation policy and the active remigration
policy in Germany. And eventually, the lack of inftation and networks within firms is likely
to be important explanation for the unfavourablecomes at the upper end of the labour
market. And discrimination may play a role as wellir results show that in both countries the
employed Turks with an upper secondary or tertéahycation are outperformed by their
employed native counterparts in terms of the (stedtided) job prestige score. For employed
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Turks with a lower educational attainment thigigetto a lesser extent, and for some groups of
lowly educated the employed Turks even outperfdreirtemployed native counterparts.

The remainder of the study is organized as folldvist of all, section 2 discusses the literature
on the labour market position and labour markefoperance of immigrants. Section 3
discusses the history of immigration, naturaligated integration policy in Germany and the
Netherlands. Section 4 introduces the three miatasits, while Section 5 presents the
empirical results. Section 6 concludes.

Literature

What evidence exists on the labour market posifammigrants? Although we are mainly
interested in the impact of immigration and intéigrapolicies, it is clear that the position is
affected by many other aspects as well. The libeeatontains a large number of studies, and
we discuss a selection only. One connecting thireéttke literature is the formation of country
specific human capital. Aspects like language preficy and integration are clearly important
for the labour market position. A second connectimgad is selection: while several
immigration policies practiced in the world expligiselect on human capital, self-selection
(induced by the choice of the immigrants thems@liseanother potentially important result of
immigration policy. Selection is likely to be parthduced by labour market and welfare state
institutions, which is of particular importance tbe current study.

Integration and country specific human capital

Integration and the acquisition of country spedifisnan capital are important issues in the
literature on immigration, in particular as it leda dispute in the US literatut@here is a clear
spill-over to the European literature, wherebyHueopean situation is recognized to be
different as in many European countries the se#tferof labour migration in the 1960s and
1970s was supposed to be temporary. The impanteyjriation policies should be prominent on
the research agenda as it is a major topic in tiigpdebate, but empirical evidence still hardly

exists.

Does the acquisition of country specific human tdmiuring the residency period in a host
country lead to a convergence of immigrant eaitogvards native earnings? This empirical
guestion led to a dispute in the US literature whit two main authors being, with respect for

% Note that the US literature refers to ‘assimilation’ instead of ‘integration’.
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the many other authors, Chiswick (1978, Chisvétél., 2005) and Borjas (1985, 1995). The
dispute did not lead to a final answer, partly tudisagreements on a proper definition of a
control group. The European literature took upditseussion as well as labour migration
started to become controversial from the economigisoof the 1980s onwards. There are
however major differences as compared to the @falitire. First, the inflexibility of the
European labour markets implied that unemploymadtsocial position are more important
than earning8.Second, during the 1960s and 1970s labour imniigratas expected to be
temporary and immigrants invested little in courgpecific human capital. For this reason,
convergence in earnings and social position mayaaxpected (Dustmann, 1999, 2000). In
contrast to the first generation, second generatimnigrants were more likely to invest in
country specific human capital. Intergenerationabitity therefore attracts substantial attention
(see Riphahn, 2003, for an example on Germanyyandurs and Veenman, 2003, on the
Netherlands). And although the second generatigmdwes her educational attainment relative
to the first generation in both Germany and thehRigands, the OECD (2006) reports that the
second generation still has not succeeded to cgtetith native children.

To counteract the less favourable educationalrattant and labour market performance of
non-Western immigrants, some European countriefeimgnted integration policies. Such
policies should, in this paper, be understood ashiwed policy measures to facilitate the
adaptation of immigrants to their new environm@iite policy measures may be pursued in the
interest, economic or otherwise, of the immigragsvell as the host country. Within Europe,
countries implemented different integration politsategies: while countries like the UK, the
Netherlands and Sweden are inspired by a multialitt ideology, countries like France,
Germany and Austria give for different reasons — immigrants little room tdtural and
religious expressions in the public sphere (Entirg al, 2005)> The long-run impact of the
different policies on integration and labour manietformance has until recently hardly been

studied in an internationally comparative manner.

Labour market and welfare state

Labour market and welfare state institutions delyi to impact the labour market performance
of immigrants in several ways. First of all, themay be a pre-entry impact as some institutions
may lead to self-selection of immigrants. And settpnthere may be a post-entry effect as the
labour market and welfare state institutions maykwde-)activating in itself.

4 There are some European studies on wage convergence, including Bell (1997), Edin et al. (2000), Husted et al. (2001) and
Barth et al. (2004). Most of the public debate in Europe is however on unemployment and the use of welfare.
®In many countries, and in particular the Netherlands, these policies have been revised in recent years(see next section).



Are labour migrants positively or negatively sedsf Although it is clear that both the US and
Europe attracted substantial numbers of both highlew skilled immigrants, there is an
ongoing discussion on whether immigrants are omes@emore positively or negatively
selected. Selective migration policies — like insfalia and Canada — are obviously important.
But furthermore immigrants may be self-selectedhenbasis of characteristics that are
unobservable for authorities. Chiswick (1978, 1999)the one hand, argues that labour
migrants are positively self-selected as in paldicthey are the ones that are able to overcome
the fixed costs of migration. Borjas (1987), on titleer hand, argues that countries with a small
wage dispersion attract a negative selection ofigremts as in particular for this group
migration pays off. This argument may play an intgor role for Europe as minimum wages
and collective wage agreements impact the wagedigm in many countries. In addition to

the latter argument, Dustmann (1993) argues thease of temporary migration due to
involuntary unemployment in the source country labmigrants may be negatively self-
selected as well. As both Germany and the Nethdslamperienced a shortage of low-skilled
labour and attracted labour migrants from the Megdithean countries, the last argument seems
particularly relevant for the labour migrants o thi960s in these two countries.

In addition to the impact of wage levels and waigpetsion, welfare state institutions may play
a differential role in immigrant self-selectionwsll. Borjas (1999) formulates the so-called
‘welfare magnet’ hypothesis, stating that countrigth more generous welfare states attract
more (low-skilled) immigrants than other countrikkreover, Heitmueller (2005) predicts that
generous welfare state arrangements will attraktaverse immigrants. While some empirical
studies have shown that this may indeed be the tadeding studies of Borjas, other

empirical studies (Zavodny, 1997, Pederasa., 2004, Kaushal, 2005) show that the
relevance of the hypothesis is likely to be limitesdinetwork effects dominate all other effects.
Immigrants choose their country of destination ddygn the basis of the presence of family,
friends and other fellow-country men, and the welfstate may hardly play a role.

Do immigrants have an excess probability, comp#watitives, to become unemployed or
dependent on welfare? Evidence on this issue hers dentroversial and did not lead to a clear
answer yet. There is some evidence that immigraote often depend on welfare than
comparable natives (Borjas and Hilton, 1996, HarssehLofstrom, 2003, Riphahn, 2004), but
some other studies show there is no statisticallyificant difference (Birckt al., 2001, Boeri,
2006). For the Netherlands, these is clear eviddratenon-Western immigrants have an excess
probability to be dependent on the welfare stamnburget al., 2003). As there are
differences in the welfare state institutions ofi@any and the Netherlands, for example in the
access to and the replacement rates of the sedality arrangements, this aspect is potentially

important as well.
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Turkish immigrants in Germany and the Netherlands

Both Germany and the Netherlands started to resubistantial numbers of so-called ‘guest
workers’ from Turkey from the middle of the 1960s dlowadays, the Turks are one of the
major immigrant groups in both countries. At thel @f 2003, about 1 880 000 persons with
Turkish nationality lived in Germany. This is ab@u8% of the German population and 2.8% of
the population of the West German states. At Janlig2004, about 350 000 first and second
generation Turks lived in the Netherlands. Thighsut 2.2% of the Dutch population. As the
German figure does not include Turks which switctte@erman nationality, Germany clearly
hosts relatively more Turkish immigrants than tretiiérlands.

The statistical offices of both countries use défd definitions of immigrants, and a direct
comparison of national statistics is therefore peotatic. While the German definition is based
on nationality, the Dutch definition of ‘allochthous’ people is based on country of birth of an
individual and the individual’s parents. The Dutallochthonous’ people are first and second
generation immigrants, and in the internationaréture this is a common definition. In the
empirical part of this study we will therefore ubke latter definition. The current chapter will
discuss the history of Turkish immigrants on theibaf the official statistics of both countries.
As in Germany the number of naturalisations wagtéichuntil the middle of the 1990s, the
official data is reasonably comparable betweercthatries until that time.

Immigration and remigration policy

Both Germany and the Netherlands went through @ pemiod of economic growth during the
1960s, and in both countries the number of Turkigigrants started to grow strongly from
the end of the 1960s onwards (figure 3.1). The dilscrisis was the end of the official
recruitment of Turkish guest workers, and the nuntbentrants decreased. For Germany the
slowdown in the growth in the number of immigrawes however temporary, and the number
of new entrants again peaked in the 1980s. Thengemibcrisis resulted into an economic crisis
in both countries, and long-term unemployment bexarserious problem. From that moment
on migration from Turkey almost exclusively existfdamily and asylum migration.
Immigration and remigration policy started to deyetifferently between the countries. While
until that time Turkish guest workers were viewede temporary immigrants, the Dutch
government started to change its view on the teargaspect during the 1980s. It took until
the end of the 1990s before the German governniamiged its view as well. Below we
discuss three major differences in immigration @otiuring the 1980s and 1990s.



Figure 3.1 Turkish immigrants as a percentage of the population, 1967-2004"

1975 1979 1983 1987 1991 1995 1999 2003

1967 1971

—— Germany - - - the Netherlands

a _ R . ) ) _ o
The German definition of a Turkish immigrant is based on nationality, while the Dutch definition is based on the country of

birth of an individual and the individual's parents.

Source: Eurostat, Statistics Germany, Statistics Netherlands.

A first difference between the countries concehasrequirements for a permanent residency
permit. In Germany, immigrants could apply for siacpermit after eight years of stay and were
required to prove to be economically self-relidntthe Netherlands, the term was five years
and requirements with respect to economic sel&nel were in practice more lenient.

A second major difference was in family reunificatiand family formation policy. While the
German policy was rather restrictive as employnagwtincome conditions were imposed, the
Dutch policy was more liberal. So although the uéanent of guest workers had stopped
completely in 1980s, the number of Turkish immigsdiving in the Netherlands continued
growing (figure 3.1). In the first years this waainly due to family reunification, but later on
family formation became important as well as thiédean of the guest workers often married
persons from their parents’ country of birth. Inr@any immigration continued as well, but
asylum immigration played a much more importan¢ telding to more skilled immigration.
Recently, both Germany and the Netherlands revidiveid policy such that they became more
similar: while Germany became less restrictive wéspect to family reunification and family
formation, the Netherlands became more restriclitie. impact of the most recent policy
changes is however hardly visible in figure 3.1tespolicy changes were installed by the
beginning of the new century.
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A third major difference between the countries waemigration policy. While Germany
followed an active remigration policy in 1983 ar@B4, the Netherlands never installed such a
policy. The result of the policy is visible in figr3.1: in those years the number of Turkish
immigrants living in Germany decreased, and in 1@@4e than 200 000 Turks left Germany.

A last fact that is clearly visible from figure 3sla decrease in the number of individuals with
Turkish nationality living in Germany since the esfthe 1990s. This is clearly not related to
remigration: they still live in Germany but changedserman nationality which became easier
due to a change in naturalisation policy.

Naturalisation policy

The difference in the official view on the tempgraesidency of the guest workers led to a
difference in naturalisation policy between the enintries German nationality was and still

is difficult to acquire for persons without Germamcestors. Germany considered guest workers
to be temporary labour migrants so that naturadiegiolicy was not an issue. Not earlier than
from July 1, 1993, onwards new legislation alloviiest (second) generation immigrants to
acquire German nationality after a residency peoibt (8) years. From 2000 on the residency
period became 8 years for first generation immitgavhile second generation immigrants

could opt for German nationality at reaching mayurThe number of naturalisation increased
strongly, reached a maximum of about 100 000 ir01&% the number became 50 000 in the
years afterwards.

Dutch nationality is relatively easy to acquire fimmigrants as the necessary residency period
is rather short (3 to 5 years). Second generationigrants with both parents non-Dutch can
opt for citizenship when they become mature anckhiaed their whole life in the country.
Moreover, between 1992 and 1997 immigrants couéthdwave a double citizenship by keeping
their original nationality. This lead to a peakie number of naturalisation in 1996 and 1997.
But even afterwards the number of naturalisatiemsained high. And although after 1997
immigrants were allowed to have one nationalityypmany Turkish immigrants were
exempted from this regulation. From 2003 onwardgBuaturalisation policy started to
become somewhat more strict as an applicant nequisst a test.

® For a detailed description of the German naturalization policy, see for example Diehl and Blom (2003), while for the
Netherlands, see for example Bevelander and Veenman (2006).
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Integration policy

Like for naturalisation policy, integration polieyas not an issue in Germany for a long time as
permanent immigrants were supposed to assimildi#e the Netherlands implemented
integration policies from the 1980s onwards. In&ign policies were minimal in Germany for
many years. Not earlier than during the 1990stiaining and linguistic skill schemes were
installed to help second generation immigrantsrtid émployment. The OECD (1998) reports
that in recent years some 1 800 young foreignemsfited from the training schemes, whereby
one should keep mind that the population of foreigrwas about several millions. German
authorities viewed more general policy measurea@® important, and for example general
schooling was seen as the major way to integrdte.dfop out rates of foreign children
dropped substantially during the 1980s and 199@snévertheless the difference with native
children remains large (OECD, 2006).

In the Netherlands, integration policies begarotar sluring the 1980s. Until recently policies
did not focus on integration, and immigrants wareceiraged to preserve their own cultural
identity. For instance, schools hosting childraemirethnic minorities received additional funds,
the children received lessons in their own languagkculture during school hours,
organisations of ethnic minorities received sulesidand low skilled members of ethnic groups
were an explicit target group in job creation plaDsltural diversity was highly valued, and
while immigrants should integrate their own cultudentity should be preserved at the same
time. The Netherlands shared this view on integragiolicy with countries like the U.K. and
Sweden, and it clearly contrasts with the viewhef German or, for example, the French policy

(see section 2.1 as well).

In recent years, the German and Dutch policy staddecome more similar. In 1998, the so-
called ‘inburgering’ programme was introduced ia tetherlands. This programme, which
includes a Dutch language course, an introductidbutch institutions and values, and labour
market orientation, is considered to be the firsp dowards integration. In 2007, participation
is scheduled to be compulsory for new immigrants fan certain groups of old immigrants.
The successful completion of the programme wilhtbe required for those who want to obtain
a permanent residence permit. For those who waaxtdaire Dutch nationality, a test that
implies comparable requirements was introducedezaBo while the old Dutch approach
could be characterized as ‘support-oriented’, #n approach may be characterized as
‘incentive-oriented’. The new approach draws inddional attention, and currently Germany is

considering to introduce similar programmes.
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Our study deals with data on immigrant populatiopgill the year 2002. This means that the
vast majority of immigrants involved will not habeen affected by the recent changes in
integration policies. So, for our study only thd obgimes are relevant. And the old regimes
differed substantially as Germany expected immigrémassimilate that was supposed to be
their own responsibility, while the Netherlandstaiked integration policies which supported
cultural diversity.

Data

The availability of survey data with information tre country of birth of the respondents and
the respondents’ parents is of crucial importarece/@ want to use the same definition of
immigrants in both countries. While such data are in the world, both Germany and the
Netherlands have such micro data for Turkish imani¢g: for Germany the German Socio-
Economic Panel (GSOEP) and for the NetherlandStwgal Position and Use of Provisions
(SPVA) survey. As the Dutch data source does notado information on natives, which we
use as a reference group, we additionally use thelDLabour Force Survey (DLFS).

For the selection of immigrants we use the follayvitefinitions: first generation immigrants

are born outside the host country, while seconeiggion immigrants are born in host country
and have at least one parents which is born outis@lbost country.In the remainder, we will
use these definitions in the data sources as naipbssible. Appendix A contains a description
of the three data sources, and a description ofetextion procedure of the natives and Turkish

immigrants from these data sources.

Descriptive statistics

The comparison of the Turkish immigrants againsivea yields many unsurprising results: the
Turkish immigrants are on average younger, thegmeore often children, and they have a
lower level of education. Such differences willibgortant to explain differences in the labour
market position of Turkish immigrants against nasivn the next section. In this section,
however, we concentrate on the comparison betweetwo countries as these results are less

well known.

” Formally, the Dutch definition of first generation ‘allochtonous’ includes people born outside the Netherlands which have at
least one parent born outside the Netherlands. This prevents children of diplomats from being categorized as ‘allochtonous’.



Table 4.1

Men

#observations
Age

17-24

25-34

35-49

50-64
Children

Dummy (age 0-16)d

Education®
Primary

Lower secondary
Upper secondary
Tertiary
Immigration
First generationf

Nationality of host countryg
- ) ~h
Language proficiency (‘good’)

Women

#observations
Age

17-24

25-34

35-49

50-64

Children

Dummy (age 0-16)
Education
Primary

Lower secondary
Upper secondary
Tertiary
Immigration
First generation

Nationality of host country
Language proficiency (‘good)

- ® o O T ©

first generation is a dummy which equals 1 if the respondent is born outside the host country.

o «Q

German natives living in West-Germany.

Germany

Turks

361

0.19
0.33
0.27
0.20

0.47

0.24
0.26
0.38
0.12

0.83
0.19
0.60

Germany

Turks

343

0.20
0.31
0.26
0.23

0.50

0.44
0.28
0.22
0.06

0.81
0.16
0.44

Natives®

4290

0.11
0.18
0.39
0.32

0.26

0.04
0.09
0.54
0.34

Natives®

4548

0.11
0.20
0.37
0.33

0.30

0.03
0.15
0.64
0.18

the classification of education is based on the international ISCED 1997 codes.

Netherlands

Turks

1089

0.21
0.33
0.32
0.14

0.52

0.41
0.28
0.23
0.08

0.82
0.57
0.42

Netherlands

Turks

1091

0.25
0.34
0.28
0.13

0.57

0.57
0.21
0.19
0.03

0.82
0.50
0.36

dummy for children which equals 1 if the respondent has a child of age 0 to 16, and which equals 0 otherwise.

nationality is a dummy which equals 1 if the respondent has the nationality of the host country, and which equals 0 otherwise

Descriptive statistics, Turkish immigrants and natives in Germany and the Netherlands, 2002‘31’b

Natives

32557

0.14
0.22
0.36
0.29

0.35

0.08
0.21
0.43
0.27

Natives

32738

0.14
0.21
0.36
0.29

0.38

0.09
0.25
0.42
0.23

weighted sample averages, using national information on gender and age to construct weights for Turkish immigrants and natives.
in both countries the definition of a Turkish immigrant is based on the country of birth of the individual and the individual's parents.

language is a dummy which equals 1 if according to the respondent’s own opinion his host country’s language proficiency is good, and

which equals 0 otherwise.
Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).




5.1

The relatively low level of education of Turkishrmgrants in the Netherlands, also compared
to Germany, may be a reason for a less favourableuk market position of Turkish

immigrants in the Netherlands. The argument islegfyuused in the public debate, in particular
as Germany may have attracted immigrants from ni@eleveloped areas of Turkey. The
argument becomes however less obvious if one fakesaccount the level of education of
natives: on average the Germans have a higherdéeelucation than the Dutch. A likely
explanation for this difference is the German apficeship system, which allows many
Germans youngsters to acquire an upper secondacaoh. So although level of education is
relatively low for Turkish immigrants in the Nettemds, this holds for Dutch natives compared

to German natives as well.

The figures on nationality and language proficieany in line with expectations on the basis of
immigration and naturalisation policies (sectio)3.In 2002, slightly less than 20% of

Turkish immigrants in Germany has German natioyalhile in the Netherlands this figure is
slightly more than 50%. Language proficiency is sugad on a subjective basis, but research
on the basis of the GSOEP shows that such a vanmhkes sense in explaining immigrant
wages (Dustmann and van Soest, 2001, 2002). Laequadjciency is relatively unfavourable
in the Netherlands. This is in line with the lesstrictive Dutch immigration policy, allowing

for more (low-skilled) family reunification and falypformation immigration than Germany.

Empirical strategy and results

This section investigates the differences in thelas market position of Turkish immigrants in
Germany and the Netherlands. To describe the |laiadket performance of immigrants, we
focus on three measures: the employment rate ¢sesi?), the tenured job rate (section 5.3),
and the job prestige score (section 5.4). Firstjee 5.1 discusses a method to decompose
differences in the labour market position into & pétributable to the observed individual
characteristics and a remaining part.

The Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition for non-linear models

The Blinder-Oaxaca method (Blinder, 1973, Oaxa®d3) decomposes differences in an
outcome variable for two different groups in a ghet can be explained by differences in
characteristics and a remaining part. The methatypisally used to explain differences in
wages between men and women, using the standeat liagression model. We use the method

8 This study will use language proficiency (section 5), but not nationality. The accompanying study Euwals et al. (2007)
investigates the relation between labour market position and variables like language proficiency and naturalization.



to explain differences in outcome variables betwiegnigrants and natives. As some of the
outcome variables are binary, however, we canmothes standard decomposition method. In
the remainder, we discuss the decomposition mefthraabn-linear models developed by Yun
(2003).

Define an outcome variabjg for individuali (i=1,...,.N*) of groupX with X = | for immigrants
andX = N for natives. Suppose the expectation of the outceaniable is a function of a linear
combination of a vector of exogenous variabl@shrough the functiof which may or may

not be linear:

E(yix‘xix):F(xixﬁX), i=1..,NX,X=1I,N (5.1)

with E the expectation operatd¥,a mapping of a linear combinatioq?( ,BX into a scalar, and
S a conformable vector of parameters witlelements. The difference " at the first
moment, i.e. the mean difference between immigrantsnatives, can be decomposed as:

y_'—y_N{F(x',B' )—F(x'ﬁ“)HF(x'ﬂN)—F(xNﬂNﬂ (5.2)
with V_X:Zi v andF(xX gX) = 3" F(x* BX) for X=IN.

Note that the decomposition is not unique, and that alteenpixameterisations are possible.
We choose for this particular parameterisation as the nativéy &ethe largest group and
therefore it seems logical to evaluate the importance of the ecogeariables in the second
part of the equation against the paramet®r&\ote that the second part of the right-hand-side
represents the part of the gap that is explained by differéamties exogenous variables. The
first part of the right-hand-side may be referred to astidwedardized difference. It reflects the
gap in the outcome variabye that is corrected for the observed exogenous variaflds

other words, this remaining difference is not attributablhé observed exogenous variables,
and it can only be explained by factors and circumstances thatismide the model.

The decomposition of equation (5.2) is straightforward does not reveal which part of the
gap in the outcome variable is explained by the different exogerariables. In particular, for
our study it will be interesting to know which parttbé gap is explained by differences in age
and differences in educational attainment. Yun (2003) propbsdsllowing systematic and
general method:
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As long as the parameter estimates are available, the weightsatibeq5.3) can be easily
calculated using the mean values of the exogenous variables arphtheneter estimates. In
case the functiof is a linear function and the parameters are estimated usiag fiegression,
the method reduces to the standard Blinder-Oaxaca methodthesrimmainder we consider
binary outcome variables, we assulis the standard normal cumulative distribution function
so that we get the well-known Probit model. The parametateohodel are estimated by
Maximum Likelihood, and equation (5.3) is applied to calcula¢edecomposition.

Employment rate

An obviously important measure for the position of imraigs on the labour market is the
employment rate. On the one hand, a labour income guaranteas thahigrant contributes to
the welfare state of a country in the form of paying taxessaial security contributions. On
the other hand, it also guarantees that the take up of pxplenditures is relatively low as
there is no claim on welfare or social security benefits fempioyment and disabilityIn the
remainder, we define the employment rate as the fraction afneetisat works 12 hours or
more per week. In both countries, marginal employmensmagonsiderable role. In Germany,
labour income below a certain level is untaxed so that madgr#ts; housewives and retirees
work a few hours per week. And in the Netherlands, theialfemployment statistics use a
threshold of 12 hours per week to exclude marginal emplolymen

In both countries Turkish immigrants are less often eyggldhan natives (Table 5.1). For men,
the Dutch employment gap is larger than the German ga@@#ipoints versus 14%-points.
The difference between the gaps is highly statistically sagnif, as the last column of the table
shows. Turkish men in Germany nevertheless have a empidyate of about 65%, but it is
still clearly below the rate for German men. Turkish womemauch less often employed than

° Unemployment is another obvious measure for the labour market position. We believe that a direct comparison of the
unemployment rates between the two countries is not useful as compared to (West) Germany, the Netherlands is likely to
have more hidden unemployment due to the disability scheme.



native women as the gap in the employment rate is about 8ir¥sjn both countries. The
difference in the gap is statistically insignificant.

Table 5.1 Employment rates, Turkish immigrants and natives in Germany and the Netherlands, 2002%
Germany Netherlands Germany Netherlands
Men Turks Nativesb Turks Natives Dif Dif Dif in Dif
Total 0.65 0.78 0.58 0.82 **—0.14 **-0.23 **0.10
Age
17-24 0.43 0.57 0.44 0.58 *-0.14 **—0.14 0.00
25-34 0.82 0.86 0.74 0.94 -0.04 **-0.20 **0.16
35-49 0.81 0.92 0.68 0.94 *»—0.11 **—0.26 **0.15
50-64 0.34 0.64 0.21 0.69 **—0.30 **—0.47 **0.17
Children
No 0.51 0.73 0.47 0.77 **—0.23 **-0.30 0.07
Yes 0.81 0.93 0.69 0.91 **—0.12 **—0.22 **0.10
Education
Primary 0.43 0.30 0.44 0.67 *0.14 **—0.22 **0.36
Lower secondary 0.73 0.70 0.65 0.76 0.03 **—0.12 **0.15
Upper secondary 0.70 0.76 0.71 0.83 -0.06 **—0.12 0.06
Tertiary 0.71 0.89 0.75 0.88 **—0.18 **-0.13 -0.04
Germany Netherlands Germany Netherlands
Women Turks Natives Turks Natives Dif Dif Dif in Dif
Total 0.27 0.58 0.26 0.58 **-0.31 **-0.32 0.01
Age
17-24 0.28 0.51 0.33 0.55 **—0.22 **-0.21 -0.01
25-34 0.25 0.65 0.30 0.77 **-0.41 **—0.47 0.07
35-49 0.35 0.68 0.25 0.67 **—0.33 **—0.42 0.09
50-64 0.18 0.44 0.07 0.35 **—0.25 **—0.28 0.03
Children
No 0.34 0.61 0.26 0.57 **—0.26 **-0.30 0.04
Yes 0.19 0.51 0.26 0.60 **-0.31 **-0.34 0.03
Education
Primary 0.20 0.16 0.17 0.31 0.04 **-0.14 **0.18
Lower secondary 0.28 0.44 0.32 0.41 **-0.16 **—0.09 -0.07
Upper secondary 0.35 0.58 0.42 0.64 **-0.23 **—0.22 -0.01
Tertiary 0.39 0.74 0.57 0.79 **-0.35 **—0.21 -0.14

a Weighted sample averages. The employment rate is defined as the fraction of persons that works 12 hours or more per week as in the
total population (so including the non-participants). See table 4.1 for the definitions of the variables. Differences marked with * and ** are
significant are a 5% and 1% significance level.

b German natives living in West-Germany.

Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).

The gap in the employment rate for men is particularly lfvgelderly and for men without
children. Remarkably, lowly educated Turkish men do ratlediriovGermany: at the primary
level of education Turkish men outperform native Germanwitman employment rate of



43% against 30%. Although this is a relatively good outeéon the Turkish immigrants, the
substantially larger number of Turks with such a low I@fetducation (table 4.1) may hint at
an underinvestment in human capital which is clearly not aaraage on the longer run. At the
highest level of education, Turkish men do clearly worse tizdive men. For almost all groups
Turkish women have clearly lower employment rates thanenatomen. Again we find the
remarkable result for lowest education level, where Turkisim&n do about equally well as
German women with 20% against 16%.

Table 5.2 Difference in employment rate, Turkish immigrants versus natives, 2002

Men Women

Germany Netherlands Germany Netherlands
Observed difference® -0.136 -0.232 -0.308 -0.319
Standardized differenceb -0.059 -0.205 -0.072 -0.200
Explained difference® -0.077 -0.027 -0.236 -0.119
By age 0.007 0.019 0.008 0.043
By children 0.023 0.019 -0.054 -0.030
By education -0.107 -0.064 -0.190 -0.132

Difference specific groupsd

Age 17-24, primary, no children 0.007 -0.073 0.105 -0.157
Age 25-34, lower sec, children 0.016 -0.169 -0.166 -0.207
Age 25-35, tertiary, children -0.116 -0.129 -0.356 -0.258
Age 55-64, primary, no children - 0.066 -0.355 -0.111 -0.143
Test on equality of parameterse

Ho: B =8" *+0.039 *+0.000 *%0.031 *%0.000
HD : BT,GER - BN,GER - BT,NL - BN,NL **0001 **0050

a Observed difference in employment rate (fraction of persons that works 12 hours or more per week), see columns 6 and 7 of table 5.1

Difference in employment rate remaining after correction for exogenous variables included in the model (see section 5.1). Appendix B
presents the underlying estimation results.
¢ Difference in employment rate explained by exogenous variables included in the model. The explained difference can be subdivided in
the parts explained by age, children and education. See table 4.1 for the definition of the exogenous variables.

Difference in employment rate explained by differences in the effect of the exogenous variables. We illustrate this by four prototypes of
persons, i.e. keeping the exogenous variables constant for a given type. The first prototype has age between 17 and 24, has a primary
education level, and has no children.
€ Wald test on equality of parameters, p-values reported.

Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).

For both men and women a substantial part of the emplatygag in Germany is explained by
the observed individual characteristics, while for the Netheslainis a true to lesser extent
(upper panel of table 5.2). For Germany, about half of thie gap is explained (7.7%-points of
13.6%-points) and about three-quarter of the female gap%2points of 30.8%-points). For
the Netherlands only a minor part of the male gap is explaih@élofpoints of 23.2%-paints)
and about one-third of the female gap (11.9%-points &98Ipoints). In both countries,
educational attainment is the major individual characteristaxpdain a substantial part of the



gap. Nevertheless, educational attainment clearly does not ettpaéntire gap: the
standardized difference remains large, and it remains particldegke for the Netherlands.
Note that the test on the equality of the parameters of st pnodel is rejected for both
countries: the probability of being employed statisticélffers between Turks and natives in
both countries.

To illustrate the effect of the observed individual characterigt@predict the probability of
employment for four types of individuals. We choose feaognizable prototypes: (i) one
young, lowly educated individual without children, (ineomiddle aged, lower secondary
educated individual with children, (iii) one middle aged, éeyteducated individual with
children, and (iv) one older, lowly educated individual withchildren (remember, children
between age 0 and 16). As for the four prototypes of peithenobserved individual
characteristics are kept constant, differences in employmelipitities are the result of
differences in the effect of the observed individual charadtesjste. the parameters of the
regression modéef.

For almost all types of individuals, the gap in the emplent rate between Turkish immigrants
and natives is smaller for Germany than for the Netherland®&(lpanel of table 5.2). Like in
the table with the employment rates (table 5.1), we see thitefyoung and lowly educated
the Turkish immigrants are even doing better that their @atunterparts. The gap is
particularly large in both countries for the higher educatedemm@nd in the Netherlands for
the older, lowly educated men.

Immigrants who are well integrated in the host country begoing better on the labour
market than those who are not integrated. The difference ientiployment rates between
Turkish immigrants and natives may therefore be largeliager by the fact that part of the
immigrants are not well integrated (table 5.2 does not cdioenteasures of integration). As
integration of immigrants has many different aspects aratract measurement of the extent of
integration would need a multi-dimensional analysis, tickision of a fully correct concept of
integration into the analysis is beyond the scope optyier. Instead, we take a shortcut and
concentrate on an aspect which is likely to be the most iatawhe for the labour market:
language proficiency. We redo the analysis of table 5.2 ésetlwho claim that their language
proficiency is host country’s language is good. Althotlghmeasure is not perfect, we claim
that the employment gap should become smaller (comparedédbt@pland that a larger part
of the gap is explained by the observed individual charactsrigts language proficiency is not

% And - of course — of the error terms of the regression model, which have expectation zero.



among the unobserved individual characteristics anymoreg. fNaghermore that immigration
and integration variables like language proficiency and yeaesafence could not used in the
decomposition analysis as they are not defined for the na@feourse, we believe such
variables to be important for the labour market positiomofiigrants and we address this in an
accompanying study (Euwadsal., 2007).

Table 5.3 Difference in employment rate, Turks with good language proficiency versus natives, 2002%

Men Women

Germany Netherlands Germany Netherlands
Observed difference -0.070 -0.190 -0.231 -0.202
Standardized differenceb -0.025 -0.113 -0.090 -0.156
Explained diﬁ‘erenceb —-0.045 -0.077 -0.141 —0.046
By age 0.015 -0.035 0.036 0.049
By children 0.017 -0.001 - 0.057 -0.017
By education -0.077 -0.041 -0.120 -0.078
Difference specific groupsb
Age 17-24, primary, no children -0.037 -0.122 0.304 -0.188
Age 25-34, lower sec, children 0.082 -0.091 -0.150 -0.127
Age 25-35, tertiary, children -0.160 -0.126 -0.187 -0.256
Age 55-64, primary, no children - - - -
Test on equality of parametersb
Ho: B =p" 0.243 *+0.002 0.175 *+0.005
HD . BT,GER - BN,GER - BT,NL - BN,NL 0 170 0 269

a Turkish immigrants that claim to have a good language proficiency in the host country’s language (table 4.1).

See footnotes b, ¢, d and e of table 5.2 for definitions. Appendix B presents the underlying estimation results.
Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).

The employment gap for Turkish immigrants with a goodlage proficiency remains large,
and in particular so for the Netherlands. For German memjderved gap almost halved from
13.6%-points (table 5.2) to 7.0%-points (table 5.3)jevor all other groups the gap decreases
to a lesser extent. Again a major part of the gap is expléypediucational attainment.
Nevertheless, the importance of educational attainment retmaitexl for the Netherlands, and
the standardized difference remains large. The test on the equidlityparameters is rejected
for the Netherlands. For Germany there is no statisticaliyfgignt difference in terms of
employment probabilities between integrated Turks and natieedoth countries the gap has
not become smaller for the third prototype, i.e. the middéel ggrsons with tertiary education.
So language proficiency does not explain the employmenfiogdipe highly educated.

Another important issue on integration is the educationahatent and labour market position
of second generation immigrants. They are still quite ymmgverage, and the question is how
they perform relative to native youth. Although our dakaved us to distinguish between
generations, we do not issue such results as the numbesasfations on second generation



immigrants is small: about 18% of our sample is of #med generation (table 4.1). One may
increase the number of observations by adding first geneiatioigrants which entered the
host country before age 6. The argument would be thahtmyheir full education in the host
country. The number of observations would become about 8%t would still give a rather
small number of observations for the German data.

Table 5.4 Tenured job rates, Turkish immigrants and natives in Germany and the Netherlands, 2002%

Germany Netherlands Germany Netherlands

Turks Nativesb Turks Natives Dif Dif Dif in Dif
Total 0.86 0.91 0.76 0.91 **—0.05 *»*-0.15 **0.10
Men 0.87 0.92 0.80 0.93 *~0.04 *»*—-0.14 **0.09
Women 0.84 0.90 0.69 0.89 -0.06 -0.19 **0.13
Age
17-24 0.53 0.55 0.51 0.71 -0.03 **—~0.20 *0.17
25-34 0.90 0.88 0.81 0.94 0.02 **-0.14 **0.16
35-49 0.92 0.96 0.88 0.95 -0.04 **—0.07 0.03
50-64 1.00 0.98 0.91 0.94 0.02 -0.03 0.05
Children
Men, no children 0.80 0.89 0.71 0.92 **~0.10 **—0.21 *0.11
Men, children 0.93 0.97 0.85 0.95 *~0.04 **—0.10 0.05
Women, no children 0.79 0.89 0.65 0.88 *~0.10 **—0.24 *0.14
Women, children 0.91 0.94 0.73 0.89 -0.03 *»*—-0.16 *0.13
Education
Primary 0.94 0.86 0.75 0.91 0.07 **—0.16 **0.24
Lower secondary 0.73 0.74 0.78 0.87 -0.01 **—0.09 0.08
Upper Secondary 0.91 0.93 0.74 0.91 -0.02 **—0.17 **0.15
Tertiary 0.91 0.93 0.85 0.94 -0.02 *~0.09 0.07

a Weighted sample averages. The tenured job rate is defined as the fraction of persons that has a tenured job among those that work
more than zero hours per week. See table 4.1 for the definitions of the variables. Differences marked with * and ** are significant are a
5% and 1% significance level.

German natives living in West-Germany.
Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).

5.3 Tenured job rate

The incidence of having a tenured job is an important aspéue tabour market position. In
both Germany and the Netherlands, the difference in employmeteiction between tenured
and temporary employment is large. This difference is hemglightly larger in the

1 Resullts are available upon request with the authors. The results are similar to the results in the paper as the group of
second generation and young first generation (those who entered the host country before age 6) largely coincides with the
group of those who claim that their language proficiency of the host country’s language is good.



Netherlands (OECD, 2004). On the one hand, in the Nati@slemployment protection of
tenured employment is more strict due to longer notificgtieniods and higher dismissal
compensations. And on the other hand, the Dutch systiens sfightly less employment
protection for temporary jobs.

In both countries, the employed Turks are less likelyatee a tenured job position (Table 5.4).
The gap of 15%-points is substantially larger in the Nedheld, although the gap of 5%-point
in Germany is statistically significant as well. The gaphimNetherlands is particularly large
for the young. For both countries, the gap is large ftin been and women without children.

Table 5.5 Difference in tenured job rate, Turkish immigrants versus natives, 2002%

All Turkish immigrants Turks with a good

language proficiencyc

Germany Netherlands Germany Netherlands
Observed difference -0.048 -0.149 -0.102 -0.184
Standardized difference -0.004 -0.121 -0.019 -0.118
Explained differenceb -0.044 —0.028 —0.083 —0.066
By age —0.065 —-0.024 —0.097 —0.058
By children and gender 0.025 0.012 0.019 0.006
By education —0.004 —-0.015 —0.005 —-0.014
Difference specific groupsb
Men
Age 17-24, primary, no children —-0.104 —0.290 -0.372 —0.390
Age 25-34, lower sec, children -0.011 —0.085 —0.070 —0.043
Age 25-35, tertiary, children —0.031 —0.087 —0.029 —0.026
Age 55-64, primary, no children 0.058 0.008 - -
Women
Age 17-24, primary, no children —0.158 —-0.223 —0.457 -0.322
Age 25-34, lower sec, children 0.072 —-0.079 0.200 -0.021
Age 25-35, tertiary, children 0.031 —0.099 0.149 -0.011
Age 55-64, primary, no children 0.057 0.036
Test on equality of parametersb
Ho: B =" 0.951 *+0.000 0.792 *+0.000
Ho : BT,GER _ BN,GER - BT,NL _ BN,NL 0.341 0.756

a The tenured job rate is defined as the fraction of persons has a tenured job among those that work more than zero hours per week.
See footnotes b and c of tables 5.2 for definitions. We allow the effect of children to vary by gender (see Appendix B).

¢ Turkish immigrants that claim to have a good language proficiency in the host country’s language.

Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).

While for Germany the gap in the tenured employment rdsegely explained by the observed
individual characteristics, this is hardly the case for the éitlthds (Table 5.5). For Germany
the characteristics explain the gap almost entirely (4.4%9ofrt.8%-points), while for the
Netherlands the explained part gap is small (2.8%-poiritgd &06-points). In both countries,
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employment Turks have a lower tenured job rate because theguarg gn average. The
standardized gap is about zero for Germany and is large foretherdinds. The test on the
equality of the parameters in the probit model confirnsbéult, as there is no significant
difference in the probability of having a tenured job betwesaployed Turks and natives in
Germany. For the Netherlands, the test on the equality @iattzaneters is strongly rejected.

The gap in the tenured employment rate is larger for thgrated Turks (columns 3 and 4 of
Table 5.5) than for the complete group (columns 1 andTable 5.5). The integrated Turks are
however young on average, and we already observed that in fgaryicung workers are likely
to have a temporary job. The standardized gap of the Dutgirated is hardly smaller than the
gap of the complete group. This hints at the fact that feztfeived) language proficiency does
not explain the gap in the tenured employment rate betweershankd natives workers in the
Netherlands. For Germany, the standardized gap of the compdefe\gas already almost
equal to zero, so redoing the decomposition for the intejiat&ctually not necessary. The
standardized gap for the integrated remains close to zero.

Job prestige score

The ISEI job prestige score is based on the average level of iedumad the average level of
earnings in an occupation. The score ranks worker occupatiore §eale which varies from
10 (low) to 90 (high). It is comparable to the Treimanpobstige score (Ganzeboom and
Treiman, 2003). The results from the two scores are sinaildrad we only present the results
for the ISEI job prestige score. Preferably, we would use/éige as a measure for success in
an employment career, but unfortunately the wage is not aleaitabll datasets we use.

In both countries employed Turkish have a significalatiyer score on the ISEI job prestige
index than natives (Table 5.6). The gap is somewhat largaerimany, and the difference in
the gap between both countries is weakly statistically sogmf. The young Turks do
reasonably well as their job prestige score is only slightler than for the young natives, and
in the Netherlands there is actually no statistically sigaifi difference. Also for the workers
with a lower secondary level of education there is no statilstisignificant difference. For the
higher education levels the difference turns out to be rather $ag statistically significant. At
the tertiary level of education the gap of 16.5 poiniGémmany is larger than the gap of 10.2
points in the Netherlands. The question is whether correfdidhe observed individual
characteristics will make the gap disappear.

For both countries a substantial part of the gap in th@ijestige score is explained by the
observed individual characteristics (Table 5.7). But contiatle results on the employment
and tenured job rate, the standardized gap is now smalleretherlands. For Germany, the



characteristics explain about half of the gap (6.5 point8 gidints), while for the Netherlands
about one-third is explained (7.4 points of 11.2 poittspoth countries, educational
attainment is the major individual characteristic to explain gfettie gap. But again like for the
gap in the employment and tenured job rate, educational atafraearly cannot explain the
entire gap: the standardized gap remains large in both couatréé® particular in Germany.
Note that the test on the equality of the parameters oindsar [regression model strongly
rejects the null hypothesis of equality for both countfide score on the job prestige index is
therefore statistically different between Turkish immigrant$ rsatives in both countries.

Table 5.6 Job prestige score, Turkish immigrants and natives in Germany and the Netherlands, 2002%

Germany Netherlands Germany Netherlands

Turks Nativesb Turks Natives Dif Dif Dif in Dif
Total 34.0 47.0 37.8 49.0 *_13.0 **_11.2 *~1.8
Men 34.5 48.3 37.0 49.1 **_13.8 **_12.1 -17
Women 33.0 45.5 39.6 48.9 *_12.6 *»_9.3 -3.3
Age
17-24 34.7 404 39.7 41.0 *»*_5.6 -1.2 *»*_4.4
25-34 36.4 48.0 38.1 50.7 *»*_11.6 **_12.6 1.0
35-49 324 47.5 36.6 50.6 *_15.0 **_13.9 -11
50-64 30.3 47.7 34.6 49.5 *»*_17.4 **_14.9 -25
Children
Men, no children 35.9 47.8 39.1 48.6 *»_11.9 *»_95 -24
Men, children 335 494 35.7 49.9 **_15.9 **_14.3 -1.6
Women, no children 344 46.0 42.9 48.7 *»*_11.6 *»*_5.8 *»*_5.9
Women, children 31.1 44.3 37.0 49.2 **_13.2 **_12.2 -1.1
Education
Primary 28.5 34.0 325 36.3 *»_55 *»_3.8 -1.7
Lower secondary 33.3 34.6 375 38.9 -1.3 -1.4 0.2
Upper Secondary 34.7 42.7 40.1 46.4 **_8.0 **_ 6.3 -1.7
Tertiary 433 59.8 53.2 63.3 *_16.5 **_10.2 *~6.3

a Weighted sample averages. Job prestige score (ISEI) for those that work more than zero hours per week. The ISEI job prestige score
classifies jobs on a scale from 10 (low) to 90 (high) on the basis of the average education level and income of those working in a job
(Ganzeboom and Treiman, 2003). See table 4.1 for the definitions of the variables. Differences marked with * and ** are significant are a
5% and 1% significance level.

German natives living in West-Germany.
Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands)

As the gap in the job prestige score cannot be fully expldigehe observed individual
characteristics, the question: for which types of indigid differs the expected score between
Turkish immigrants and natives? The differences for the ipgcoups show that the gap is
relatively small for most groups. But for the group ity educated the gap is large. This may
be related to integration and language proficiency: for malny ¢f the lowly educated
language proficiency may be of limited importance, buttierjbbs of the highly educated
integration and language proficiency may matter a lot.rékelts confirm this argument: the



gap in becomes smaller for those with a (self-perceived) goaiage proficiency, while the
standardized gap even becomes almost zero in the Netherlands. &legsrithe test on the
equality of the parameters shows that the effect of theithdil characteristics remains
statistically different between the Turkish immigrants aatives. This is mainly caused by a
different return to education, as for Turkish immigrahts return is clearly lower.

Table 5.7 Difference in job prestige score, Turkish immigrants versus natives, 2002%

All Turkish immigrants Turks with a good

language proficien(:yC

Germany Netherlands Germany Netherlands
Observed difference -13.0 -11.2 -10.8 -6.2
Standardized difference -6.5 -3.8 -4.3 0.8
Explained diﬁ‘erenceb -6.5 -7.4 -6.5 -7.0
By age 0.2 -0.7 0.2 -1.5
By children and gender -0.2 0.1 -0.2 0.0
By education -6.4 -6.9 -6.5 -5.6
Difference specific groupsb
Men
Age 17-24, primary, no children -27 21 1.6 3.7
Age 25-34, lower sec, children -14 -4.3 2.2 -24
Age 25-35, tertiary, children -14.8 —-12.2 -10.0 -58
Age 55-64, primary, no children -4.7 -35 -.- -.-
Women
Age 17-24, primary, no children -3.1 6.0 2.0 7.6
Age 25-34, lower sec, children -16 -1.4 5.4 3.3
Age 25-35, tertiary, children -15.1 -9.3 -6.7 -01
Age 55-64, primary, no children -52 0.4 - -
Test on equality of parametersb
Ho: B =p" **0.000 *+0.000 *+0.000 *+0.000
Ho : BT,GER _ BN,GER — BT,NL _ BN,NL *%(0).030 #0001

a Job prestige score (ISEI) for those that work more than zero hours per week. The ISEI job prestige score classifies jobs on a scale from

10 (low) to 90 (high) on the basis of the average education level and income of those working in a job (Ganzeboom and Treiman, 2003).
See footnotes b and c of tables 5.2 for definitions. We allow the effect of children to vary by gender (see Appendix B).

¢ Turkish immigrants that claim to have a good language proficiency in the host country’s language.

Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).

6 Discussion and conclusions

This study compares the labour market position of Thrkremigrants, including both first and
second generation, in Germany and the Netherlands. By comparimigrants from the same
country of origin, so with a similar social and culturatkground, in two different host
countries we learn about the importance of immigration aegyiation policies for the labour
market position of immigrants. The comparison of Turkishigrants is interesting as they are



the largest immigrant group in both countries. Moredveth countries have high quality micro
data for this group: for Germany the German Socio-EconoamelRand for the Netherlands the
Dutch Social Position and Use of Provision Survey. Altdough the countries have labour
market institutions that are similar in many aspects,rtimigration and integration policies are
different.

In this study, we compare employment rates, tenured jeb &ad ISEI job prestige scores,
which is a measure for the relative job position on a scahe 1#0(low) to 90(high), between
Turkish immigrants and natives. We use the Blinder-Oaxacaxgmxsition method to
disentangle the difference in labour market position ingeuts: one part explained by
differences in the observed individual characteristics, andesnaining part. We find that the
labour market position of Turkish immigrants is unfanadle relative to natives. But in the
comparison between the two countries we find contrastingsesuiile the Turkish
immigrants in the Netherlands perform relatively unfavourabterims of employment rates
and tenured job rates, the Turkish immigrants in Germarigrnpe relatively unfavourable in
terms of the job prestige score.

What conclusions can we draw as to the factors explaining@siudts obtained? First of all,
educational attainment and educational policy are important. Eolaattainment explains an
important part of the observed gap between Turkish immiged natives for both the
employment rate and the job prestige score. So an improvémtéeteducational attainment
will have a positive impact on the labour market performahammigrants. Nevertheless,
since even after improvement of the educational attainmengathanghe labour market
position would remains large — i.e. the standardized gapdweuniain large — it is clear that
education cannot be the whole story. Secondly, part of thehoployment rates of Turkish
men in the Netherlands is likely to be explained by the combimaf the economic crisis of
the 1980s and the deactivating social security arrangemenexibtaid at that time. The first
generation labour immigrants of the 1960s and early 1970arhathployment rate of almost
100%. After the second oil crisis, the Netherlands wereyratnbeconomic crisis that was more
severe than in Germany. The Netherlands experienced massivdardias and the
unemployment rate grew rapidly from 6% in 1979 to 18%982. Around that period the
inflow in the disability scheme, which served as an alteradtithe less generous
unemployment scheme, was high and in particular mamygkilled workers entered the
scheme. This way, many of the Turkish guest workers agi®de of the labour market for the
rest of their lives. Thirdly, immigration and remigratipolicies are likely to have been
important as well. Germany was much more strict in fangiynification and family formation
immigration policy, and Germany even implemented a renigrgblicy in the beginning of
the 1980s. The gap in the employment rate is smallerdomé&ny, and even becomes small



after correction for the observed individual characteristicis iElconsistent with a more
successful selection (composition) of immigrants in Gerntamypared to the Netherlands,
which may indeed be the result of differences in immigradimsh remigration policies.
Eventually, the lack of information and networks withimfgr is likely to be important at the
upper end of the labour market. And discrimination may pleole as well. Our results show
that in particular employed Turks with an upper secondargrbary education are
outperformed by their employed native counterparts in tefrttee standardized job prestige
score. This even holds for employed Turks which claifmaiee a good language proficiency in
the host’'s country language. Of course the measure fandgegproficiency is not perfect, but
nevertheless the predicted gap for higher educated remains lahge ather factors are likely
to be important. For the lowly educated the standardized gapal, and some groups of the
low-skilled employed Turks even outperform their emplbyative counterparts. The results
therefore provide some evidence for a glass ceiling for immigraitereby it remains unclear
whether this is due to the lack of a good network withimgior due to discrimination.

Although international comparisons are notoriously diffidine variation in immigration and
integration policies between countries seems the only sofirdentification for the effect of
such policies. That is to say, (natural) experiments sk#icult to implement and to exploit in
immigration economics. As the international dimensionésdfore important, harmonization of
the definition of immigrants between countries would bg vatuable. For the moment,
international comparisons will have to rely on survey datua®ntly there is no tendency to
harmonize the national statistics. Researchers on the effects wjration and integration
policies therefore will need persistence: the construction @d garvey data, which may need
to be longitudinal as integration processes are slow, isue@nd time consuming. This is a
tremendous task, but it may be necessary to answers theimaoryant questions.
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Appendix A: Three data sources

The German Socio-Economic Panel

The GSOEP is an ongoing panel survey with a yearly esvilgw design, starting from the first
year 1984 onwards. An important characteristic is the overgagrgfi foreigners: in 1984 the
panel survey contained a sample of individuals in privatséholds headed by someone with
Turkish, Greek, Yugoslavian, Spanish or Italian citizemsihile in 1994/1995 an additional
sample was added with individuals in private householdsda former West Germany
containing an individual who immigrated in the years fror@4l8hrough 1994/1995 (excluding
former East-Germans). Furthermore, the other parts of thet parvey contain some Turkish
immigrants as well, although their number is small duagcsmall inclusion probability. As
the yearly interview new household members are interviewaelihshe panel survey is
refreshed automatically due to offspring and marriagesh&umore, children leaving their
parental home stay in the panel survey as well. The panelysaddresses themes like standard
demographics, labour market and income position, educatiorubjettve measures of life
satisfaction and cultural attitudes. Furthermore, the sampteaifjners additionally addresses
typical immigration themes like year and reason of immigredéind language proficiency. The
interviews were conducted in German or in the respondenti&ianguagé?

Turks are the major immigrant group in Germany, and accdydihgy are the largest foreigner
group in the GSOEP. In the panel survey, they are itkhiiin the basis of country of birth, the
parents’ country of birth and nationality. We use the imfziion on nationality as well, as the
information on the parents’ country of birth is not alwagpmplete. We use weighting to
correct for the potentially lower number of second generatimnigrants (due to the partly
incomplete information). All members of the household ottian 16 years are interviewed.
Our sample of Turkish immigrants contains observationsbmut 700 respondents.

As we want to compare the labour market position of Turkishigrants and natives we
additionally need survey information on natives. We selean@ematives living in West-
Germany as Turkish immigrants moved to this part of tumtry and still live there. We
subtract a sample of natives from the panel survey, ahiains observations on about 9 000
respondents.

2 See Haisken-DeNew and Frick (2005) for more information on the GSOEP.



The Dutch Social Position and Use of Provisions Survey

The SPVA survey is an important source of informatiomhenposition of ethnic minorities in
the Netherlands. The survey is conducted every four year@gtiam 1988 on and the last
one being in 2002. The surveys provide informationhenposition of ethnic minorities on
many socio-economic as well as social-cultural domains of atiegr Among the themes
addressed are the labour market and income position, educatgmdanproficiency and
cultural attitudes. On some of these topics, like languagéejgndy, the SPVA is the only
source of information available in the Netherlands.

The SPVA contains information on the four largest migagibups in the Netherlands: Turks,
Moroccans, Surinamese and Antilleans. The designated resp@ttenhead of the household
(mostly male), who is interviewed through an extensivestiannaire. A selection of questions,
including the ones we use, is also posed to the resporgientse and offspring of 12 years and
older. The interviews were conducted by interviewers fronotire ethnic group if necessary,
among Turks by bilingual interviewers. For each ethniagrhe sample size is about 1 000
households. We only include Turkish immigrants, and wededt with observations on about

2 200 respondents.

The Dutch Labour Force Survey

As we need survey information on Dutch natives to create aartsop group for the Turkish
immigrants, we additionally use the DLFS. The surveyssatified sample from the
population of Dutch inhabitants, excluding those livingnistitutions. It contains detailed
demographic and employment information, and informatiothe country of birth of the
respondents and the respondents’ parents. Employees pirdfeigieation on their jobs (but not
on salary) while non-employed provide information onrtfa search activities. For this study,
we subtract a sample of natives which contains observati@mat 65 000 respondents.



Appendix B: Estimation results

This appendix reports the estimation results underlyinge¢isemposition analysis of table 5.2
(employment rate of all Turkish immigrants), table 5.3yment rate of Turkish immigrants
with good language proficiency), table 5.5 (tenured job eatd)table 5.7 (job prestige score).

Tabel B.1 Estimation results for employment rates, Turkish immigrants and natives, 2002%

Men

Germany Netherlands

Turks Nativesb Turks Natives
Constant **_0.72 *»*_0.74 **_0.49 **_0.29
Age
25-34 **0.89 **0.49 **0.63 **1.29
35-49 **0.87 **0.71 **0.53 **1.25
50-64 —-0.09 *_0.28 *_ 0.47 **0.33
Children
Dummy (age 0-16) *0.43 **0.39 *0.24 **0.33
Education
Lower secondary **0.75 **1.12 **0.40 **0.33
Upper secondary *0.53 **1.17 **0.51 **0.49
Tertairy 0.44 **1.70 **0.63 **0.60

Women

Germany Netherlands

Turks Nativesb Turks Natives
Constant *~0.59 **_0.95 **~0.80 **_0.34
Age
25-34 0.37 **0.36 0.04 **0.62
35-49 0.67 **0.59 0.00 **0.46
50-64 *~0.31 *_0.50 *_0.76 *_0.52
Children
Dummy (age 0-16) **_0.87 *_0.85 —0.08 *_0.44
Education
Lower secondary 0.12 **1.01 **0.39 **0.23
Upper secondary 0.33 **1.32 **0.63 **0.69
Tertairy 0.44 **1.73 **1.01 **1.08

a Weighted probit regressions, estimation results underlying table 5.2. The employment rate is defined as the fraction of persons that
works 12 hours or more per week as in the total population (so including the non-participants). See table 4.1 for the definitions of the
variables. Reference group: age 17-24, no children, primary education. Estimation results marked with * and ** are significant are a 5%
and 1% significance level.

German natives living in West-Germany.
Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).




Table B.2 Estimation results for employment rates, Turks with good language proficiency and natives, 2002%

Constant

Age

25-34

35-49

50-64

Children

Dummy (age 0-16)
Education
Lower secondary
Upper secondary
Tertairy

Constant

Age

25-34

35-49

50-64

Children

Dummy (age 0-16)
Education
Lower secondary
Upper secondary
Tertairy

Men
Germany
Turks

**—0.87

**1.24
**1.15
0.24

0.40

**1.23
0.60
0.10

Women
Germany
Turks

—-0.06
-0.01

0.27
-0.30

*~0.59
-0.25

—-0.08
0.47

Nativesb
**_0.74
**0.49

**0.71
**_0.28

**0.39

**1.12
**1.17
**1.70

Nativesb
**_0.95
**0.36

**0.59
**—0.50

**—0.85
**1.01

**1.32
**1.73

Netherlands
Turks

**—0.63

**0.97

**0.99
-0.18

0.21

**0.54
**0.63
0.47

Netherlands
Turks

**—0.91

0.16

0.37
-1.54

-0.11

**0.60

**0.83
**1.03

Natives

**—0.29

**1.29

**1.25
**0.33

**0.33

**0.33
**0.49
**0.60

Natives

**—0.34

**0.62

**0.46
*»*—0.52

**_0.44

**0.23

**0.69
**1.08

a, . . ) _ N ) ’ ) !
Weighted probit regressions, estimation results underlying table 5.3. The employment rate is defined as the fraction of persons that

works 12 hours or more per week as in the total population (so including the non-participants). See table 4.1 for the definitions of the

variables. Reference group: age 17-24, no children, primary education. Estimation results marked with * and ** are significant are a 5%

and 1% significance level.
German natives living in West-Germany.

Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).




Table B.3  Estimation results for tenured job rates, Turkish immigrants and natives, 2002%

Constant

Woman

Age

25-34

35-49

50-64

Children

Dummy (age 0-16)
Dummy (age 0-16)*woman
Education

Lower secondary
Upper secondary
Tertairy

Constant

Woman

Age

25-34

35-49

50-64

Children

Dummy (age 0-16)
Dummy (age 0-16)*woman
Education

Lower secondary
Upper secondary
Tertairy

All Turks
Germany
Turks

0.20
-0.13

**1.07
**1.24
*3.20

0.09
0.07

-0.31
0.25
-0.18

Turks with good language proficiency

Germany
Turks

—-0.50
—-0.26

*0.88
1.33
3.68

0.22
1.23

0.22
0.98
0.58

. b
Natives

*0.47
0.00

**0.96
**1.53
**1.83

**0.39
*»—0.37

*»*—0.74
-0.16
*—0.48

. b
Natives

**0.47
0.00

**0.96
**1.53
**1.83

**0.39
**—0.37

*»—0.74
-0.16
*~0.48

Netherlands
Turks

-0.19
—-0.02

**0.86
**1.19
**1.43

0.11
-0.27

0.36
0.20
0.43

Netherlands
Turks

—0.46
—-0.02

**0.88
**1.35
2.95

0.32
-0.27

**0.61
0.44
*0.88

Natives

**0.56
*-0.21

**1.03
**1.10
**1.01

**0.16
*»*—0.33

-0.04
**0.15
**0.19

Natives

*0.56
*~0.21

**1.03
**1.10
**1.01

**0.16
**—0.33

-0.04
**0.15
**0.19

a, . . . . N . . . ) .
Weighted probit regressions, estimation results underlying table 5.5. The tenured job rats is defined as the fraction of persons that has

a tenured job among those that work more than zero hours per week. See table 4.1 for the definitions of the variables. Reference group:

age 17-24, no children, primary education. Estimation results marked with * and ** are significant are a 5% and 1% significance level.

German natives living in West-Germany.

Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).




Table B.4 Estimation results for job prestige scores, Turkish immigrants and natives, 2002%

Constant

Woman

Age

25-34

35-49

50-64

Children

Dummy (age 0-16)
Dummy (age 0-16)*woman
Education

Lower secondary
Upper secondary
Tertairy

Constant

Woman

Age

25-34

35-49

50-64

Children

Dummy (age 0-16)
Dummy (age 0-16)*woman
Education

Lower secondary
Upper secondary
Tertairy

All Turks
Germany
Turks

**31.4
0.2

32
-02
*_43

-4.1
-1.2

2.7
**4.4
**14.6

Turks with good language proficiency

Germany
Turks

**35.7
11

31
-33
*»*—6.8

-0.6
1.4

-14
-07
**11.9

. b
Natives

*»*34.1
0.6

0.5
-04
-0.2

-0.6
-13

0.6
**8.7
**26.0

. b
Natives

**34.1
**0 . 6

0.5
*_0.4
*_0.2

*k__ 0.6
**_1.3

**0.6
**8.7
**26.0

Netherlands
Turks

**33.2
**4.0

0.2
0.3
-11

**_2.6
-1.6

*4.6
**7.1
**20.3

Netherlands
Turks

**34.8
**4.1

0.5
1.0
-13

-1.5
1.2

**3.5
**8.8
»23.7

Natives

*»31.1
**0.1

**4 4
**5 G
**5.8

*0.8
*~0.6

*3.4
**10.6
**27.0

Natives

**31.1
**0.1

**4.4
**5.6
**5.8

**0.8
*k__ 0.6

**3.4
**10.6
**27.0

a, . . . - ) .
Weighted OLS regressions, estimation results underlying table 5.7. Job prestige rate (ISEI) for those that work more than zero hours

per week. The ISEI job prestige score classifies jobs on a scale from 10 (low) to 90 (high) on the basis of the average education level and

income of those working in a job (Ganzeboom and Treiman, 2003). See table 4.1 for the definitions of the variables. Reference group:

age 17-24, no children, primary education. Estimation results marked with * and ** are significant are a 5% and 1% significance level.

German natives living in West-Germany.

Source: GSOEP (Turks and natives in Germany), SPVA (Turks in the Netherlands), DLFS (natives in the Netherlands).






