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Motivation

Germany has become world's 2nd-most important destination for
international migrants (after the US)

» 13 million foreign-born

» pop. share: 17.1%;
incl. 2nd-generation: 27.2% (< age 20: 38.9%)

However, most immigration episodes took Germany by surprise and were
accompanied by controversial debates rather than positive narratives.
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Outlook

Comprehensive overview of labor market integration across all immigrant
groups and nearly 50 years
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Outlook

Comprehensive overview of labor market integration across all immigrant
groups and nearly 50 years

We ask two specific questions:
1. How predictable are integration outcomes of different groups?

2. Has integration improved over time?

And, consider two case studies:
1. The 1990s “employment collapse”

2. Recent refugee cohorts
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Literature and Data

Existing evidence for Germany based on:

» Survey datal, in particular SOEP (e.g., Kogan, 2004; Riphahn, 2004;
Constant & Massey, 2003; Basilio, Bauer & Kramer, 2017)

» Admin. data (Lehmer & Ludsteck, 2015; Gathmann & Monscheuer, 2019)

» Individual waves from the microcensus (Algan, Dustmann, Glitz &
Manning, 2010; Kalter & Granato, 2002; Kogan, 2011)
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Existing evidence for Germany based on:

» Survey datal, in particular SOEP (e.g., Kogan, 2004; Riphahn, 2004;
Constant & Massey, 2003; Basilio, Bauer & Kramer, 2017)

» Admin. data (Lehmer & Ludsteck, 2015; Gathmann & Monscheuer, 2019)

» Individual waves from the microcensus (Algan, Dustmann, Glitz &
Manning, 2010; Kalter & Granato, 2002; Kogan, 2011)

Exception, and complementary to our study:

» Gendered dimension of integration (Sprengholz et al., 2021)

» We instead focus on working-age men
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Literature and Data

German Microcensus:
» Representative 1% sample of resident population

» 34 waves of the weakly anonymized (i.e., on-site) version of the
microcensus, 1976-2019

» No panel — return migration, naturalizations
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Literature and Data

German Microcensus:
» Representative 1% sample of resident population

» 34 waves of the weakly anonymized (i.e., on-site) version of the
microcensus, 1976-2019

» No panel — return migration, naturalizations
Immigrant sample:
> 1st generation males with foreign nationality (age 18-58)
» 38 cohorts based on arrival period and nationality
Main outcomes:
» Employment

» Real individual post-tax income (including non-labor earnings)
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Overview: Immigrant cohorts

1955-1973 1974-1987 1988-1995 1996-2009
Recruitment Consolidation Fall of the Period of
Iron curtain East-West integration

period period

NW Europe 96-09

NW Europe 74-87
S Europe 74-78
S Europe 79-87

NW Europe 55-73
Italy 55-67
Italy 68-73

S Europe 55-67 Yugoslavia 74-87

Turkey 74-78

S Europe 68-73
Turkey 79-87

Yugoslavia 68-70
Yugoslavia 71-73
Turkey 55-67
Turkey 68-70

Turkey 71-73

NW Europe 88-95

S Europe 88-95 S Europe 96-09

Yugoslavia 96-09
Turkey 96-03
Turkey 04-09

Former USSR 96-03

Former USSR 04-09

New EU states 96-03

Yugoslavia 88-91
Yugoslavia 92-95
Turkey 88-91
Turkey 92-95
CE Europe 88-91
CE Europe 92-95
Other Asia 88-95

MENA 88-95

New EU states 04-09
Cent.-East Asia 96-09
MENA 96-03
MENA 04-09
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First generation, life-cycle trajectories.



Estimating employment and income gaps

Unconditional immigrant-native gaps:

95—y,
We predict y; from:
8 2005 2015 58
Yn = Z 0" Ana+ Z Y: My + Z Z Cta(A,,axI'It)—i—e,,
a=18 t=1976 t=1976 a—18

where:

yn  Labor market outcome for native individual n
Ana  Dummies for age a
M;  Dummies for year t
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First generation, employment.
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Figure: Employment rates, 1974-1987 arrivals
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Figure: Employment rates, 1988-1995 arrivals
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Employment gaps

Employment profiles of immigrant cohorts:

12/37



Employment gaps

Employment profiles of immigrant cohorts:

1. Typically concave, with low employment rates at arrival but
increasing employment over time

12/37



Employment gaps

Employment profiles of immigrant cohorts:

1. Typically concave, with low employment rates at arrival but
increasing employment over time

2. Most groups have substantially lower employment rates than natives
(average gap after one decade: 10 pp), but much heterogeneity

12/37



Employment gaps

Employment profiles of immigrant cohorts:

1. Typically concave, with low employment rates at arrival but
increasing employment over time

2. Most groups have substantially lower employment rates than natives
(average gap after one decade: 10 pp), but much heterogeneity

3. Cohorts with high refugee shares assimilate more slowly, but tend to
eventually catch up to other immigrant groups

12/37



Employment gaps

Employment profiles of immigrant cohorts:

1. Typically concave, with low employment rates at arrival but
increasing employment over time

2. Most groups have substantially lower employment rates than natives
(average gap after one decade: 10 pp), but much heterogeneity

3. Cohorts with high refugee shares assimilate more slowly, but tend to
eventually catch up to other immigrant groups

4. Gaps never close fully for groups with low employment at arrival.
For some cohorts, gaps worsening again after initial convergence

12/37



Figure: Employment gaps

(a) Conditional vs. unconditional gaps (b) Conditional gaps by cohort type
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Notes: Dark long lines include arrival cohorts 1974-95 (observable over 24 years since arrival), light short lines
include cohorts 1974-2009 (observable over 10 years). Sub-figure (a): Solid blue line: Unconditional
immigrant-native gaps estimated non-parametrically according to eq. (1). Orange dotted line: additionally
control for education group X year dummies. Sub-figure (b): Conditional gaps for different immigrant groups.



First generation, income (real personal monthly post-tax income, including
non-labor income).
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Figure: Income gaps

(a) Conditional vs. unconditional gaps (b) Conditional gaps by cohort type
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Notes: Personal monthly post-tax income (real income, in 2010 Euros). Dark long lines include arrival cohorts
1974-95 (observable over 24 years since arrival), light short lines include cohorts 1974-2009 (observable over 10
years). Sub-figure (a): Blue solid line: Unconditional immigrant-native income gaps, estimated
non-parametrically according to eq. (1). Orange dotted line additionally control for education group X year
dummies. Sub-figures (b) and (c): Conditional gaps by different immigrant groups.



Income gaps

Income profiles of immigrant cohorts:
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1. Divergence: income increases with time spent in Germany, but the
income of similarly aged natives increases at a higher pace
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Income gaps

Income profiles of immigrant cohorts:

1. Divergence: income increases with time spent in Germany, but the
income of similarly aged natives increases at a higher pace

2. Gaps in income vary less across origin groups than employment gaps
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First vs. Second generation.
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(c) Employment rates
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Second generation

1. Gaps shrink, but do not close

P> Between first and second generation, employment gaps shrink by
about 25 percent
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Second generation

1. Gaps shrink, but do not close

P> Between first and second generation, employment gaps shrink by
about 25 percent

2. Gaps become more uniform across arrival years within origin
» Turkish, Yugoslav cohorts
3. Strong intergenerational correlations

P> Gaps remain large for those groups that struggled most to begin with
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Specific questions:
» How predictable are integration outcomes?

» Has integration improved over time?



Prediction

How predictable are integration profiles?

» Cohort characteristics more predictive than individual-level
predictors

» Basic cohort characteristics, such as its average education or
refugee share, explain 75% of the variation in employment and
income gaps across cohorts
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Figure: Cohort-level labor market gaps

Employment gaps (p.p.)

Real income gaps (Euros)

1) ) (3) (4) (5) (6) (1) (8)
Panel A: Initial gaps

Share w/ 11.13%%* -0.50 193.4%%* -48.7
school dgr. (1.57) (2.53) (48.3) (79.9)
Share w/ -3.82 2.78 193.9%* 251.3%*
university (2.73) (3.25) (90.1) (99.1)
Refugee -11.07%%* -4.61%* -79.3%%* -71.5
share (2.48) (2.04) (29.1) (119.3)
EU-15 3.66%* 3.80* 306.9%** 142.9*
(dummy) (1.46) (2.20) (79.2) (80.1)
Hofstede -0.28%** -0.05 -10.6%** -24
Index (0.05) (0.06) (2.2) .7
Unempl. -10.86%** -183.3%**
rate (2.31) (57.8)
N (cohorts) 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38
adj. R? 0.39 0.56 0.25 0.74 0.44 0.64 0.64 0.79




Figure: Cohort-level labor market gaps

Employment gaps (p.p.) Real income gaps (Euros)
1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Panel B: Gaps 10 years after arrival

Share w/ 5.22%%* 1.24 206.7F** 46.3
school dgr. (0.72) (1.00) (39.8) (70.9)
Share w/ -1.07 2.39%* 132.7 160.7
university (0.83) (1.06) (89.5) (101.0)
Refugee -5.32%** -3.00%** -105.4%** -62.3
share (0.86) (0.62) (24.4) (104.6)
EU-15 0.41 -0.58 218.5%* 50.1
(dummy) (0.70) (0.85) (84.7) (84.8)
Hofstede -0.09%** -0.01 -8.5¥Hk -3.1
Index (0.02) (0.02) (2.1) (2.4)
Unempl. -3.53%** -101.9*
rate (1.13) (59.4)
N (cohorts) 38 38 38 38 38 38 38 38

adj. R? 0.57 0.61 0.16 0.79 0.51 0.58 0.58 0.73




Figure: Cohort-level labor market gaps

Employment gaps (p.p.) Real income gaps (Euros)
©) (2) ®3) (4) (5) (6) Q) (8)
Panel C: Explaining 10-year gaps with initial gaps
Initial 6.31%+* 320.7%F*
gap (0.57) (26.4)
N (cohort 38 38
Adj. R? 0.82 0.89




Specific questions:
» How predictable are integration outcomes?

» Has integration improved over time?



Time trends

Have integration outcomes improved over the past five decades?
» Raw employment and income gaps have widened strongly

» But, gaps have remained fairly stable when controlling for cohort
composition and economic conditions
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Figure: Time trends in employment gaps (10 years after arrival)
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Notes: Filled markers and solid line: unconditional immigrant-native employment gaps and time trend; hollow
markers and dashed line: conditional employment gaps and trend. Gaps and time trends are predicted based on
the time trend, the average covariates for natives and the residuals from regressions in panel B of Table 3 and
aggregated to the cohort level. Unconditional time trends refer to column (1) and conditional time trends to
column (4), including controls for individual education, regional unemployment rate (on the level of 75 regional
planning units, “Raumordnungsregionen”) and cohort-level refugee share.



Figure: Time-trends in employment gaps

(1) 2) 3) 4)

Panel A: Employment gaps at arrival (p.p.)

Time trend (10 years)  -5.00%*  -6.12***  -2.98%  -0.80
(2.14)  (1.96)  (1.48)  (1.17)

Observations 40,309 40,309 40,309 40,309

Panel B: Employment gaps 10 years after arrival (p.p.)
Time trend (10 years) -2.15%%*%  2.75%*k  _1.14%*  _0.68*
(0.75) (0.70) (0.49) (0.36)

Observations 32,612 32,612 32,612 32,612
Education contr. No Yes Yes Yes
Refugee share No No Yes Yes
Regional unempl. rate No No No Yes

Standard errors clustered on the level of cohorts in parentheses
*p<0.1," p<0.05 " p<0.01



Figure: Time trends in income gaps (10 years after arrival)
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Figure: Time-trends in income gaps

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Panel C: Income gaps at arrival (Euros)

Time trend (10 years) 2.63 -72.43 -9.21 31.61
(81.33)  (52.65)  (59.54) (63.94)
Observations 38,483 38,483 38,483 38,483

Panel D: Income gaps 10 years after arrival (Euros)
Time trend (10 years)  -43.87  -108.3***  -52.27  -43.90
(43.01) (26.24) (35.07) (37.48)

Observations 31,607 31,607 31,607 31,607
Education contr. No Yes Yes Yes
Refugee share No No Yes Yes
Regional unempl. rate No No No Yes

Standard errors clustered on the level of cohorts in parentheses
*p<0.1,* p<0.05 " p<0.01



Case studies

We conclude with two case studies:
1. The 1990s employment collapse
2. Recent refugee arrivals (2015 and 2022 arrivals)
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Figure: The 1990s employment collapse (Turkey, 1955-1967)
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The 1990s employment collapse

In the early 1990s, employment rates drop strongly, in particular for
Turkish cohorts:

» Across arrival years and age groups (time-specific shock)

» Can be attributed to changing economic conditions: structural
change across sectors, 1993 recession, new in-migration

(a) 1955-1967 Arrivals ~ (b) 1968-1973 Arrivals  (c) 1974-1978 Arrivals
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Case studies

We conclude with two case studies:
1. The 1990s employment collapse
2. Recent refugee arrivals (2015 and 2022 arrivals)
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Recent refugee migration
We study and forecast employment profiles for:

1. Refugees who arrived 2013-2016

2. Ukrainian refugees who were living in Germany before the war
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Recent refugee migration

We study and forecast employment profiles for:
1. Refugees who arrived 2013-2016

2. Ukrainian refugees who were living in Germany before the war

Predications based on (parametrically) estimated employment
trajectories in the cumulated microcensus data

» Age, years since migration, education, refugee share, regional
unemployment

» Compared to individual-level data from IAB-BAMF-SOEP survey

35/37
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(a) 2013-2016 refugee cohorts
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Notes: Figure (a): Green line: Actually observed immigrant-native employment gaps from IAB-BAMF-SOEP
survey, estimated non-parametrically. Orange dashed and dotted lines: Predicted gaps estimated parametrically
based on the Microcensus (including cohorts since 1974), accounting for age, education, refugee share (dashed

line) and the regional unemployment rate in 2021 (dotted line).



Discussion

Our paper provides a comprehensive overview on the integration of
immigrants in the German labor market over the past 50 years

Main results:
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Our paper provides a comprehensive overview on the integration of
immigrants in the German labor market over the past 50 years

Main results:

» Employment profiles converge with time spent in Germany, but large
gaps remain for most groups. Income gaps widen over the lifecycle.

» Dramatic collapse of employment in the 1990s — labor market
integration is not a one-way street.

» Labor market gaps close only partially in second generation.

» How well different groups do on the labor market is highly
predictable; Ukrainian arrivals have relatively good prospects.
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Discussion

Our paper provides a comprehensive overview on the integration of
immigrants in the German labor market over the past 50 years

Main results:

» Employment profiles converge with time spent in Germany, but large
gaps remain for most groups. Income gaps widen over the lifecycle.

» Dramatic collapse of employment in the 1990s — labor market
integration is not a one-way street.

» Labor market gaps close only partially in second generation.

» How well different groups do on the labor market is highly
predictable; Ukrainian arrivals have relatively good prospects.

A puzzle: We know certain policies improve integration outcomes, and
Germany modernized its migration policies in the 1990s and 2000s. Why
do we not see improvements in migrants’ labor market outcomes?
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Figure: Immigration to Germany 1976-2019

1,200

W Others

W Asia

m Yugoslavia
m CE-Europe
m S Europe

B NW-Europe

B
=3 =] =5 = =) o
S S 3 S ]
S < 8 < <

=
(000°T) 183A SNOIABI BY} UIYIM PaALLIE SUBISIA

2 University

degree
# Sec. School

B No degree

9L6T NN e I

3
=}
S
=

X R R R
8 & & o
® ©® I «

uoneanpa Aq aleys

0%

» Back



Selective naturalization: Different immigrant definitions

> Before 1996: Only foreigners without German nationality
» Until 2004: Including persons with multiple (current) nationalities

» Since 2005: Including previous nationalities

Example: Turkish immigrants 1979-1987

(a) Observations (b) Employment rates (c) Mean income
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Empirical approach: Parametric estimates

2015
yi=Xi¢' +8'Ai+a' YSMi+ Y yiNe+e
t=1976
Where:
Vi Labor market outcome for immigrant individual /
Xi Vector of covariates (optional)
A; Age (up to the third polynomial)

YSM;  Years since migration (up to the third polynomial)
M, Dummy for year t

Predicted immigrant-native gaps

=N = (@' - ¢M)Xx +(§' - M)A+ &' ysm
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Figure: Conditional employment gaps

(a) Conditional gaps by education

(b) Cond. gaps by regional unemp. rate
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Figure: Mean income, 1974-1987 arrivals
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Figure: Mean income, 1988-1995 arrivals
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Figure: Mean income, 1996-2009 arrivals
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Figure: Conditional income gaps

(a) Conditional gaps by education (b) Cond. gaps by regional unemp. rate
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Figure: Individual vs. cohort-level predictors of labor market gaps

) (2) ®3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Panel A: Employment gaps (Percentage points, 10 years after arrival)

School degree (coh. mean) 5.35%%* 5.69%** 5.04%**
(0.55) (0.69) (0.69)
University degree (coh. mean) -1.10 -0.17 -0.55
(0.82) (0.70) (0.68)

Cohort size at arrival (coh. mean) 2.33%%* 1.66%* 1.40%*
(0.77) (0.66) (0.61)
Age at arrival (coh. mean) 1.74 -1.68 -1.56
(L11)  (L.15) (1.08)

School degree (individual) 2.30%** 2.281%** 1.69%**
(0.24) (0.238) (0.20)

University degree (individual) 1.47HF%* 1.561%** 1.77%%*
(0.50) (0.494) (0.25)

Age at migration (individual) -2.40%F* 2 536%*k 3 03%*
(0.71) (0.703) (0.60)

Observations 32,612 32,612 32,612 32,612 32,612 32,612 32,612
Adj. R? (in~) 0.03 0.01 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.03 0.05
Adj. R? (co~) 0.61 0.15 0.69 0.50 0.08 0.57 0.70




Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition
Estimate separately for immigrants and natives:

2005 2005
I / I
Yieer =6'Ai+aYSMi+ Y %M+ Y piMe X URchock1097-1989,r
t=1085 t=1085
2005

+ Y &[N x BSiog7-1089.c + €n
t—1985

(5)
where yjc is outcome y for individual i of cohort ¢ observed at time t in
region r, I is a set of year dummies, URspock1997—1089,r is a regional
unemployment shock and BS1997-1980.c @ Bartik-shifter.

We perform Oaxaca-Blinder decompositions to determine which share of
the observed immigrant-native gap can be explained by (1) different
exposure of immigrants to each shock, or (2) different coefficients 7;
and M.
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Application |: 1990s employment collapse
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Determinants of the 1990s employment collapse, Turkish migrants
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Application Il: Integration of recent refugee cohorts

C~" =0~ SERELBE A Eaiovrit~ (¥ TR -3 CREHOE |4 £m-tott~ ¥

M

-¥~@®
L

JO XN
1

!

!

£ <@~ - «<£2

!

!

XT XS KR KQ XP
1

§ec << §¥°~—2)~%" £

!

JV XU

!

B T E S Jac

1 ££7 £0:¥~0 — — — AMPEGj2EC¥~0
--------- MPE ¥~ GaE  —~2c0k=3 £ << BAF

37/37



Application Il: Integration of recent refugee cohorts

Figure: Forecasts for employment gaps of recently arrived refugees
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Table 1: Definition and characteristics of immigrant cohorts

Cohort size Age at Share university Refugee
(extrapolated) migration degree (%) share
at arrival  after 10 years (mean)  at arrival after 10 years (%)

1. Recruitment period (1955-1973)

North-West Europe 55-73 100,000 94,000 27.6 24.6 23.8 0
Italy 55-67 99,000 27.0 1.2 0
Italy 68-73 80,000 71,000 28.8 3.0 0.7 0
Turkey 55-67 89,000 28.6 1.1 0
Turkey 68-70 118,000 29.7 1.8 0
Turkey 71-73 162,000 156,000 29.4 2.2 1.9 0
Yugoslavia 68-70 135,000 27.7 2.4 0
Yugoslavia 71-73 74,000 80,000 28.0 1.0 2.9 0
Other recr. states 55-67 111,000 28.0 2.7 0
Other recr. states 68-73 170,000 100,000 29.4 1.6 2.4 0
2. Consolidation period (1974-1987)
North-West Europe 74-87 100,000 46,000 28.1 20.5 27.1 0
Southern Europe 74-78 53,000 36,000 28.8 7.6 6.7 0
Southern Europe 79-87 58,000 27,000 274 7.9 4.5 0
Yugoslavia 74-87 47,000 19,000 28.9 4.7 6.4 13
Turkey 74-78 55,000 41,000 30.2 8.1 4.4 0
Turkey 79-87 71,000 42,000 26.4 7.8 5.6 6
3. Fall of the Iron Curtain (1988-1995)
North-West Europe 88-95 59,000 34,000 31.2 46.3 37.7 0
Southern Europe 88-95 77,000 61,000 29.5 9.0 5.7 2
Centr.-East Europe 88-91 43,000 30,000 32.6 25.7 15.2 3
Centr.-East Europe 92-95 82,000 56,000 30.7 24.3 21.1 9
Yugoslavia 88-91 31,000 21,000 29.3 10.7 3.4 41
Yugoslavia 92-95 111,000 64,000 30.7 7.8 7.7 77
Turkey 88-91 52,000 40,000 25.6 8.7 5.5 19
Turkey 92-95 50,000 52,000 26.1 7.1 4.4 29
Mid.East & Africa 88-95 82,000 77,000 27.8 27.5 20.6 57
Central & Fast Asia 88-95 51,000 39,000 28.5 28.7 17.0 65
4. Period of East-West integration (1996-2005)
North-West Europe 96-09 111,000 59,000 33.2 55.8 56.3 2
Southern Europe 96-09 68,000 48,000 29.8 30.8 29.5 0
New EU states 96-03 43,000 45,000 29.0 27.4 24.8 4
New EU states 04-09 88,000 89,000 324 20.6 15.9 1
Former USSR 96-03 105,000 86,000 33.2 27.7 24.9 34
Former USSR 04-09 39,000 25,000 32.6 32.0 394 12
Yugoslavia 96-09 64,000 53,000 28.8 9.6 6.5 38
Turkey 96-03 70,000 68,000 26.0 9.5 10.4 20
Turkey 04-09 35,000 25,000 274 21.7 13.2 4
Mid.East & Africa 96-03 104,000 82,000 29.3 26.6 23.7 56
Mid.East & Africa 04-09 56,000 43,000 28.1 37.3 36.8 52
Central & Fast Asia 96-09 77,000 43,000 28.7 56.7 49.6 34

Notes: Cohort sizes and characteristics measured in the first available census wave after and 10 years after
complete arrival. Total population numbers extrapolated using the extrapolation weights provided by the
microcensus. Refugee share taken from the SOEP. See Appendix Table [A4] for a precise definition of the origin
regions.

10



Cohort size (1,000)

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

100

Figure Al:

North-West Europe 55-73

Different immigrant definitions: Number of observations

Italy 55-67

Italy 68-73

Other recr. states 55-67

Other recr. states 68-73

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2610
Yugoslavia 68-70

19‘80 19‘90 ZObO 20‘10
Yugoslavia 71-73

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2d10
Turkey 55-67

19‘80 19‘90 ZObO 20‘10
Turkey 68-70

19‘80 19‘90 2600 Zd1 0
Turkey 71-73

19‘80 19‘90 ZdOO 2610
North-West Europe 74-87

~

T N———

19‘80 1d90 20b0 20‘10
Southern Europe 74-78

-———

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2610
Southern Europe 79-87

—

19‘80 19‘90 20b0 20‘10
Yugoslavia 74-87

———

19‘80 19‘90 2600 Zd1O
Turkey 74-78

T TN

19‘80 19‘90 ZdOO 2610
Turkey 79-87

~— =

19‘80 1dQO 20b0 20‘10
North-West Europe 88-95

N~—

19‘80 19‘90 2600 Zd1O
Southern Europe 88-95

S—

19‘80 19‘90 20b0 20‘10
Centr.-East Europe 88-91

19‘80 19‘90 ZdOO Zd1O
Centr.-East Europe 92-95

R

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2610
Yugoslavia 88-91

———

19‘80 1dQO 20b0 20‘10
Yugoslavia 92-95

NI

19‘80 19‘90 2600 Zd1O
Turkey 88-91

Te—

19‘80 19‘90 20b0 20‘10
Turkey 92-95

T ==

19‘80 19‘90 ZdOO Zd1O
Mid.East & Africa 88-95

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2610
South & East Asia 88-95

T~— =

19‘80 1dQO 20b0 20‘10
North-West Europe 96-09

S~—

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2610
Southern Europe 96-09

19‘80 1dQO 20b0 20‘10
New EU states 96-03

=

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2610
New EU states 04-09

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2610
Former USSR 96-03

19‘80 1dQO 20b0 20‘10
Former USSR 04-09

=

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2610
Yugoslavia 96-09

19‘90 20b0 20‘10
Turkey 96-03

19‘80

=

19‘80 19‘90 2600 2610
Turkey 04-09

~—

1980 1990 2000 2010
Mid.East & Africa 96-03

1980 1990 2000 2010
Mid.East & Africa 04-09

_—

1980 1990 2000 2010
South. & East Asia 96-09

=

1980 1990 2000 2010

1980 1990 2000 2010

1980 1990 2000 2010
Year

49

1980 1990 2000 2010

1980 1990 2000 2010

Only foreign nationality
Incl. double nationality

Incl. naturalized

Notes: Observation numbers (in 1,000; extrapolated with microcensus weights to match total population numbers;
male migrants aged 18 or older, including those above 58). Short dashed line: Migrants holding a foreign nationality,
but no German nationality (since 1976). Solid line: Additionally migrants holding both, German and foreign
nationality (since 1995). Long dashed line: Additionally naturalized migrants who lost foreign nationality when
adopting German citizenship (since 2005).
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Figure A2: Different immigrant definitions: Employment rates
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Figure A3: Different immigrant definitions: Average personal income income
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Figure A4: Additional evidence on income profiles

Gaps in monthly personal income (2010 EUR)
(a) All cohorts

(b) Cohorts with low return migration
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Notes: Dark long lines include arrival cohorts 1974-95, light short lines include cohorts 1974-2009. Solid blue
lines depict unconditional immigrant-native gaps (controlling only for observation year and age); dotted orange
lines additionally controls for education; dashed red lines additionally controls for region, number of children and
marital status; dash-dotted green lines additionally controls for occupation and industry groups.
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