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Summary

The broad objective of this thesis is to studyph#erns of objective and
subjective well-being among the immigrants in Eerophe main part of
the thesis consists of three single-authored eogbichapters. The first
chapter analyzes the longitudinal patterns of irdapoverty among the
foreign-born in Sweden. The second chapter exanilmemechanisms of
occupational attainment, occupational mobility antbng-term
occupational cost of migration among Senegaleseignamts in France,
Spain and Italy. The third chapter analyzes lifes&ction and income
satisfaction among immigrants in Germany. At thestrgeeneral level, the
results in the empirical chapters suggest thatdbjective well-being
improves with duration of stay at destination, evflevery gradually for
some immigrant groups, while, on the other hanérehis aceteris
paribus negative relationship between the subjective Weikg and
duration of stay. A number of other findings cdoirte to a more nuanced
understanding of the processes associated withwiikebeing among
immigrants.

Resum

L'objectiu general d'aquesta tesi és estudiar lmsteg del benestar
objectiu i subjectiu dels immigrants a Europa. leat principal de la tesi
consisteix en tres capitols empirics d'autoria aini&l primer
capitol analitza les pautes longitudinals de pabreslativa entre
els nascuts a l'estranger a Suecia. El segon otapitamina els
mecanismes d’'obtencié d’ocupacio, la mobilitat stqarofessional a llarg
termini de la migracid entre els immigrants d’origgenegalés a Franca,
Espanya i Italia. El tercer capitol analitza laisfatcio general amb la
vida i la satisfacci6 amb els ingressos entreralgigrants a Alemanya.
Els resultats en els capitols empirics suggereiaariyell general, que el
benestar objectiu millora a mida que creix la dardd I'estada en el lloc
de desti, tot i que de manera molt gradual pemalguups d’'immigrants,
mentre que, d’altra banda, hi ha una relacié cefmiibus negativa entre
el benestar subjectiu i la durada de l'estada. el@ns resultats
contribueixen a una comprensié més matisada detepsos associats
amb el benestar entre els immigrants.






Introduction

The relevance of the research of socio-economid-lveshg among
immigrants is primarily based on the evidence thatmost Western
societies, the foreign-born are disadvantagedivel&d natives in terms of
the standard of living. The importance of this ezsh becomes even more
pronounced if we accept the view that the actugrek of immigrant
disadvantage to some extent also reflects the @ssrof the host society.
However, one can argue that the appeal of res@atbfs field also lies in
the nature of the research process itself. Nam#lg, immigrants
constitute a particularly interesting social graambserve when studying
various aspects of objective and subjective socamemic well-being
also because the analysis of most aspects of wilitamong immigrants
is in itself more complex than among natives, doethe fact that it
requires the inclusion of a larger set of determisathan the
corresponding analysis for natives. While almokthed factors that affect
well-being among natives are also at work among igremts, the
opposite may not hold since the well-being of thter group is also
determined by a whole set of additional circumsésnanique to
immigrant experience. Let us think for a momenteainings, as an
undisputedly important indicator of objective wisling. In the Mincerian
framework, the essential determining factors oniggs are education
level and labor market experience. However, whekifg at immigrants
a large literature suggests that education andr lamerket experience
acquired domestically are more valued in the labarket as compared to
education and experience acquired elsewhere. Ogthiar words, the
skills acquired by immigrants in the country ofgini are not perfectly
transferable to the destination (Friedberg 2000ee@rand Warswick,
2010; Duvander, 2001; Chiswick, 1978; SchaafsmaSweetman, 2001;
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Ferrer and Riddell, 2008; Chiswick and Miller, 20@veetman, 2009;
Grand and Szulkin, 2002). Therefore, when estirgatire earnings for
immigrants, it would be essential to distinguishween the number of
years of labor market experience and educationveden the origin and
those acquired at destination. Furthermore, maostiest that have looked
at transferability of skills also found that thegdee of transferability
varies greatly among different immigrant groupg] #ris would also have
to be appropriately controlled for in the modeimamigrant earnings (e.g.
through inclusion of an indicator of country of gin). But, apart from
education and labor market experience in the dagtim earnings are also
determined by a whole range of other indicatorsntdégration into the
host society in general and labor market in padicuGood language
skills increase earnings (Kossoudji, 1988; Chiswaid Miller, 2002;
Dustmann, 1994; Chiswick, 1991), and so does tlegrivarriage, with the
effect being persistent even after controlling $etection effects (Dribe
and Lundh, 2008; Meng and Meurs, 2009). Just astihegrant-specific
characteristics are important in the research geablve well-being
among the foreign-born, they also matter when avadythe subjective
well-being. As has been seen in the previous rebesnd as will be seen
in the last empirical chapter of this thesis, bemgrried and in good
health will be positively associated with life sédiction among both
natives and immigrants, while being unemployed vd#écrease life
satisfaction among both groups. Nevertheless, sdeterminants of
subjective well-being are only applicable when wgrialy migrants and
can therefore be considered immigrant-specific ucirstances in this
context. It results from the previous work that esgations regarding the
future attainment in alternative locations are phiacipal determinant of
the actual act of migration (DeJong, 2000). Ifisdpes not take too much
of a stretch to assume that the outcome of thepectations associated

with migration will affect the immigrant subjectiwgell-being. Besides,
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the way immigrants perceive the circumstances iginoand destination
can also be important factors in determining suhjecwell-being. In
particular, it has been documented that the sutbgeavell-being of
immigrants is also negatively affected by the feglof homesickness as
well as by actual or self-perceived discrimination the destination
(Jasinskaja-Lahti et al, 2006; Werkuyten and Nekd®89; Safi, 2010).
Clearly these concepts can also be applied to xperiences of native
internal migrants, but even so the salience ofaleesicepts is on average
much less pronounced among hatives when analyamgubjective well-
being. Reference groups, being one of the cruciatepts in the research
of satisfaction, also contribute to the complexifyresearch of subjective
well-being among immigrants. Both natives and inmaigs generate
subjective (dis)utility also by making comparisansmultiple reference
groups, and in this sense the concept of refergnmagp is by no means
specific to immigrant experience. However, whatdogke immigrants
distinct from natives in this context is that thesference groups are more
geographically dispersed. Not only do they compdwemselves with
different social groups in the destination, butytla¢so continue to make

comparisons with non-migrants in the origin.

While the previous paragraph explains the motivatior focusing on

immigrants, the rest of this chapter will mainlypédn how these analyses
will be pursued and which criteria shaped the casitjmm and contents of
the thesis. First of all, the analyses in all ckepttake a longitudinal
approach to examining well-being, which allows nme address the
research questions in a methodologically more dgemway, thus offering

a more complete insight into research questionesscsectional studies

!In fact, the famous model by Stark and Taylor ()88scribing the link
between migration decision and relative deprivatsoalso partly based on this
assumption. Akay et al. (2011) provide some suppgpempirical evidence.
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can be and often are very insightful, but only whsimg longitudinal data
was it possible to find out that the longer ong/sta poverty, the lower
the chances of leaving poverty (Bane and Ellwo@83), and that the
longer the person is unemployed the lower theilibeld of finding a job
(Nickell, 1979; Jackman and Layard, 1991). Likewisenly by using
longitudinal data was it possible for Borjas (1985show the distinct and
separated effects of duration of stay (changes aumie within
individuals) and a cohort of arrival effects (difaces between subjects at
baseline) in the migration research. Moreover, thié previously
mentioned processes (labor market integration, athrc and acquisition
of other country-specific skills), as well as otlpeocesses associated with
the integration of immigrants into the host sociégcumulation of the
social capital, strengthening of legal status,)edce characterized by a
certain dynamics, which may greatly vary from ondividual to another,
or from one immigrant group to another. The longjital and dynamic
framework is thus essential for a more nuanced nstaleding of

immigrant integration and well-being among immigsan

The considerations presented above, in combinatitim the desire to
pursue a research using advanced and rigorous ieatpiechniques,
shaped both the content and the very title ofttiesis,Dynamics of Well-
Being among ImmigrantsThe main part of the thesis consists of three
empirical articles (henceforth referred to as ceeg)t each with its own
set of research questions and each using a ditffde¢aset. The empirical
part of the thesis intends to be what | believésoptimal outcome of the
interplay of four principles and criteria appliedhen choosing the

research topics:

i) Relevance- each chapter is supposed to provide signifidasights

which will contribute to a better understanding wéll-being among
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immigrants, as well as of the factors at play ie gnocess of immigrant

integration into the host society.

i) Originality — an attempt was made in each chapter to eitttress the
issues that had not been dealt with previouslyp @hed new light on the

already familiar research questions.

i) Feasibility — armed with competence, intuition and a profoimerest
and concern for social matters, good sociologigtsl @ther social
scientists never cease to think of new and intieirgsesearch questions.
Nonetheless, we are all well aware that, givenddta constraints, only a
limited number of them can be appropriately addréssn empirical
studies. All datasets | worked with suffer from sodrawbacks, but my

intention was to make the maximum out of each ef¢hdatasets.

iv) Acknowledging the complexity of the concepwelf-being— the body
of research on subjective well-being is growinggéar and it almost
unanimously shows that there is only a moderateegegf correlation
between subjective well-being and some importamticators of the
objective well-being, such as income (the data uséhis thesis being no
exception. Hence, | believed that the insight into immigramll-being

would be incomplete without one chapter focusinglensubjective well-

being.

The first chapter is title@aths into and out of Poverty among Immigrants
in Sweden The main goal, as the title clearly suggestsoi®offer an
insight into the dynamics of relative poverty amoigreign-born

individuals in Sweden using high-quality registaised data. The

%2 The simple correlation between life satisfactiod aeeds-adjusted income in
the sample used in the third chapter is 0.165.slinple correlation between
income satisfaction and needs-adjusted incomeeisdime sample is 0.342.
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dynamic approach to poverty analysis was pionedrgdBane and
Ellwood (1983) and, thanks to its longitudinal matut has proved to be
more successful than cross-sectional analyses gntifging the
economically most vulnerable social groups. WhakesaSweden an
interesting country to observe is not only its gens, universalist, social
democratic welfare state that has been found te l@ypositive role in
reducing poverty (Kenworthy, 1998, Fouarge and €ag005), but also
the fact that it is perceived, both within and agsthe academia, as one
of the forerunners in immigrant integration polidhis chapter extends
the poverty research by being, to the best of noykadge, the first study
that compares patterns of poverty dynamics amomgignants with those
among natives, while at the same time taking irtcoant the roles of
trigger events associated with poverty transitiand immigrant-specific
attributes. In order to obtain a more profound wpietof the patterns of
well-being among immigrants, appropriate compasseith natives were
made. More precisely, one of the main research tiqussis whether
immigrants are less likely to leave poverty and enlikely to fall back
into poverty, all else equal? Or, in more colloguerms, is poverty

stickier among immigrants?

The second chapter focuses on occupational attainamel occupational
mobility, two additional indicators of socio-econanwell-being, and is
titled Occupational Trajectories and Occupational Cost amo
Senegalese Immigrants in Eurofiée data used in this chapter stem from
the “Senegalese sample” of MAFE dataset (an acrofoyriMigrations
between Africa and Europe”). The dataset captufesdurse trajectories
of Senegalese immigrants to France, Italy and Spain also, very
importantly, those of non-migrants and of migramtiso had returned
from Europe to Senegal prior to the time of theveyr The empirical

analysis in this chapter is centered around thraim mesearch questions.
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The first one deals with the determinants of theslleof occupational

attainment among immigrants in the destination tguithe second goal
iIs to disentangle the patterns of upward and dowahwacupational

mobility by applying appropriate discrete-time tecjues. Finally, the
third aim in this chapter is to look at occupatiotajectories of both non-
migrants in Senegal and Senegalese immigrants nopEwand to analyze
how much the immigrants renounce in terms of thegupational status,
both in short term and long term perspective, bglentaking the act of
migration, and the extent to which the occupatiaat of migration (if

identified) changes with duration of stay in thetileation. Relative to the
previous similar research, the most innovative agpn was applied in
answering this third research question, which $piired by the views that
also non-migrants in the home region constitutanapmortant reference
group for migrants, which in turn implies that smeiconomic standing of
non-migrants affects to at least some extent tigestive well-being of

migrants.

The last empirical chapter is titléshmigrant Satisfaction and Duration of
Stay at Destinationand examines the subjective well-being among
immigrants using the data from the German SocicBooc Panel
(GSOEP). This chapter is inspired by an ever labgely of research that
shows an unexpectedly moderate correlation betveedmective (self-
reported) levels of satisfaction and income (E&nte2001; D’Ambrosio
and Frick, 2007). Several research questions afeesskd in this chapter.
First, are immigrants in general more or less fatisvith life and income
as compared to natives with the same observablaatesistics? Second,
do the conclusions change - and if yes, how - amedake into account
the heterogeneity of immigrant population in Gergaihird, if separate
analyses of satisfaction are done for natives anthigrants, which

determinants are more salient for the former angthvbnes matter more
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for the latter group? The fourth research quedtieals with the effect of
duration of stay in Germany on satisfaction levatsong the foreign-
born. The chapter contributes to the previous resadue to the sheer fact
that the body of research on self-reported satisia@mong immigrants
has been very scarce, even thought not entirelgrdbBut, what is most
likely the key contribution of the chapter is areaipt to undertake a
detailed analysis of the effect of duration of staysatisfaction, as well as
to look at whether this effect can possibly be aixmd by different levels
of expectations that the immigrants with differehiration of stay may

have.

Obviously, each chapter studies a different Europestination country
(or countries). However, although the charactedstif the destination
countries in these studies are taken into accoum@nwnterpreting the
results, neither the research questions nor thethgpes stated in these
chapters are motivated by the contextual factorsth@ destination
countries. Put another way, all the research cuestand hypotheses
presented in this thesis would be formulated in shene way in the
context of any European destination country, relgasdof its welfare

system, immigration policy or immigration history.
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1. Paths into and out of Poverty among
Immigrants in Sweden °

1.1. Introduction

The undisputed importance of research on povertgngmimmigrants
goes beyond the fact that immigrants are amongribst economically
vulnerable social groups in the contemporary Wessecieties and, as a
consequence, are overrepresented among the poorndtance, it can
also be argued that the degree to which it isatiffifor the foreign-born
to escape economic hardship, especially when a @osam is made to the
economically vulnerable natives, can be regardedres of important
indicators of openness of the host society tow#rdsoreign-born. Also,
group differences in poverty are important becahsg influence public
attitude about poverty (Waldfogel, 2001), but akslbout the groups
themselves: high poverty rates and high welfargpigency among the
foreign-born are frequently referred to in the eomporary anti-immigrant

public discourse in the Western countries.

The goal of this chapter is to offer insight inteetdynamics of relative
poverty among foreign-born individuals in Swedend amprove the

understanding of at least three issues. Firs$, dommonly known that in

% This research was carried out during an EQUALSOSitaniship at SOFI,
University of Stockholm. | amery grateful to Magnus Nermo, without whose
help my research stay in Stockholm would not haaenbpossible. Special thanks
go to Carina Mood, Erik Bihagen, Marta Tienda, SelicLanahan, Pau Baizan,
Amparo Gonzéalez-Ferrer and Diederik Boertien fooviding highly valuable
comments. The various drafts of this study havenbeeesented at Level-of-
Living Seminar at SOFI in Stockholm, Thesis SemiaarUniversitat Pompeu
Fabra in Barcelona, EQUALSOC Final Conference insfardam, Workshop for
Social Policy at Princeton University and SUNSTRWDrkshop at University of
Stockholm. | am also very thankful for all the coemts and suggestions |
received at these presentations.



most Western European societies immigrants arelvhsaaged in terms
of probability of living below the poverty line, em after controlling for
other observable characteristics (see a multi-cgustidence in Lelkes,
2007). What is, however, less clear from the previesearch is whether,
once poor, immigrants are less likely to leave piyvehan poor natives.
Correspondingly, are the immigrants more likelyfath back into poverty
once out of it? Or simply, is poverty stickier argoimmigrants? The
second research goal is to look at how probalslitiepoverty transition
are affected by immigrant-specific attributes, sashethnicity or years
since migration. Finally, the third research quastis to assess how
various events affect the likelihood of experieqcipoverty exit or
poverty entry. As mentioned, the setting of the arhying study is
Sweden. What makes this country interesting to mieses not only its
generous, universalist, social democratic welfdetes which has been
found to have a positive role in reducing povenerfworthy, 1998;
Nelson, 2004; Fouarge and Layte, 2005), but aleddht that Sweden is
perceived, both within and outside the academianasof the forerunners
in immigrant integration policy. Moreover, Swedeasha comparably
long tradition of immigration, at least for a cogmivhich had no overseas
colonies in modern history. As immigration polickere changed, so did
the prevailing types of migration. As a result bkde diverse flows,
Sweden’s immigrant population today is characteriby a relatively
heterogeneous ethnic composition, with four comtisideing represented

among the most important sending countries.

The body of research on poverty among immigrantizeable, but still
much smaller than research on labor market integraand earnings
among immigrants. Most research on poverty amonguigrants has
focused on determinants of cross-sectional pattdrpeverty (Kazemipur
and Halli, 2001; Galloway, 2006; Blume et al, 200@ne of the few



exceptions is the study by Picot, Hou and ColomB@0§), which
observed patterns among immigrant newcomers in darfeom a
dynamic perspective. The dynamic approach was predeby Bane and
Elwood (1983) and, thanks to its longitudinal nefut has proved to be
more successful than cross-sectional analyses gntifging the
economically most vulnerable social groups. In sdgbent years, a
number of influential studies were done (e.g, Stey€l999; Jenkins,
2000; Jenkins and Rigg, 2001; Devicienti, 2002] tiere inspired by the
findings of Bane and Elwood. Some cross-nationakaech on poverty
dynamics also became available and most of thesiéestlook at whether
different welfare regimes affect duration of poydttayte, Whelan, 2003;
Fouarge, Layte, 2005). A number of studies focumegoverty dynamics
in Sweden (Fritzell and Henz, 2001; Hansen and Wbl 2004;
Jonsson, Mood and Bihagen, 2011; Lindquist and rg§jod-indquist,
forthcoming), and some of these studies, at leadtyp on the issue of
poverty patterns among immigrants. In addition tomplementing
previous studies on poverty dynamics from Swedeis, dtudy is, to the
best of my knowledge, one of the first studies o¥grty dynamics in
general which has a strong emphasis on immigrants immmigrant-
specific variables, while at the same time lookandghe impact of trigger

events associated with poverty transitions.

This analysis may appear gender-blind. Howeverndheugh separate
analyses by gender have been carried out, the reason underlying the
decision not to report them in this study is tleaten though present, the
resulting differences are of a small magnitude. &édoer, immigrants do

not seem to be distinct from natives in terms afsth gender-specific
patterns of poverty dynamics. The differences between and women
would most likely be larger if only one adult hohskls were looked at.

This could be an interesting topic for future reska



The rest of the chapter is structured in the follmwvay: Section 1.2 will
present data and measurement techniques, whilee¢tio8 1.3 cross-
sectional and longitudinal poverty trends will biscdissed. Section 1.4
and Section 1.5 deal with descriptive and multa@rianalysis of poverty
exits and poverty entries, respectively. Sectiof dxamines to which
extent the main findings of the study are robust &lternative

methodological approaches. Section 1.7 concludes.

1.2. Data and Measurement

Data are drawn from the Longitudinal Dataset onviddals (LINDA),
which is currently administered by Statistics Swed®ue to the
regulations about the use of the Swedish regisisedb data, it was only
possible for me to access the data from within ¢bantry. LINDA
combines data from the Total Population Registeg, Income Register
and other smaller registers and consists of a lpagel of individuals and
their household members, whereas the sampling guoeeensures that
each new wave is representative for the populaifdhat year (Edin and
Fredriksson, 2000). There are two subsamples withWDA. The total
population sample includes information on samplesqes (around 3.3%
of Sweden’s total population) and their househoéniers, regardless of
the sample person’s nativity. What makes LINDA esglyy appropriate
for immigration research is its immigrant subsamjyte which sample
persons add up to as much as 20% of foreign-borsops in Sweden.
Both subsamples will be used in this chapter féfedint purposes: when
doing comparisons of natives and immigrants tweleees (1996-2007)
of the total population sample will be used. Fon@re detailed analysis of
immigrant poverty patterns nine waves (1999-20G4nonigrant sample
will be used. The time span in the latter sampkoimewhat shorter due to

the fact that immigrant sample for years prior €99 was based on the



so-called Tax Household definition, according toickh for example,

once children turn 18 they are considered a difteh®usehold even if
they still live with their parents. Unless othergvisndicated, recent
immigrants (defined here as those who arrived 199ter) are excluded
from the analysis. Due to particularly high poveudses within this group,
poverty patterns among recent immigrants is a reBeguestion on its
own and, for the sake of space, will not be deih n this study. While

being a large longitudinal dataset with reliabl®imation and hardly any
attrition, the current version of LINDA is not emiiy without drawbacks.
The most frequently indicated problem with the datais the fact that
non-married couples without common children areswtered separate
households. However, this is not expected to bies general results
substantially, especially not in the studies foogsbn immigrants at the
lower-tail of income distribution. The issue of aoating period for

income is also present in the literature: the dsmanthly incomes leads
to more measured poverty transitions (Bradburylef@01). However,

only yearly disposable household income is obsemddNDA, so that

poverty transitions over sub-annual periods carmobbserved. Hence,

poverty line is also calculated on the basis ofyesrly income.

Since poverty is one of the principal indicatorsv@dfare, a relatively low
level of accordance among researchers as to haleftoe poverty may
appear somewhat surprising (see Townsend, 1979sielf: 1998). If we
focus on income-based poverty measures, the basgod is the one
between absolute poverty and relative poverty. Botimcepts have
advantages and drawbacks, but both are also urettiylitighly relevant
for the research of well-being and one cannot estla@ impression that
the still ongoing discussion between the proponeh&ach approach is at
least partly stimulated by linguistic reasons, il®y the arguably

unfortunate circumstance that these two closelgtedl concepts are also



namesakes. This study focuses on relative poveti, the poverty line
set at 60% of median yearly disposable income.QBED-1 equivalence
scale is used to adjust for household size, i.¢gght® of 1.0, 0.7 and 0.5
are assigned to the first adults, subsequent aadtshildren living in the
family, respectively. As a wide range of povertyasgares has been used
in previous research, the choice made here willitably appear arbitrary
to some readers. Therefore, the last empiricaligeatill address the
issue of robustness of main findings depending piav poverty is
defined, b) how income is adjusted for householtk sand c¢) what

actually should be considered a poverty transition.

It is important to note that, similar to most o&tprevious related work,
left-censored spells are not included in the Kaydfier and multivariate
analysis. However, when describing the role ofdhents associated with
poverty transitions, the emphasis is less on camabf poverty, so that
two estimations are done for each poverty transitance including the

left-censored spells, another time without them.

1.3. General Poverty Trends in
Sweden 1996 — 2007

Sweden between the years 1996 and 2007 can bedemtia textbook
example of conceptual differences between absploverty and relative
poverty. In particular, while, as a result of pogsis economic recovery,
absolute poverty was steadily declining over thesiqul, relative poverty
was rising at the same time, primarily due to aorgase in income
inequality (for more detailed evidence see JonsBtwnd and Bihagen,

2010). This is undoubtedly an interesting coursewents, even though



not without precedents in recent European hist@se (evidence for
Ireland by Layte, Nolan and Whelan, 2001).

Figure 1 illustrates the general poverty pattemsSweden 1996-2007.
When we compare the total of Swedish foreign-basputation (recent

and non-recent immigrants) with natives, it turns that not only was the
poverty rate much higher among the former, but Hisopercent increase
in poverty rate between 1996 and 2007 was highemgnthe foreign-

born. In contrast, when only non-recent immigraauts counted in, the
poverty gap decreases substantially, but it alsolt® that increase in

poverty was actually somewhat more pronounced amatiges.

Figure 1 about here

Yearly changes in Gini coefficients among nativaed anmigrants are a
strong indicator that income inequality is the maegason why the
increase in poverty was smaller among non-recemigmants than among
the natives. Between 1996 and 2007, inequality @matives increased
by 23.3% (from 0.223 to 0.275), whereas the comedmg figure for

immigrants was 11.5% (an increase from 0.252 t81).2n other words,
while in 1996 inequality was clearly higher amomgmigrants, Gini

coefficients for the two groups almost evened up2b@7.As for the

longitudinal trends, the percentage of individuaiko experienced
poverty at least once over the observed periodg-28®7) - around 20%
of working-age natives and more than 43% of workigg immigrants -
is much higher than cross-sectional poverty rateany observed year.
That relatively many individuals experience poveatyleast once over
their life-course is sometimes referred to as “deratization of poverty”

(Leisering and Walker, 1998). It is debatable, hasve whether the

experience of poverty alone is sufficient to comsicoverty more



“democratic” than before, if at the same time thare still clearly
pronounced inequalities in terms of opportunitieestaping poverty. The
immigrants are more vulnerable in terms of chraggonomic hardship
too: if we define persistent poverty as a povepglisthat is at least three
years long, then it turns out that 6.77% of nateegerienced at least one
episode of persistent poverty between 1996 and ,2Q@ile the

corresponding share among immigrants was as higR.8%6.

As discussed previously, Sweden’s immigrant popadais relatively
heterogeneous in terms of country of origin. Intiout, and comes as no
surprise, that different immigrant groups diffegrsficantly in terms of
integration into the host society, which is alsansiated into unequal

poverty rates within each of these groups, as EiguHustrates.

Figure 2 about here

Figure 2 indicates that Nordic immigrants and inmairds stemming from
non-Nordic EU-15 countries are only marginally disantaged relative to
the Swedish-born. On the other hand, Turkish, Afriand Iragi are much
more frequently found to be living under povertyeli For instance, the
average poverty rate for all Iragi-born personsingv in Sweden,

regardless of time of arrival, exceeds 50 perdeetent immigrants are
particularly hit by high poverty incidence: povergtes of all immigrant

groups are lower if only those immigrants are cednwho already lived
in Sweden in the first year observed in this anslySlearly, these notable
differences between the immigrant groups shoulthken into account to

some extent, in both descriptive and multivariatiirsg.



1.4. Escaping Poverty

It has been documented in previous research thatigrants are on
average more likely to be poor than natives. Bhg hypothesis is
proposed here that the immigrant disadvantage sanbe observed in
terms of the likelihood of leaving poverty, onceopan other words, the
prediction is that poor immigrants are on averagss llikely to leave
poverty as compared to poor natives. Why should b& the case? In
order to further explain this hypothesis, it is @&sary to remember that
equivalent disposable income is, roughly speakohgtermined by the
situation and changes within three different cotgteg) labor market —
through its effect on employment and earned inc@hetate — through its
effect on net transfers, and 3) family, as familgesindicates the
magnitude of household needs. Taking into accororhiment findings of
previous migration research, as well as the soemabraphic
characteristics of the individuals at risk of leayipoverty, it is very
possible that poor immigrants are disadvantageativel to poor natives
within each of these three contexts. On the labarket, the immigrants
are penalized for having lower levels of countrgafc skills (e.g. less
than perfect language skills) than natives. Alstvas been demonstrated
that employers in the destination country put leakie on education
credentials acquired abroad (Friedberg, 2000 amdh& case of Sweden,
Duvander, 2001). Another source of immigrant disedage in the labor
market may be discrimination, to which Sweden doet seem to be
immune either (Rydgren, 2004; Carlsson and Rodd,/2 The role of
the state for poverty exits is mainly reflectedbtigh the provision of a set
of social benefits. However, in their cross-courgtydy, Morissens and
Sainsbury (2005) show that, irrespective of welfa@gime, immigrants in
Western societies fare worse than natives in welsates, primarily due

to having limited access to major insurance bemnefihe Swedish welfare



state is characterized by an universalistic appr@ac all legal residents,
regardless of nationality and nativity, are entitte these benefits. But,
most of the higher-tier benefits, which are the maelfare state-based
mechanism for escaping poverty, are contingentrexigus labor market
participation in Sweden (Mood, 2011). The immigraigadvantage in
this context arises due to lower labor market pgeition rates among
poor immigrants as compared to poor natives. Binademographic
disadvantage of poor immigrants arises because pounigrant

households are somewhat larger than poor nativesdimlds. As a
consequence, when experiencing the same incomeasegrin absolute
terms, the rise in adjusted disposable income dll on average, of a

smaller magnitude in the immigrant household.

Figure 3 shows the Kaplan Meier estimates of priiqus of individuals
remaining poor, by poverty spell length. The coesitions of Bane and
Ellwood (1983) on the duration of poverty spellse aonfirmed here too:
the majority of poverty spells observed in this pmwill be only of a
limited duration. Well over a half of natives amdmigrants in Sweden
are out of poverty by the end of the second yeaaresihe start of poverty
spell? On the other hand, and not very surprising eittter, analysis of
hazard rates of leaving poverty shows that for bgtbups one can
observe what is often referred to as “cumulativertin” (McGinnis,
1968), by which is suggested that the probabilitynmving out of a
certain state declines with duration already spenthat state. In the
underlying context it means that the more time rafividual spends in
poverty the lower his or her probability of leavimmpverty. More

importantly for the goals of this study, just asgicted, the Kaplan-Meier

“ It must, however, be emphasized that these figuagsgive a too positive
impression, as some of those who leave povertyfalilback into poverty in
subsequent years.
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analysis indicates that immigrants indeed stay dong poverty than

natives®

Figure 3 about here

1.4.1. Events Associated with Poverty Exits

All poverty exits between the yedrd andt can be associated with one or
more trigger events that occur within the houselatldoughly the same
time. The goal of this section is to shed lighttba importance of these

events for poverty exits and to answer the follapiwo questions:

* What share of observed poverty exits can eachesfetlevents be
associated with? This share is henceforth refetedas the

prevalence rate

* What share of natives and immigrants manage tgesgaverty,
conditional on the event taking place? This willreéerred to as

the conditionaltransition rate.

As the role of events is only one of the principedearch questions, but
also for the sake of space and clarity of presiemathe classification of
the events adopted here is general (similar to Baret al, 1993) rather

than extensive (as in McKernan and Ratcliffe, 2006 four events are:

1) Employment gainwhich takes place if at least one person in the

household was non-employed in yedrand becomes employed in yeéar

®Log-rank test and Wilcoxon test were done to tdstther the difference in
survival rates between the two groups is statifyisignificant. Both tests
showed that it is the case.
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2) Demographic transitionwhich in the context of poverty exits occurs if
the sample person lives as the only adult in thes@bold in yeat-1, but

is found to be living in a two plus adult househiwigeart.

3) Increase in labor incomewhich is defined as the increase in total

household labor income between yeatsandt.®

4) Increase in positive transferslefined as an increase in the sum of

positive transfers to the household between yehendt.’

A common problem about descriptive analyses ofgéigevents is the
possibility of several events taking place simutausly within the same
household, so that in some cases it is not cleéshatoverty transition is
to be ascribed to which event. In order to tackle problem, each of the
first two events listed above is conditional on tiker event not taking
place. The third and fourth events are not mutuedglusive (which is
why the sum of prevalence rates slightly exceed8%0 but are
conditional on the first two events not taking gado illustrate, an
increase in labor income will only be consideredsash if it occurs in a
household in which ho employment transition or dgraphic transition
happened at around the same time. Figure 4 indi¢chs labor market is
the most important setting in which the events odbat are associated
with poverty exits, a finding in accordance witheyious literature.
Increase in labor market income alone is associattdmore than a half

of poverty exits among natives and more than 40%exfs among

®For the sake of comparison between two consecyéges, labor income and
non-labor income amounts are both adjusted bydhsumer price index
estimated by Statistics Sweden.

"In theory, a decrease in negative transfers cantasassociated with poverty
exits. However, the prevalence rate of this eveas found to be only marginal
and is thus not considered here.
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immigrants. The employment gain shows a substint@bher prevalence
rate, but is also the only event that is more fesily associated with
poverty exits among immigrants than among nativAs.possible
explanation is a lower labor market participatioster among poor
immigrants in the sample, relative to that amongrpaatives. In other
words, a higher share of immigrants is at risk ovgrty transition.
Increases in positive transfers are observed fourat a third of natives
and immigrants who leave poveéttwhile demographic transition is the

least prevalent event, especially among immigrants.

Figure 4 about here

The importance of trigger events in the contexpa¥erty exits can also
be viewed from a different angle, by looking at whkhare of individuals
leave poverty conditional on experiencing one oésth events. As
depicted in Figure 5, conditional transition rates all the events
analyzed here are higher for natives than for imamts. However, the
ranking of the events as measured by conditiomaisttion rates is the
same within both populations. It turns out that évent with the lowest
prevalence rate, transition from one adult houskhol two plus adult
household, is most frequently associated with pggvexits once it
actually takes place: as many as 80% of natives andnd 60% of
immigrants leave poverty when experiencing thisetyd demographic

change.

Figure 5 about here

8|f instead of the increase in the sum of positiemsfers we limit our attention to
increases in social benefits, the prevalence rataats to around 18% for both
groups (only slightly higher for immigrants).
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1.4.2. Poverty Exits, Multivariate Analysis

The goal of this section is to test whether, aftentrolling for socio-
demographic characteristics, there is a residualigrant disadvantage in
terms of likelihood of leaving poverty. In other s, it is examined
whether there is an evidence of immigrant-specifik of chronic
poverty. The multivariate model is based on disetighe logistic hazard
model. The dependent variable is poverty exit betwthe years1 andt,

i.e. the dependent variable assumes value 1 ifvarpoexit is observed
between years-1 andt, otherwise it is assigned a value of 0. Since
poverty is a household-level concept, some indegrneariables refer to
characteristics of the sample member; other vagablcapture
characteristics of other household members, wioileesothers reflect the
characteristics of the households as a whole. Twosions of the
multivariate model are employed here. The firstaiher static and only
includes independent variables that refer to yearThe second model
incorporates dummies for the events previouslytifled to be associated
with poverty exits and which took place betweenrgeal andt’. An
indicator for aforeign-bornperson tests for the immigrant-specific risk of
chronic poverty. In order to test to what extens thsk differs among

different immigrant ethnic groups an appropriatéegarical variable is

% The use of the event indicators in the multivaretalysis is among the most
controversial issues in the poverty dynamics rete&@ome research are
skeptical about this approach, primarily on theugids that it could lead to
problems associated with endogeneity (for an exaérntiscussion, see Jenkins,
2000). Also, the interpretation of some resuitthe model with the event
variables may be less than intuitive, primarily fese the effect of each state
variables is now split into direct effect (indiedtby the coefficient of the state
variable itself) and an indirect effect (as expeelss the coefficients of the event
variables associated with the state variable). Negkess, in the light of the
undeniable importance of the previously discussemifor poverty transitions,
some researchers believed that the benefits ofj tkaevent variables as
covariates exceed the potential threat of bias {®siet al, 2000; Van Leeuwen
and Pannekoek, 2002; Finnie and Sweetman, 2003 kel and Ratcliffe,
2005, Canto et al, 2007).
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used in a separate model, with the Swedish-botheaseference category.
The set of other independent variables in the fingtdel consists of
individual and household demographic charactesssach asiumber of
adults living in the househaldnarital status,number of children below
the age of 18ndsample person'sge at the beginning of the poverty
spell(and its squared terM) In order to capture the employment situation
within the household, the variablghare of employed adultsx the
household is included in the modEHucation levebf the sample member
is also controlled for, while the dummy fanother person with more than
high school living in the househatdntrols for possible positive effects of
education level on the household level. As in nsstilar studies done
previously, theduration of current poverty spei introduced as another
independent variable. If we want the regressiorffioients to reflect the
association of each variable with poverty exits édde equal”, it has to be
taken into account that not all the poor are eguatior. For this reason

the model also controls fpoverty gap'.

The results are given in the first two columns oéblE 1. Most
coefficients turn to be as expected. The numberhdéren is negatively
correlated with the likelihood of leaving povertydaso are the duration of
poverty spell and the poverty gap. Households withie than two adults
are most likely to leave povelfy The younger the person at the

lOAge and years since migration are not allowed ty @a the spell progresses,
but are set equal to their values at the statt@&pell. This is done to avoid
collinearities between these variables and duratependence explanatory
variables (spell length, age and YSM all increasstép by one year as time
progresses).

. . adjusted household income—poverty line
1 Poverty gap is here defined |a.o] i Y l

1 poverty line
In the majority of cases, the households with ntbaa two adults are the
households with adult children.

15



beginning of the poverty spell, the higher the litkeod of leaving
poverty. A higher education level (especially inmtmnation with living
with another person with more than high school) amilgher share of the
employed in the household are both positively agndificantly associated
with chances of escaping poverty. Gender and nhaste&tus are not
statistically significant. The analysis also regetilat there is indeed a
statistically significant immigrant-specific risk ohronic poverty: net of
other things, the odds of leaving poverty are adolin percent lower for
immigrants. In the second column, the immigrant chynis replaced with
a categorical variable representing natives arfdréifit immigrant groups.
While other coefficients are almost identical te #stimation reported in
the first column, the coefficients of the categakigariable confirm that,
as expected, the risk of immigrant-specific chromioverty varies
substantially across immigrant groups. Non-Nordld-Z5 and Chilean
immigrants are not disadvantaged relative to natimeterms of chances
of leaving poverty, while the disadvantage amongdidoand Iranian-
born immigrants is only of a modest extent. Therdegf disadvantage
for Polish and former Yugoslav immigrants is roygldqual to the
average for the whole immigrant population in Swedehereas other
immigrant groups are particularly affected by thskrof long-term

poverty. The single most disadvantaged group acg-lvorn immigrants.

Table 1 about here

The third model introduces event variables intorggression. The set of
new variables is very similar to that presentethim descriptive analysis
of events, but two important distinctions have ¢oemphasized. First, the
model allows for a possible simultaneous occurresficeeveral events
since this is less of a problem in a multivariatisg. Second, apart from

the demographic change, only those events aredamesi that reflect the

16



emergence of a new source of income in the houdel@r example,
increase in labor income as defined in the deseepsection is not
considered here, as it indicates an increase ionecfrom the already
existing income source. In brief, the events inetlich the model are 1)
employment gain of sample member, 2) employment ghiother
household member, 3) transition to two plus adwtdehold and 4)
beginning of social benefitsThree main conclusions emerge after
inspecting the results reported in the third coluofirfable 1. First, all
four events are positively and significantly asatai with higher chances
of leaving poverty. Second, some coefficients, saglthat for the number
of adults and, even more so, share of employed tsaduhange
substantially relative to the model without contfot events. This is
primarily because the coefficients in the firstwoh also capture the
likelihood of experiencing one of the events introed in the third
column. Third, the immigrant indicator is statislly significant, negative
and of the roughly same magnitude as in Model 4, the size of
immigrant disadvantage in terms of chances of feayoverty remains

practically the same as in the static model.

1.4.3. The Role of Immigrant-Specific Attributes

Apart from differencing by immigrant group, the brs@s presented so far
have not taken into account other immigrant-sped@ifiributes. The aim
of this section is therefore to shed light on thebaracteristics. As the
comparison with natives is not of primary interkeste, only the foreign-
born are included in the regression. What immigspecific attributes
will be looked at? A vast migration literature segts thatyears since
migrationis one of the key characteristics by which the igrants differ,
primarily because duration of stay is positivelyrretated with the

acquisition of country-specific skills. Neverthedesnigration literature
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has also shown that different arrival cohorts dithg their skills levels
even after controlling for duration of stay (Borje985), so that the
model also contains appropriatehort indicators Place of residence in
Sweden may also have some effect on the likelihobgoverty exit.
Namely, around two thirds of the foreign-born inéslen are concentrated
in the three largest counties (with seats in Stokkh Gothenburg and
Malmd, respectively), which is substantially highethan the
corresponding figure among natives. An indicaterifiomigrants living in
these areas with a high immigrant concentratidghus also included as an
explanatory variable. Finally, because of both dair@and indirect
advantages it may generate for the immigrants divinder the poverty
line, also included is an indicator ftiving with a Swedish-born aduit

the same househdfd

Table 2 about here

Results reported in Table 2 refer only to foreigmrb individuals in

Sweden and are obtained using a shorter time-$Eanin the previous
section. Yet, the findings are fairly similar to athcan be concluded by
observing the results in Table 1. This also retershe coefficients for

trigger variables, with the exception of transitiom a two plus adult

household as the effect of this event among immigrappears to be
somewhat weaker in comparison with the general fjagipn. As far as the
effect of newly introduced variables is concerriedan be summarized as
follows. Immigrants with a longer duration of stag more likely to leave
poverty, all else equal, but, rather than a resfuthe length of stay itself,
it appears to be the consequence of cohort diffteenThere is some

positive and significant, yet weak effect of living one of the three

3 This indicator does not refer to the immigranenly with their adult Swedish-
born children.
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counties with the largest immigrant concentratiord ahis only after
trigger events are controlled for. As expecisgteris paribusimmigrants
living with a Swedish-born adult are more likely lEave poverty. The
model also controls for the immigrants groups. Qusions with regard to
differences between these groups are largely simdawhat can be
concluded by observing the second column of Tabl€alconserve the

space, these coefficients are not reported.

1.5. Falling into Poverty

Crossing the poverty line does not always imphearanent escape from
poverty. Quite the contrary, as will be seen irs théction, the share of
those who fall back into poverty is not negligiblen the other hand, that
the chances of leaving povettyears after the start of the poverty spell
are higher than chances of falling back into pgvestears after escaping
it is almost a universal finding and this study go$10 exception with
respect to that, as can be seen in Figure 6. Beath# may, immigrants
are also disadvantaged in terms of likelihood ofegpty re-entry and this
difference is not marginal: more than a half of ilgrants will experience
poverty again within six years after leaving poyewhereas well above
one half of natives do not re-enter even after ytears following the

poverty exit.

Figure 6 about here

1.5.1. Events Associated with Poverty Entries

In terms of chances of falling below the povertyeli the trigger events
analyzed here can be viewed as “unfavorable copentts” of the events

observed in Section 1.5.1. They are classifiecbes:
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1) Employment lossvhich occurs if at least one person was emplayed

yeart-1 and spends the whole yadas non-employed.

2) Demographic changevhich occurseither if sample person makes a

transition to a one adult househaldif a new child enters a household.

3) Decrease in labor inconteetweert-1 andt, i.e. decrease, in real terms,

of the total household labor income;

4) Decrease in positive transfebgtweent-1 andt, i.e. decrease, in real

terms, of the sum of net transfers to the household

The restrictions are set in the same manner agdegrty exits. The first
two events are each conditional on other eventtaking place and a
decrease in income is only viewed as such if ndrteeofirst two events
occurs. It is also worth mentioning that, in thee@igh context between
1996 and 2007, yearly increases in income inequalére yet another
important factor throwing households under the bheelative poverty. In
particular, it was even possible for a family teaal a minor increase in
income, but to enter poverty in spite of that bseathe effect of the

growing inequality more than offset for the incre@sincome.

Figure 7 has some similarities with Figure 4. Assthe increase in work
and non-earned income were most commonly assocvatedobserved

poverty exits, it is the decrease in work income aonn-earned income
that are the most prevalent in poverty entriesoAjgst as in the previous
section, employment transition (i.e. employmens|os this case) is the
only event that is more prevalent among immigrdn&) among natives
who make poverty transition (i.e. enter povertyheTmost notable

difference in comparison with poverty exits is arenamportant role of
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demographic events for both native and immigrastthase can be linked
to between 20% and 30% of all poverty entries oleser That
demographic events are more important for povemtyies than poverty
exits is another result consistent with previouseaech (see Jenkins and
Rigg, 2001).

Figure 7 about here

Entry rates conditional on events taking placesafgstantially lower than
exit rates conditional on similar type of event,seen in Figure 8. This
comes as no surprise, having in mind that povantyies take place at a
considerably lower rate than poverty exits. Anottiiéierence to poverty
exits is that there is a more pronounced differén@ntry rates depending
on whether left-censored spells are also includedhe analysis. For
immigrants, demographic change has the highestitiomal transition

rate, closely followed by employment loss. In castr for natives, the
employment loss is more important than the demdgcaphange. Two

events that can be linked with the highest sharepmiferty entries,

decrease in labor income and decrease in posiéwvesfers, are also the
events with the lowest conditional transition raaesl this holds for both

natives and immigrants.

Figure 8 about here

1.5.2. Poverty Re-Entries, Multivariate Analysis

Both the survival analysis and the analysis ofggigevents suggest that
immigrants are clearly more likely to enter poveitan natives. To the
extent to which these can be compared, it appdaas itnmigrant

disadvantage is actually somewhat more pronounceenwooking at
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poverty entries than when observing poverty eXitsdetermine whether
this is really the case, the next step is to estabvhether there is residual
immigrant disadvantage in terms of chances ofrfglback into poverty if
the analysis is done in a multivariate setting. e Tinethodology is
identical to that employed in Section 1.4, and &l the variables that
refer to timet-1. Apart from the dependent variable (now it is poyee-
entry), the only distinction between the two modslsa different set of
event variables incorporated into the model. Thieciple used in Section
1.4 is applied here too, and an event is only cmed as such if a
previously available income source becomes unddaileor if a
demographic change takes place. There are nove¥ieet variables in the
multivariate model:1) employment loss of the sample member, 2)
employment loss of other household member who limethe same
household in both years t-1 and t, 3) transitiorote adult household, 4)
new child enters household and 5) termination @iaddenefits Results
are given in Table 3. There is an evidence of stedlly significant
immigrant-specific disadvantage in the context ovqrty re-entries, the
magnitude of which is not marginal: as can be seehe first column of
Table 3, there is a statistically significant resitimmigrant disadvantage
in terms of chances of falling back into povertye todds of falling back
into poverty are 28.5 percent higher for immigramsvertheless, when
looking at the disadvantage by immigrant groupse fthegree of
heterogeneity within immigrant population is subsite. The three most
disadvantaged groups are the immigrants originatiom Irag, Turkey
and Africa. Nordic immigrants are somewhat disateged, but at a level
below average, while there is no statistically gigant ethnic risk of
chronic poverty for non-Nordic EU-25 immigrants. Aomewhat
surprising result is that the former Yugoslavs iardact somewhat less
likely to re-enter poverty as compared to the Safediorn individuals.

The signs of other coefficients largely turn owd gxpected way.
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Table 3 about here

The results in the third column indicate that tleeuwsrence of four out of
five events greatly increase the likelihood of nteging poverty, while
the effect of termination of social benefits is @arably weaker, but still
statistically significant. While the coefficient§ most variables from
Model 1 change only marginally after the inclusioihevent variables,
there is a more notable change in coefficient tierémployment situation
in the household and an even bigger change in tedficents of
demographic variables. For instance, the disadgantaf one adult
households relative to two plus adult householdesrisubstantially,
relative to the model without the event variablBse immigrant-specific
risk of re-entering poverty is still significanttef the event variables are

controlled for, although it is slightly lower thamModel 1.

1.5.3. The Role of Immigrant-Specific Attributes

Just as in Section 1.4, a separate model was eéstntizat includes only
foreign-born individuals. Results are given in Teabt. As for the
immigrant-specific characteristics, several thingsnge with respect to
the results obtained for poverty exits. First df tle model suggests that
it is the duration of stay in Sweden rather thahoco effects that are
significantly associated with the likelihood of@atering poverty, and this
only after event indicators are introduced. Howewaren though the
effect is non-linear, the implication is still tisame as for poverty exits,
because the immigrants with longer duration of stagweden are less
likely to fall back into poverty. The advantageliefng with a Swedish-
born adult is also significant, but the size offiont indicates that the

effect is small. The immigrants living in one oktthree most populated
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counties are somewhat more likely to re-enter ggydaut this effect is

also rather small in magnitude.
Table 4 about here

Similar to the result for the general populatidhfige event variables are
statistically significant and four of them exerciggite a strong effect on
the likelihood of falling back into poverty (agaihg effect of termination
of social benefits is somewhat weaker). While thagnitudes of
coefficients are roughly similar to those obtaingden observing the
general population, it is also noteworthy that #anent that is most
strongly associated with re-entering poverty amamgigrants is the
entrance of new child into household, whereasHergeneral population

it is transition to one adult househ8ld

1.6. Robustness Analysis

The results presented in this study do not take astount the possibility
of unobserved heterogeneity. The simulation-basedceplures are
computationally very demanding and would be evemensm given the
sample size and the number of estimations presdntdflis chapter.
However, Meyer (1990) states that the bias that arége by omitting
unobserved heterogeneity is negligible if a sudfitly flexible

specification is adopted for the baseline hazatuddlwis the case with the
discrete-time model used in this study). On theeothand, some
researchers (Stevens, 1999, Jenkins and Rigg, 20849 noted that
looking at exits and entries separately may beuacsoof bias, as we fail

to take into account the possibility that, for arste, people who are more

Y This being two different samples, there is someettainty as to the extent to
which a comparison of the two coefficients can lzlen(Mood, 2010).
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at risk of having longer poverty spells are alsorentikely to re-enter
poverty relatively quickly, while the model only mools for duration of
the current non-poverty spell. In order to addtessissue, an additional
sample was constructed for each type of povertysitian. In the first
one, poverty exits are observed, but apart fromdtivation of the current
poverty spell also available is the information atbthe duration of the
non-poverty spell preceding the current povertyllsga the second
sample, the aim is exactly the opposite: to estntia¢ likelihood of re-
entering poverty by controlling for both the dueatiof the current non-
poverty spell and the duration of the previous piyepell. It is then
compared whether the coefficients of other covesiathange depending
on whether the information about previous spellsingluded in the
analysis. Results in Table Al in Appendix indictbat the length of
previous spells is a statistically significant potor of likelihood of
poverty transition and that it works in the expdctirection: the longer
the previous non-poverty spell, the higher the ckarof poverty exit; the
longer the previous poverty spell, the higher thabpbility of re-entering
poverty. But, very importantly, the coefficientsather covariates change
only marginally relative to the model without theeyious spells, which
suggests that possible bias due to neglecting mdbon of previous

spells is not a threat to the general conclusidnisi® study.
Another issue when looking at the robustness ofntlén findings is to
test whether these change when alternative measifrgsoverty or

household size are used. Several different scenaweoe considered:

1) Different age range (only spells starting betwege 24 and 64 are

considered);
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2) Different poverty line (50% of the median dispble household

income);

3) Stricter definition of poverty transition (onbonsidered as such if the
individual at risk of transition moves to an incomeleast 5% above or

below the poverty line);

4) Different equivalence scale (OECD-2: 1 + 0.5.3)0

All the changes that emerged when using one of dhernative

approaches were of a modest magnitude and of egatiture. To
illustrate, transition to one adult becomes morpdrtant and a new child
entering the household becomes less important gioedif poverty entry
when using the OECD-2 scale (both in the descepiivd the multivariate
setting), but this appears as a logical consequieadi@g in mind how the
two equivalence scales are constructed. More iraptyt none of the
main conclusions of the study is affected by ina@dg any of these

alternative approaches.

1.7. Conclusion

Using the register-based LINDA dataset, this stedgks to analyze
longitudinal patterns of relative poverty among tfareign-born in
Sweden. The descriptive analysis shows that immigratay longer in
poverty than natives, but also that, once out, falymore quickly back
into poverty. Moreover, the conditional transiticates of all the events
associated with poverty exits and poverty entries lass favorable for
immigrants than for natives. When looking at thetuakt poverty

transitions, employment gain and employment logsthe only events
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that are more prevalent among immigrants who dlesgoverty line than
among their native counterparts. The results ofntisdtivariate analysis
indicate that there is an immigrant-specific rislcloronic poverty, that is,
net of other things, the immigrants are less likielyleave poverty and,
once out, more likely to fall back into poverty. &'immigrant —specific
risk of chronic poverty decreases only slightlyeafihe trigger events are
introduced into the model. However, it turns ougtthhe degree of
immigrant disadvantage differs dramatically whea émalysis is done by
immigrant group. All else equal, years since migratare positively
correlated with the likelihood of leaving poverigs well as with the
likelihood of avoiding it. The results for poverits though suggest that
some cohort differences may be responsible for. thiging with a
Swedish-born adult is beneficial in the context pafverty dynamics.
Living in one of the three largest counties sligliticreases the chances of
leaving poverty, but it also makes a poverty reyeatlittle more likely.
The main conclusions of the chapter remain unagtebly the introduction

of alternative measures of poverty and poverty. line
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Tables and Figures (source: LINDA)
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Figure 3: Kaplan-Meier survivor functions,

poverty exits
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Figure 6: Kaplan-Meier survivor functions,
poverty re-entries
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Figure 8: Poverty entry rates conditional on event
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TABLE 1:
POVERTY EXITS, DISCRETETIME LOGISTICHAZARD MODEL

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
poverty exit
Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e.

Number of children ~ 0.825*** 0.007 0.828** 0.007 &D7** 0.006
Number of adults
(ref: one)
Two 0.951*  0.020 0.947*  0.020 1.094** @R4
Three or more 1.251** 0.035 1.250** 0.0351.385*** 0.040
Age at start of the  0.989*** 0.004 0.989** 0.004 0.988*** 0.004
spell
Age squared at start 1.005 0.005 1.004 0.005 1.016**  0.005
of the spell/100
Education level (ref:
less than HS)

High school 1.270** 0.023 1.265*** 0.023 1.265*** 0.023
More than HS 1.409** 0.028 1.408*** 0.028 .3B8*** 0.029
Missing 0.908 0.061 0.924 0.063 1.068 0.768

Other hshld member 1.070*** 0.028 1.074** 0.029 1.070** 0.029
with more than HS

Share of employed 2.356*** 0.061 2.344** 0.061 4.783*** 0.148
adults

Male 1.017 0.014 1.019 0.014 1.025* 0.014
Marital status 1.011 0.020 1.025 0.022 0.949**  0.02
Poverty gap 0.221*** 0.008 0.221** 0.008 0.168***0.006
Spell duration (ref:
one year)
Two years 0.699** (0.013 0.699** 0.013 0.7t1 0.013
Three years 0.543** 0.013 0.544** 0.013 66 0.014
Four years 0.497** 0.015 0.498** 0.015 O062* 0.017
Five years 0.459** 0.019 0.461*** 0.019 0A8* 0.021

Six or more 0.364*** 0.014 0.366*** 0.014 0.401*** 0.016
years

(continued on the next page)

38



TABLE 1 (CONTINUED):

Foreign-born
Immigrant group
(ref: Swedish-born)

Nordic

EU25 non-
Nordic

Chilean

Iraqi

Iranian

Polish

Turkish

Former Yugoslav

African

Other
Employment gain,
sample person
Employment gain,
other person
Transition to two
plus adult household
Beginning of social
benefits
Control for year

0.830***

YES

0.014

0.913*
1.022

0.039
0.073

0.087
0.035
0.050
0.071
0.045
0.032
0.037
0.023

1.093
0.607***
0.900*
0.851*
0.776**
0.868***
0.746***
0.799***

YES

0.826***

3.597***

2.790%+*

6.050***

1.481***

0.015

0.115

0.126

0.224

0.046

YES

Person-years
Persons

107,617
42,704

Note: *p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01; The coefficieatare reported as odds

ratios.
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TABLE 2:
POVERTY EXITS AMONG IMMIGRANTS
DISCRETETIME LOGISTICHAZARD MODEL

Dependent variable: poverty exit Model 1 Model 2
Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e.
Number of children 0.812** (0.006 0.802*** 0.006
Number of adults (ref: one)
Two 0.962* 0.021 1.071*** 0.025
Three or more 1.339*** 0.035 1.412*** 0.038
Age at start of the spell 1.013** 0.004 1.008* 040

Age squared at start of the 0.975*** 0.005 0.991* 0.005
spell/100

Education level (ref: less than

HS)
High school 1.120** 0.020 1.100 0.020
*k%
More than HS 1.293*** 0.027 1.244** 0.026
Missing 0.879*** 0.040 0.946 0.044

Other household member with  1.051**  0.024 1.039 0.024
more than HS

Share of employed adults 2.264** 0.061 3.995** .1p4
Male 0.977 0.015 0.973* 0.015
Marital status 0.908** 0.017 0.866*** 0.017
Poverty gap 0.167** 0.007 0.134***
Spell duration (ref: one year)
Two years 0.770** 0.015 0.784** 0.015
Three years 0.637*** 0.016 0.661** 0.017
Four years 0.555*** 0.019 0.583*** 0.020
Five years 0.532*** 0.024 0.569*** 0.026
Six or more years 0.409*** 0.023 0.445*** (@B

(continued on the next page)
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED)

YSM at the start of the spell 0.999 0.004 1.003 08.0
YSM squared at the start of the 0.998 0.007 0.991 0.007
spell/100
Pre-1980 cohort (ref.)
1980-1990 cohort 0.907** 0.030 0.917* 0.031
Post-1990 cohort 0.799** 0.039 0.820*** 0.041

Lives with Swedish-born partner  1.174** 0.034 12¥% 0.035
Stockholm/Gothenburg/Malmo 1.023 0.016 1.033* (@.01

Employment gain, sample person 3.327** 0.103
Employment loss, other person 2.782** 0.100
Transition to two plus adult 3.083*** 0.117
household

Beginning of social benefits 1.397** 0.049
Control for immigrant group YES YES
Control for year YES YES
Person-years 101,676

Persons 37,785

Note: *p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01; The coefficientare reported as odds
ratios. Coefficients for immigrant groups are reqpiarted for the sake of space.
The general pattern is similar to that in Table 1.
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TABLE 3:
POVERTY RE-ENTRIES, DISCRETETIME LOGISTICHAZARD MODEL

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
poverty entry
Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e.

Number of children  1.062** 0.010 1.059*** 0.010 1B8** 0.010
Number of adults
(ref: one)

Two 0.960* 0.021 0.969 0.022 0.637*0.016
Three or more 0.940**  0.024 0.944*  0.025 5&8** 0.017
Age at start of the  0.999 0.004 0.998 0.005 1.009* 0.005

spell

Age squared at start 0.997 0.005 0.998 0.005 1.009* 0.005
of the spell/100

Education level (ref:

less than HS)

High school 0.778*** 0.015 0.788** 0.016 &L6** 0.016
More than HS 0.757*** 0.017 0.762** 0.018 .827** 0.019
Missing 0.999 0.025 0.988 0.072 0.960 0.073

Other hshld member 0.999 0.025 0.991 0.025 0.959 0.025
with more than HS

Share of employed 0.401** 0.014 0.403*** 0.015 0.315*** 0.012
adults

Male 1.075** 0.017 1.073** 0.016 1.089*** 0.017
Married 0.882** 0.019 0.881** 0.019 1.042* 0.024
Poverty gap 0.305*** 0.012 0.305** 0.012 0.283**0.012
Spell duration (ref:
one year)
Two years 0.645** (0.014 0.647** 0.014 0.642 0.013
Three years 0.466*** 0.012 0.467*** 0.012 64 0.012
Four years 0.407** 0.012 0.409** 0.012 o0xt* 0.013
Five years 0.326** (0.012 0.328*** 0.012 033* 0.012

Six or more 0.234** (0.007 0.236*** 0.007 0.245*** 0.008
years

(continued on the next page)
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TABLE 3 (CONTINUED)

Foreign-born 1.285** 0.023 1.220** 0.023
Immigrant group
(ref: Swedish-born)

Nordic 1.154**  0.053

EU25 non- 1.105 0.082
Nordic

Chilean 1.301** 0.100

Iraqi 1.610*** 0.095

Iranian 1.353*** 0.076

Polish 1.324** 0.106

Turkish 1.603*** 0.090

Former Yugoslav 0.924**  0.036

African 1.626*** 0.080

Other 1.401** 0.042
Employment loss, 5.430*** 0.179
sample person
Employment loss, 3.582** 0.197
other person
Transition to one 6.821** (0.225
adult household
New child enters 3.747** 0.105
household
Termination of 1.309*** 0.042
social benefits
Control for year YES YES YES
Person-years 242,837
Persons 43,250

Note: *p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01; The coefficientare reported as odds
ratios.
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TABLE 4:
POVERTY RE-ENTRIES AMONGIMMIGRANTS,
DISCRETETIME LOGISTICHAZARD MODEL

Dependent variable: poverty entry

Model 1
s.e. Coeff.

Model 2

Coeff. s.e.

Number of children
Number of adults (ref: one)
Two
Three or more
Age at start of the spell
Age squared at start of the spell/100
Education level (ref: less than HS)
High school
More than HS
Missing

Other hshld member with more than HS  0.902***

Share of employed adults

1.060** 0.008 1.123*** 0.009

0.856***
0.708***
0.963***

1.039%**

0.020 0.654***

0.018 0.567*** 0.015

0.005 0.966***0.005
®3.001.042**  0.006

0.016

0.831*** 0.015 0.849***
0.803*** 0.017 0.851***
1.139*** 0.050 1.155***
0.020.892***

0.016
0.019
0.053
0.021

0.407** 0.013 0.309*** .000

Male 1.105** 0.017 1.074** 0.017
Marital status 1.114** 0.023 1.169*** 0.025
Poverty gap 0.170*** 0.008 0.159*** 0.008
Spell duration (ref: one year)
Two years 0.641** 0.013 0.643** 0.013
Three years 0.485** (0.013 0.492** 0.013
Four years 0.413*+* 0.013 0.431*** 0.014
Five years 0.325*** (0.013 0.340** 0.014
Six or more years 0.281** 0.012 0.304*** QOB

(continued on the next page)
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TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

YSM at the start of the spell 1.001 0.004 1.011**6.004
YSM squared at the start of the spell/100 0.981* .008 0.965*** 0.009
Pre-1980 cohort (ref.)

1980-1990 cohort 0.963 0.035 0.989 0.004
Post-1990 cohort 0.967 0.049 1.022 0.054
Lives with Swedish-born partner 0.938* 0.026 0.943 0.027
Stockholm/Gothenburg/Malmo 1.042*+* 0.017 1.039** .0Q7
Employment loss, sample person 4.609*** 0.143
Employment loss, other household 2.694** 0.102
member
Transition to one adult household 4.362** 0.157
New child enters household 5.452** (0.153
Termination of social benefits 1.271** 0.044
Control for immigrant group YES YES
Control for year YES YES
Person-years 170,724
Persons 41,465

Note: *p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01; The coefficientare reported as odds
ratios. Coefficients for immigrant groups are rexart for the sake of space. The
general pattern is very similar to that in Table 3.
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Appendix

TABLE Al:

POVERTY TRANSITIONS, DISCRETETIME LOGISTICHAZARD MODEL,
WITH AND WITHOUT CONTROLLING FOR THEPREVIOUS (NON-) POVERTY

SPELL

Poverty exits Poverty re-entries

Modell Model2 Modell Model?2
Number of children 0.819** 0.816** 1.053*** 1.052*
Number of adults (ref: one)
Two 0.956 0.950 0.932***  (0.933***
Three or more 1.339** 1.323** (.943* 0.984
Age at start of the spell 0.997 1.003 1.002 0.999
Age squared at start of the 0.994 0.987 0.992 0.995
spell/100
Education level (ref: less than
HS)
High school 1.190** 1.197** 0.785** 0.79%*
More than HS 1.455** 1.468** 0.763** 0.7IF**
Missing 0.858 0.858 1.034 1.043
Other hshld member with more 0.994 0.998 1.040 1.043
than HS
Share of employed adults 2.340*%** 2.356*** (0.393** 0.396***
Male 1.002 1.001 1.067** 1.067***
Married 1.003 1.002 0.866***  (0.859***
Poverty gap 0.212** 0.210** 0.308*** 0.309***
Spell duration (ref: one year)
Two years 0.773** 0.761** 0.647** (0.653***
Three years 0.626*** 0.610*** 0.472** 0.486*
Four years 0.569*** (0.549** (0.412** (0.423*
Five years 0.504**  0.480*** 0.337*** (0.349*
Six or more years 0.463*** 0.433*** (.242*** 0.255***

(continued on the next page)
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TABLE Al (CONTINUED)

Foreign-born 0.861*** 0.862*** 1.271** 1.260***
Previous poverty spell (ref: one
year)
Two years 1.092%**
Three years 1.156%+*
Four years 1.254%**
Five or more years 1.405***
Previous non-poverty spell (ref:
one year)
Two years 1.111%**
Three years 1.235%**
Four years 1.237%**
Five or more years 1.249%**
Control for year YES YES YES YES
Person-years 41,723 41,723 171,401 171,401
Persons 16,757 16,757 35,464 35,464

Note: *p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01; The coefficientare reported as odds
ratios. Standard errors not reported.
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2. Occupational Trajectories and
Occupational Cost among Senegalese
Immigrants in Europe *°

2.1. Introduction

After decades of empirical migration research,as lbecome clear that
migration decision-making process is affected bycamplex and
heterogeneous set of determinants. But, most nograesearchers will
agree that desire to maximize one’s economic weitkdp is one of the
principal factors influencing the decision to migsaand some will
advocate the view that it is the single most imgatrfactor. However, the
empirical findings suggest that a large portionimfigrants endure a
significant degree of economic hardship and vuloiéta in their
respective destination countries. While more oftean not immigrants’
absolute income rises as a result of migration,ymermigrants do not
seem to feel less deprived than they were in th@gin country. As this
chapter deals primarily with experiences of Seresgalimmigrants to
Europe, it may be appropriate at this point to noena study by Marfaing
(2003), which reveals that a significant share ehefjalese immigrants
residing in Germany would not choose to migrat&etwope again, nor

would they advise the others to do so. Also, tha daed in this chapter

15 The MAFE European project receives the supporhef$eventh Framework
programme for Research of the European Commissiwh & the Agence
Francaise de Développement (AFD). | am grateflM&FE collaborators at the
Institut National d’Etudes Démographiques (INED)dabniversitat Pompeu
Fabra (UPF) for helping me to become familiar vitte dataset. Special thanks
go Pau Baizan, Amparo Gonzalez-Ferrer, Cora Mezged Andonirina
Rakotonarivo for their detailed reviews of the igginversion of the chapter. | also
benefited from the feedback | received at the Th&&minar at the Universitat
Pompeu Fabra (May 2011) and at the MAFE Meetin@ancelona (November
2011).
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suggest that the subjective poverty among immigranhigher in the first
several years in the destination country than m ldst year prior to
migration: for example, while 27.22% of immigrameported that they
were at least partly economically deprived in tlast|year prior to
migration to Europe, 34.93% felt the same in th&t fyear after the arrival

to Europe.

That immigrants earn less than the natives withlaincharacteristics is
almost common knowledge. However, if the native-ignant wage gap
is decomposed into component parts, it turns owt timmigrant
disadvantage in occupational attainment is clesudye important source
of the wage gap than is the direct wage discrinonatConstant and
Massey (2005) look at mechanisms of native-immigraarnings
differentials in Germany and they find that theklad country-specific
skills and labor market segmentation are the psgmeauses of the
primary causes of these differences, since theyentla& access to good
jobs more difficult for immigrants. On the other nda once the
occupational index was controlled for in this stuthere was very little
evidence of direct wage discrimination in the pssceof earnings
attainment. Similarly, Brodmann and Polavieja (20fitd that native-
immigrant wage gap in Denmark decreases by abdutlfaonce they
control for class. As the difficulties the immigtanencounter in the
process of occupational attainment seem to be ¢lgefdctor responsible
for native-immigrant gaps in terms of standardiwhf, and given that
African immigrants are one of the most disadvardag®ups in Europe’s
labor markets, the goal of this study is to coni#b to a better
understanding of mechanisms of immigrant occupatiorajectories by
looking at experiences of Senegalese immigrant§rance, Italy and
Spain. Unless indicated otherwise, these threetdeamwill be commonly

referred to as Europe throughout the rest of tlagpie.
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A common finding of previous similar studies is seecalled “U-shaped
pattern” of occupational mobility among immigrantore precisely, just
after the landing in the destination country, thgidal immigrant
experiences some decline in occupational statusieMer it is expected
that, with longer duration of stay in the destioafimost immigrants will
improve their occupational status somewhat reldbwvieir first job in the
destination. The U-shaped pattern has been fountlimerous studies
carried out in different receiving countries: see&h (1999) for Canada,
Bauer and Zimmermann (1999) for Germany, Chiswiade and Miller
(2005) for Australia, Redstone Akresh (2006) foe tHSA, Rooth and
Ekberg (2006) for Sweden, Simén, Ramos and San(g61il) for Spain.
Most explanations of U-shaped pattern of immigrattcupational
trajectories are centered around the concept ohtopgpecific skills:
upon arrival, immigrants’ language skills are ldssn perfect, while their
knowledge of the labor market and access to infabomare more limited
than among the natives. It is important to noté the education acquired
in destination country is also considered a couspscific skill and the
empirical findings suggest that it is valued moretbe labor market as
compared to education acquired in the country d@ir(see Friedberg,
2000). However, apart from the country-specifidlsksome other factors
may also facilitate or slow down the process of igrant occupational
mobility. For example, immigrants may be particlylaaffected by the
degree of segmentation of the labor market in #stigation country (see
Piore, 1979). Furthermore, many immigrants (a langgority in the
sample presented here) are required to obtain proagate work permit
to access the labor market, which is seldom an &egy Also, education
credentials acquired abroad may not be recogniastitutionally in the
destination country and the practice of some odiosa may require a
license specific to the destination country (itoraeys, medical doctors,

dentists). The subsequent upward mobility that picl immigrant

51



experiences is undoubtedly associated with the vamof the same
obstacles that were responsible for the initidl f@loccupational status.
The immigrants improve their language skills, tieywe easier access to
labor market-related information and many acqudtditeoonal education in
the country of destination. Additionally, the legsthtus of immigrants
improves with duration of stay so that the institoél factors become less
of an obstacle too. Better jobs thus become mocesaible than they

were just after leaving the home country.

Of course, the pattern described above is thah@&varage immigrant. In
reality, however, not all immigrants experience daard mobility upon
the arrival. Among those who do, some experiencé/ @ minor
occupational downgrading, while others will expade a more severe fall
in the job score. It has been documented that iespecially more
educated immigrants that are characterized by adegree of human
capital transferability, i.e. they tend to expecera particularly deep fall
in the occupational status. In contrast, they algb experience the fastest
upward mobility, partly because it is more profiealfor them than for
other immigrants to invest in additional human tapin destination
(Duleep and Regets, 1997). Besides, different imamggroups are faced
with different contexts of reception (Portes anddga, 1989) and this is
also reflected in their treatment in the labor mearia general and the
degree of skills transferability in particular. Simet al. (2011) study of
Spain shows that the immigrants from developed wmm will
experience a “shallower U” as compared to the imamts from

developing countries.
The rest of the chapter is organized as followsinMasearch goals and

hypotheses are presented in Section 2.2. The aBeaifon 2.3 is to make

the reader more familiar with the social contextSghegalese migration
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to Europe. Section 2.4 describes the dataset dsawdhe measures of
occupational attainment, while descriptive statston post-migration
occupational trajectories of Senegalese migranigesented in Section
2.5. Section 2.6 features a multivariate analysfs oocupational

attainment, while the results of discrete-time wsial of occupational
mobility are presented in Section 2.7. The analijssh moves on to the
estimation of occupational cost of migration fromnggal to Europe in

Section 2.8. Concluding remarks are presenteddtidde2.9.

2.2. Research Goals and Hypotheses

The trajectory around which the empirical analysii unfold in this

chapter is determined by three main research qumsstihe first question
deals with the analysis of factors that affect kxeel of occupational
attainment in the destination country. The speddature of this study is
the fact that both documented and undocumentedgnamis are included
in the analysis and that we can actually distinglistween them by their
legal status in the labor market. Appropriate delac models are
employed to control for a possible bias due toct®le into employment
among immigrants. The second goal is to disentatiyte patterns of
upward and downward occupational mobility by appdyiappropriate
discrete-time multinomial logit techniques. Finallthe last research
question is whether there is an occupational cest@ated with the act of
migration. This is where an attempt is made torektthe reach of similar
previous research. While to the best of my knowdegdgevious studies
only attempted to estimate short-term occupatiaost of migration by
comparing the last job in origin with the first jab destination, the aim
here is to estimate occupational cost as a fundfaduration of stay in
Europe. To achieve this goal occupational trajéesoof non-migrants in

Senegal are also included in the analysis.
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Based on the theoretical models and empirical migslin similar studies
so far and taking into account the extent of tifermation available in
MAFE dataset, a number of hypotheses can be prdpose tested in this
chapter. First, since theoretical principle thatsh U-shaped occupational
pattern also apply to Senegalese immigrants in f&yrid is expected that
the average occupational status in this group énfitst year after the
arrival will be lower than that in the last yeaigorto leaving country of
origin. Gradual improvement of the occupationalustas expected to take
place with duration of stay in Europe. The secogpothesis relies on
Friedberg’s findings on transferability of skilladpredicts that education
acquired in the destination country (or elsewher&iirope) will have a
stronger effect on upward mobility and occupatiomdfainment as
compared to education obtained in Senegal (or élemwin Africa). The
third hypothesis focuses on the legal status ofigremts in the labor
market and states that, due to a limited accegheoabor market in
general, and to good jobs in particular, the undwmted migrants will be
disadvantaged in terms of occupational attainmémt.the other hand,

obtaining work permit is expected to increase ckaraf upward mobility.

When looking at similar research done previouslye anay have an
impression that this study looks at occupationabifitg of immigrants

from a somewhat reversed angle. While most otheliest analyze several
immigrant groups in a single destination countryite the opposite is
done in this chapter, since it deals with occupeicrajectories of a
single immigrant group in three different destioaticountries. It is thus
very likely that some readers would expect sepaaatdyses for each
destination country. However, the main limitatiof the study is a
relatively small sample size, which impedes samipteakdown by

education level or destination countries (which andy controlled for
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with country dummies). Nevertheless, the compartsairee destination
countries is not the principal goal of the studystéad, the theoretical
coordinates of the analysis are centered aroundegt® such as limited
transferability of skills and post-migration acqties of skills specific to

destination country, both of which apply to Senegalimmigrants in all
European countries. As for sample breakdowns bgrathtegories, it was
possible to perform separate estimates by gendenwidboking at the

descriptive statistics of occupational trajectariegferences that emerge
after separate estimates by gender are also bieftynented on in the

section on occupational cost of migration.

2.3. Social Context of Senegalese Emigration

The migrations from Sub-Saharan to Europe have logethe rise in
recent decades and chances are this trend wilincentWhen explaining
the recent growth in the migrations out of Afriedgtton and Williamson
(2001) claim that “rapid growth in the cohort ofum potential migrants,
population pressure on the resource base, andggoaomic performance
are the main forces driving African emigration”. éan be seen in Figure
1, according to the projections by the United Nai&opulation Division,
the population increase on the African continenteipected to be
substantial, especially in the Sub-Saharan Afrighere population will
increase by 50% between 2010 and 2030, while going to double
between 2010 and 2050. The projections about ptpaléncrease for
Senegal are practically the same as those for tiwewof Sub-Saharan
Africa. It goes without saying that population iease is expected to go
hand in hand with the increase in migratory presduom this region.
Demographic forecasts in combination with bleakneeoic prospects for

the region prompt Hatton and Williamson to conclulkeir 2001 paper

55



stating that “indeed, there is an excellent chaheae by 2025 Africa will
record far greater mass migrations than did nimeteeentury Europe”.
While the ongoing population increase can argudi#yconsidered a
common feature of Sub-Saharan countries, thesdraesiolearly differ in
terms of most other socio-economic parameters. Z6@0 Human
Development Report published by the United Natidsvelopment
Programme (UNDP) contains a set of indicators thay serve as good
instruments for a better understanding of socigientc circumstances
under which around 14 million Senegalese live,datalso useful for the
sake of comparison with other Sub-Saharan count8esegal’'s Human
Development Indicator (HDI) is slightly higher thaimat of the whole
region. Life expectancy in Senegal is four yeaghér than the regional
average, but with the mean of only 3.5 years ofoslihg Senegal is
placed below the Sub-Saharan average in terms aotaddn. The
country’s income-based HDI (measured by GNI-PPHuss below the
regional average. Senegal can be considered avedyastable country
with only some low-intensity conflicts in the soeth part of the country.
At the same time, it is also a country with botlorag emigration tradition
and a high current rate of emigration. Ratha aniegh&h(2007) estimate
the figure of the Senegalese living abroad in 280%round 463,000.
Around 46% of Senegalese expatriates lived in Ejyreghile more than
40% lived in other African countries (cited in Gesd 2007). Among the
former, most of them lived in the countries studiedhis chapter: France
(73,500 Senegalese-born in 2007, INSEE), ltaly 0@, Senegalese
nationals in 2009, ISTAT) and Spain (60,000 Seregmborn in 2009,
INE)*®. While the size of Senegalese-born population hiesé¢ three
countries seems to be very similar, the timing tredroots of migration

movements to each of three destinations are faiiffierent. The link

'8 French and Italian figures only include documentegrants, while Spanish
data also include undocumented Senegalese.
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between Senegal and France emerged as a resit oblbnial past and a
strong French influence on Senegalese administratimd education
systems. Actually, the migration of the SenegatesErance is a typical
example of what Massey et al. (1993) label “idemalylinks”, when
explaining the mechanisms of international migradio Therefore, a
comparison can be made with Indian or Pakistaninsonity in Britain,
Indonesian immigrants in the Netherlands or Maghdpulation in
France. These ideological and cultural links causednterrupted
migration movements towards the former colonial powlso after the
independence of Senegal. In contrast, migratoryemants to two other
destination countries under study in this chaptegan more recently.
Italy became an attractive destination during tf90E when many
Senegalese looked for work in tourism and industrynorthern Italy.
Several years later, at the turn of the centurjgodademand in
construction and agricultural sector made Spaioular destination for

the Senegalese immigrants (Gerdes, 2007).

While the three destination countries differ subsgdly in terms of their
immigration tradition and the origin of the immigtapopulation, they
also share some important common features, as sfahe immigrant
integration into the labor market is concerned.nBedi, Garrido and
Miyar (2011) and Fullin and Reyneri (2011) found their studies of
Spain and lItaly, respectively, that even after alig for observable
characteristics, immigrants are strongly and pensily disadvantaged as
far as the access to skilled occupations is coecerio the best of my
knowledge, no study of occupational attainment aite foreign-born
in France has been made available, but OECD (20@gert identifies
French labor market as not particularly welcominderms of the access
to employment for recent immigrants. The threeidasbn countries are

also similar in terms of skill level of immigranbpulation since the share
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of the low skilled in the total immigrant populati@f each country is
among the highest in EU-25 countries (from 36.3%pain to 44.9% in
France), only to be compared with that in Greea# Rortugal (OECD,
2010). All three countries are also characterizgd belatively high share
of the foreign-born in the low skilled labor forc@ne can also see a
significant degree of overlap when looking at sedtdreakdown of
immigrant employment in France, Italy and Spain QDE 2008b).
Specifically, in all three countries the immigranvorkers are
overrepresented in construction, catering and h@mageng sectors. Also,
the immigrant share of employment is especiallyhhig Spanish

agriculture sector as well as in Italian mining amahufacturing sector.

2.4. Data, Measurement

MAFE, an acronym for “Migrations between Africa aBdirope”, is a
project which brings together six European ande#&ican universities
with the aim to explain the mechanisms of migradi@ut of Africa as
well as to shed light on socio-economic standing noigrants in
destination countries. The data used in this chaptem from the
“Senegalese sample” of MAFE. The dataset captuiéscdurse
trajectories of Senegalese immigrants to Frana$; #nd Spain, but also,
very importantly, those of non-migrants and migsamho had returned to
Senegal before 2008. Around 600 immigrants from e§ah were
interviewed in France, Italy and Spain, while a@B80 non-migrants
and 70 return migrants were interviewed in theaegif Dakar. European
labor market history of the return migrants intewvéd in Senegal is also

included in the descriptive and multivariate anetys

The data in MAFE refer to immigrants’ experienaeslifferent countries.

Therefore, in order to make comparisons of occopati status across
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countries it is necessary to use an internatior@@yparable scale. In this
study the occupational status will be measurechbylriternational Socio-
Economic Index (henceforth referred to as ISEl)iciwiwas developed by
Ganzeboom and Treiman (1996). ISEI is not to béusmd with measure
of occupational prestige, such as SIOPS, which measure based on
popular evaluation of occupations. On the otherdhalSElI ranks
occupations by averaging status characteristigetoholders, most often
their education and earnings, and can thereforaurmerstood as an
indicator of the cultural and economic resources tire typical of the
holders of a certain occupation. The basis for IS#Es ISCO-88
occupational classification, adopted by the Intéomal Labor
Organization (ILO). More precisely, each ISCO-8&gational code is
assigned an ISEI index on the metric scale betvi®eand 90. However,
the ILO has recently adopted a revised occupatidaakification, ISCO-
08, which also prompted development of a revisecupational status
scale, ISEI-08. The more recent version of ISElsstructed using a new
database, which is cross-nationally more diverse tthe database used
for the earlier version of ISEI. Also, while preuily only men’s earnings
were used to construct ISEI indices, the more itegersion is based on
data on both men and women. It was believed tleaintre recent version
of ISEI is more appropriate, and will therefore used in this study. In
line with the approach used in similar literatus#,changes in job scores
will be expressed as absolute differences ratlaer fiercentages. It should
also be pointed out that a somewhat generous tiefimf occupational
mobility is applied in the analysis: any positivieaage in ISEI, even if
only by one point, is considered upward occupatiomability, while any

negative change between two periods is considepgahward mobility.

" The use of new scale in this study has been piedrtity its author, Harry
Ganzeboom. For details on how the new scale isectla the earlier one see the
author’s website: http://www.harryganzeboom.nl/@&ndex.htm
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All analyses reported in the chapter refer to thene€galese-born

immigrants between 25 and 65 years of age atitie a@f the survey.

2.5. Descriptive Statistics

This section seeks to answer whether there is lhcd)-shaped pattern
of occupational attainment among Senegalese inpeuand, if yes, how
deep it is. The depth of the U-shaped pattern peeted to be affected by
two major factors, each working in the oppositeedions. The
transferability of skills varies greatly among tihhemigrants groups since
their respective origin countries are characterizgdiifferent degrees of
similarity with destination country in terms of tule, language, labor
market structure or educational system. In gené@kever, immigrants
from developed countries have a flatter U than igramts from
developing countries and we can thus expect tfratak immigrants will
be penalized more on European labor markets asam@ahpo immigrants
from more developed regions of the world. So, imm& of the
transferability of skills, one should expect then&galese immigrants to
have a deep U-curve. On the other hand, a signtfislaare of Senegalese
immigrants was employed in elementary and otherdtatus occupations
prior to migration (see Table 3). This fact is ectpd to flatten the U-
curve for the simple reason that it is very likétat any job they find in

Europe will score the same or higher as measurd8bly

Figure 1 shows average level of occupational sta¢fisre migration and
at several points after landing in Europe. As etgaidhere is a U-shaped
pattern for the Senegalese in Europe too: whileigremts’ occupational
status drops just after the arrival (by slightlysdethan 7 points on

average), it gradually improves with duration afidence. Nevertheless,
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even after 10 years of stay it is on average laWan it was in the last

year before the migration.

Figure 1 about here

The predictions of the average occupational attamintbefore and after
migration have been fulfilled, as the figure abehews. But, the figures
presented above are averages and mask substaat@&iodeneity in
immigrants’ experiences in the process of integratihto European labor
markets. Table 1 reveals that only around a hallfinofiigrants experience
a drop in occupational status as a result of mowngurope, while the
occupational status of every fourth immigrant alyuancreases.
Differences between men and women in terms of thange of
occupational status after the migration to Europensto be of a rather

modest magnitude.

Table 1 about here

When making a comparison of immigrants’ occupatiatiinment in the
first year in Europe with that in the subsequerargetwo trends become
evident, as can be seen in Table 2. First, in spftethe gradual
improvement of average ISEI scores with duratiorstaly in Europe, a
significant share of African immigrants seem notb® able to move
upward from their initial post-migration positionRelative to the first
post-migration job, only slightly more than a geartof immigrants
experience upward mobility by the end of the fiffear in Europe.
Second, Senegalese women are less likely to experisome upward
mobility in the first five years of stay in Euro@es only 15.63 percent

manage to do so.
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Table 2 about here

Table 3 presents a distribution of occupationa¢gaties in the last year
prior to migration as well as in the first yearfnrope®. The occupational
categories are defined according to ISCO classibioa but a separate
single category is added for the inactive and ureyepl. It is noteworthy
that, with the exception of four immigrants who ked as managers prior
to migration, all other occupational categoriesidate a relatively high
rate of transition to elementary occupations in fingt years after the
migration: almost twice as many immigrants were leygd in

elementary occupations in the first year in thetidason country as
compared to the last year in the home country. Thigndoubtedly an
important source of the average decline in occapati status after

migration.

Table 3 about here

2.6. Post-Migration Occupational Attainment

Previous research has shown that the first ocaupatiter arrival in the
destination country is the single most importantedeinant of the
subsequent occupational trajectories among migrésge McAllister,
1995). Therefore, in order to gain a better undeding of the process of
occupational attainment among the Senegalese ibpEuit is believed to
be necessary to perform adequate analyses of lmfirét occupation and
the current occupation in Europe. Dependent vaidbl ISEI index,
whereas independent variables can be classifiedsiteral groups. First,
a set of standard socio-demographic characterisidscluded. These

variables, such agender age (andage squaredandeducation levehre

'8 The totals represent absolute numbers, while tinebers in the inner cells of
the table are expressed in percentage terms.
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considered important predictors of occupationaiathent for natives as
well. Education level is measured on a continuaagesfrom 0 to 20 and
details on what each value on the scale standsaiorbe found in Table
Al in Appendix. Whether the respondent has acqus@tie European
education credentials in order to attain the reggbeducation level is
indicated by a separate variabjears of education in Européelhe
variable network controls for the possible effect of personal neksdn
the process of occupational attainment and is eqoabne if the
respondent has another immigrant friend livinghie same country at the
time of the survey. Legal status in the labor maikeindicated by a
dummy for an immigrant without a valid work permitinally, a set of
variables is constructed using information on lalmarket history of the
Senegalese immigrant®Vorked in Africaindicates whether having at
least some pre-migration work experience affectseat job score and, if
yes, in what way. The role of duration of stay he tdestination is
famously associated with the research on immigraftor market
integration, but some researchers, such as Hustad €001), asserted
that the length of labor market attachment in tastidation also matters
in this context. This is why the variablgears spent inactive or
unemployed in Europis also introduced into the model: it measures how
many years after migration the immigrant spent afuthe labor market
and out of education, conditional on being oldemtii5. Apart from the
variables mentioned above, which are included ith lmoodels,duration
of stay in Europ€ and ISEI score at the first job in Europare also

included in the analysis of the current job s€brall observations in the

19 puration of stay is calculated as years sincditeemigration to Europe

(YSM) subtracted by the number of years the responspent outside Europe
since the first migration. For most respondenthiésample, the values of YSM
and duration of stay in Europe are the same.

% Due to collinearity, duration of stay cannot belied when analyzing the first
occupation after migration: the value of the vde@ab equal to the sum of
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first regression refer to the first year of respemd’ labor market
experience in Europe, so that additional controls time period, i.e.
decade dummies, are introduced into Model 1. Inséend regression,
all observations refer to the year 2008. Obvioushkyeral explanatory
variables are based on experiences of immigrantseérwhole European
continent rather than only in the current countfy residence. But,
including two variables at the same time, one ofictvhreflects
immigrants’ experiences in whole Europe, while titleer only refers to
his or her experiences in the current country sidence would inevitably
lead to collinearity problems. Therefore, a choi@s made to keep only
the first variable in the model as it is assumed ¢hSenegalese immigrant
who arrives to some European country after havpgnssome years in
another European country has some advantages/eetatian immigrant
coming directly from Senegal. Why should we belighiat this is the
case? First, immigrants residing in other Europsamtries should have
easier access to information, all else equal. SEawhile employers may
discriminate against work experience and educateceived abroad, the
level of discrimination varies significantly witkegard to part of the world
in which the experience was received (see Friedb20g0). In other
words, most European employers will place more evabn work
experience and education acquired in another Earopsountry as
compared to those acquired in Senegal or elsewhehrica. Table A2
in Appendix reports mean values of selected vagmbf the sample used
to analyze the occupational status at the time haf survey. The
characteristics of the sample of the employed Saaeg at time of survey
are presented in Table Al in Appendix. Unsurprisinghe sample is
male-dominated. Education inequality seems to lgb lis compared to

that of native population in destination countrihe share of immigrants

education years spent in Europe and years spesthiean the labor market in
Europe.
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with no schooling at is almost the same as theesbiaimmigrants with at

least some post-secondary education. However, theeigh the education
in Europe is hypothesized to be one of the keystoothe process of post-
migration occupation attainment, only 13% of themgke members

received at least some education in Europe. Ambioget who do, the
mean value of years of education in Europe is Bh& average duration
of stay in Europe among respondents was arounceafsyat the time of
the survey. Around three quarters of the sample lmeesnreport to have
had some pre-migration work experience, whereasitbeage number of
years inactive or unemployed in Europe is 0.83 g/€Bne language skills
upon the arrival are relatively equally distributalbng the proficiency
scale. Approximately one out of five immigrants diat have work permit
in the destination at time of survey. Approximatelgvery third

respondent had no children at the time of the sumwhile one out of four

respondents had one child.

Models including ISEl score of the last job in Al as another
independent variable were also estimated. Thisi@sphat these models
only include those immigrants with at least some-migration work

experience. However, net of other things, no sigaift association was
found between the last occupation in Africa anddbeupation at the time
of the survey in Europe. To conserve space, thegeessions are not

reported here.

2.6.1. Results — OLS Estimation

The first column of Table 4 (Model 1) is the an#@y®r the occupational
score at the first job in Europe. Holding all othariables constant, men’s
occupational level is higher by around two poiltgher education level

enables the access to better jobs, but gains fiwen education are
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substantially more pronounced for immigrants whaereed some
education in Europe prior to entering the labor kearall else equal
(including education level), each year spent incation in Europe
increases occupational level at the first post-atign job by almost two
points. Language skills at landing are an imports#et upon the arrival
as the analysis suggests that fluency in the lageyuaf destination
increases the first job score by almost seven gpifita comparison is
made with an immigrant who arrived without any laage skills. Having
some African work experience is positively assadatwith the
occupational level, but does not reach the siggie level of 10%.
Interestingly, the legal status is a poor prediofahe first occupation, net
of the other variables in the model. It may als@pesgy surprising that
having an immigrant friend in the same country does$ affect the
outcome when looking for the first job after migoat However, the
interplay of networks and labor market performaisca research question
on its own, and, what is more, a complex one. dusth thus be given
more attention in the future research. Age, yegrsnt inactive or
unemployed in Europe and interactions of destinadiod time period are

not significant either.

The second column of Table 4 (Model 2a) shows thieame of the OLS
analysis of the occupational status at the timghefsurvey, in 2008. As
expected, occupational status at the first job urofe is statistically
significant and the coefficient of 0.57 stressesithportance of the first
job for subsequent occupational trajectories. Bagdr in Europe results
in a job score higher by 0.16, net of other thingsontrast, each year in
Europe that the immigrant spent out of labor magket out of education
reduces the occupational status by 0.43 pointsreTige no significant

difference between men and women, while having rarkwpermit

reduces the occupational status by 3 points on $8&le. As far as other
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independent variables are concerned, the outcomsonsewhat more
similar to that in Model 1. Education level, yeafseducation in Europe
and language skills have a positive impact on oatopal status, but the
effect of these variables is now somewhat weakesrinAvodel 1, there is
no evidence that age, networks and destinatiosigngficantly associated

with the occupational status at the time of theveyr

2.6.2. Selection Issues

The analysis presented above does not take intouatdhe fact that
somewhat more than a fifth of survey respondentslirope were outside
the labor market at the time of the survey. Moreptiee selection into
employment does not seem to be random: for instathee descriptive
statistics suggests that women are clearly moedylito choose to stay out
of the labor market, whereas the mean age of th@oged surpasses that
of the non-employed. Therefore, Heckman selectimdehis used in
order to test whether the mechanisms responsibleh# selection into
employment also have an influence on occupatiottainanent. In the
selection equation, along with several variablesdus the main model,
also included is the number of children youngentt8 years of age as
well as the interaction of female dummy and the lpenof children. The
interaction variable is introduced because the ramab children is not
expected to have the same effect on the labor mar&eticipation
decision for men and women. The regression reaudtgjiven in the third
column of Table 4 (Model 2b). It turns out that tlestimates of
occupational attainment would be biased withoutrbfior selection into
employment, while the rho value of 0.82 suggest tlmobservable
factors that affect selection into employment arsitvely correlated with
occupational attainment. The coefficients in thevdo part of the third

column explain the mechanisms of selection into leympent. As
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expected, immigrant women and undocumented immigrae less likely
to be employed, while the number of children haffedint and

statistically significant effects for men and womége and the squared
term of age are both statistically significant pcéats of selection into
employment too. But, are there any important chargehe main model
once we control for selection mechanisms? The woerfits in the upper
part of the second column suggest that some chandesed take place
relative to the model without control for selectiofirst of all, the

difference between men and women is now more proedi and

statistically significant: everything else the sammeen’s job score is
higher by 3.02 points. Education level is positiveyt no longer

significant, whereas the effect of education yearsEurope remains
substantial. Another difference is found for age ¢he squared term of
age, since they are now significant at the 10%lelke effects of the
lack of language skills and of unregulated legaiust in labor market are
still significant and somewhat stronger than in Mo#la. Other variables
remain largely unchanged as compared to the modlebw control for

bias.

Table 4 about here

2.7. Correlates of Post-Migration Occupational
Mobility

Whereas the previous section focuses on the odouphtattainment in

the first and the last year of labor market pastition in Europe, the goal

of this section is to observe the complete laborketahistory after

migration and examine the patterns of post-migratimccupational

mobility among the Senegalese migrants. The engbisgpecification is

based on discrete-time multinomial logit model admpeting risks.
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Except when mobility is not possible due to havangb with minimum
or maximum ISEI index, each survey respondent aithremployment is
at risk of experiencing an upward or downward oetgmal mobility
between any two periodsl andt that he or she spends in Europe. If
immigrant’s job score increases, the dependenabigriis assigned value
1, while if the occupational downgrading betweer two periods is
observed, the dependent variable takes valuetized& is no change in job
score betweefrl andt, the dependent variable is equal to zero and this
value is also taken as base category in the estimptesented below. All
independent variables refer to their values at tirde except for the
change of legal status in labor market, which siggeed value 1 if an
immigrant obtains work permit between the peritdsandt. Note that
the number of individuals in the analysis in thestfon is slightly bigger
than in the previous analysis. This is due to tactdrs: 1) we how also
consider European labor market trajectories of éhmsmigrants who
returned to Senegal prior to 2008, 2) also includednformation on
occupational history of those immigrants who weseemployed in 2008,
but were so at some point after migrating to Eurape before the time of
the survey. Knowing that some Senegalese immigfzne moved from
one European country to another and this beingrets¢ime analysis
with information referring to all years after leagi Africa, a single
“country dummy” was constructed that stands forEalfopean countries
other than France, Italy and Spain. As in the previsection, the model
controls for the interaction of country dummies atetade dummies.
Finally, it was believed to be necessary to takte atcount the fact that
modern migration routes sometimes include retuoné origin country
as well as repeated migrations to the destinatimrthat, in order to
capture this aspect of complexity of contemporaigration routes, an
indicator for repeated migration is also includedthe analysis. This

implies that the periodis1 andt do not refer to two consecutive calendar
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years in these cases. Instead, petitidstands for the last pre-return year

in Europe, whild is the first post-return year in Europe.

Table 5 about here

As can be seen in Table 5, men are more occupdyiomabile, both

upwards and downwards. The general education levedtatistically

significant only for upward mobility, but educatioeceived in Europe is
important for both facilitating upward mobility arichpeding downward
occupational mobility. More preciselyceteris paribus each year of
education in Europe increases the likelihood of amglvmobility by

around 18% and reduces the chances of downwardlitpdiy around

15.5%. While the descriptive statistics in Sect®B. suggest that longer
duration of stay in Europe increases the likelihobthaving experienced
at least some upward or downward mobility afterdhéval, the discrete-
time estimation shows that the chance of expemgnaipward or

downward mobility between two consecutive yearsualt decreases
with duration of stay in Europe. This result can ibgerpreted as an
evidence of cumulative inertia (McGinnis, 1968) tbnger an individual
stays in a particular state (place of residenceyation, etc.) the less
likely he or she is to move out of that state ia iimmediate future. Not
too surprisingly, the number of years in Europe thspondent spent
inactive or unemployed in labor market is posityebrrelated with the
likelihood of experiencing downward mobility betweevo consecutive
years. The results further suggest that the hitfteejob score at timethe

lower the probability of upward mobility, and vieersa. This can be
interpreted in the following way: the higher ondhe less room there is to
rise; the lower the score the more room there immtwe upwards. The
same logic can be applied to explain the positivel atatistically

significant link between the number of previous e®downward and the
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likelihood of experiencing upward mobility. Age & poor predictor of
occupational mobility, while the lack of languag&ills at arrival

substantially increases the likelihood of downwandbility. But, the

effect is sizeable: all else equal, the immigrahbvarrived without any
knowledge of the language of destination countmase than twice more
likely to experience downward mobility as compatedthe immigrant
who arrived with good language skills. As expectebifaining work

permit increases chances of upward mobility, buimewhat less
expectedly, it also increases the likelihood of doward mobility. A

possible explanation of this result is that regatabne’s status in labor
market increases chances of job change substgnteatid some
immigrants may switch to jobs that score lower 8ill scale, but are
perceived as more secure. An alternative explamai® that the
immigrants may change to jobs that score lowerSil Iscale, but these
jobs are not necessarily perceived as such by thenan alternative
specification, in which only a year-to-year changelSE| equal to or
larger than two is considered an occupational righibbtaining work

permit is still positively and significantly assated with downward
mobility, but the coefficient is substantially steal in magnitudé.

Return migration also increases the chances of patmnal mobility,

which can be explained in a very similar way as ¢ffect of obtaining
work permit: return migrants are simply very liketyget jobs different to
those they had prior to leaving Europe. As in trevipus section, having
some African work experience and network effeces aot significant
predictors of occupational mobility. Variables reggnting the interaction
of destination and time period are largely notistigally significant and

are not reported in the table for the sake of space

#0n the other hand, the coefficients of the otheiabdes change only
marginally in this alternative specification.
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2.8. Occupational Cost of Migration

It is safe to claim that on average, and measunedbsolute terms,
Senegalese immigrants earn more in Europe than diieypack home
prior to migrating. To what extent this different®lds if incomes

adjusted by purchasing power parity are comparéesssclear and would
actually be an interesting research question omits. However, apart
from income and a wide range of other factors,viddials’ subjective

well-being is also affected by job characteristidésnumber of studies
have confirmed that over-qualification, whethemfiaf or self-perceived,
has adverse effects on various indicators of stilsgeavell-being (see
Green and Zhu, 2010, Vieira, 2005, Johnson andsaohri996). As has
been shown in previous sections, a substantialeslodrimmigrants

experiences a downward occupational mobility dueigration and it is

highly unlikely that the occupational cost affetit®ir perceived well-
being in a positive manner, even if the drop in ggbre was anticipated
prior to migration and deemed a compromise wortkinga The adverse
effect of the occupational cost on well-being masre intensify if the

transnational nature of contemporary migrationaken into account. In
particular, modern immigrants tend to maintain rthigs with the home
country more often than before and, as a consequer-migrants at
home are an important reference group for the migréfor the empirical
evidence see Akay, Bargain and Zimmermann, 201d,)s@me negative
effect on well-being may emerge as a result ofitfmigrants comparing
themselves with the non-migrants in Senegal, thauladion which was
not exposed to the risk of occupational cost of ratign and is

accordingly expected to have lower incidence of rapelification

relative to Senegalese migrants in Europe. The eqinaf occupational
cost of migration has been dealt with in Raijmaale{1995), but in their

paper it was measured as the difference in ocaupatstatus in the first
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post-migration year and the last pre-migration yeldowever, this
difference can only be considered a short-term patonal cost due to
two reasons: 1) relative to their first post-migyatjob, most immigrants
experience some upward or downward mobility in egoent years in
destination; 2) had they not migrated, the Sensgail@mmigrants would
have been exposed to the dynamics of Senegalese radrket, which
would have resulted in fairly different occupatibirajectories for many
migrants. The research aim in this section is tbmede Senegalese
migrants’ occupational cost of migration in a mosgmamic framework,
i.e. as a function of the duration of stay in E@oput another way, the
question to be answered is how much in terms ofigeional status
Senegalese immigrants renounce by migrating tofgyrooth in the short
term and the long term. The estimation can be eduwiut by pooling the
data on labor market trajectories of non-migrantSénegal with those of
both the pre-migration and post-migration occupeio history of
migrants. Having in mind different degrees of tfersbility of skills, it
would undoubtedly be interesting to compare occdapat costs for
different education levels. However, given the tedi sample size, this

issue must be left for future research.

Migration theory suggests that whenever compariswasmade between
migrants and non-migrants, one should take intowaaic the issue of
possible self-selection into migration. If thisnist done in an appropriate
way, we may be running a danger of obtaining biasedlts because self-
selection is thought to be taking place along bottserved (e.g.
education) and unobserved characteristics, suetbilisy and motivation
(see Chiswick, 1978, Carliner, 1980, Borjas, 199he bias may emerge
because it is commonly assumed that personal dbasdics that are
positively correlated with likelihood of migraticlso enhance the labor

market performance in the destination countryt I§ iassumed that these
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unobserved characteristics are completely or apmeaiely time-
invariant, the most suitable approach may consiste use of individual
fixed effects. The dataset is organized as a pandl the dependent
variable is ISEI at the time The occupational cost of migration is then
measured by introducing a categorical variable thaicates whether at
the timet the respondent lives in Senegal or in Europe #érle latter is
the case, for how long he or she has been livirigurope (up to 5 years,
6-10 years, 11-15 years and more than 15 yearshetReless, by
adopting fixed effects approach, another sourdaiasf could emerge as a
result of excluding variable gender, as due toniure it cannot be
included in a fixed effects estimation of occupatibcost, while at the
same time the same variable was identified assstatily significant in
some estimations in previous sections. Therefareth@r model will be
introduced that is based on random effects estimatith Mundlak
correction. Namely, it has been demonstrated thateplized least
squares random effects estimation delivers reshatislargely correspond
to those of fixed effects estimation, if means lbtime-varying variables
are introduced into the regression as additionalagates (Mundlak,
1978). So, apart from obtaining results that arapgproximation of fixed
effects, by adopting this approach it is also gusdio keep time-invariant
variables in the model. Other covariates in the @hodclude age, the
squared term of age, years of labor market expagiemce the age of 16,
education level and decade dummies. The model doesontrol for
education years in Europe, i.e. in this estimatf@education attainment
is treated equally regardless of where it was Smilarly, number of
years of labor market experience refers to thd tatenber of years that
respondent spent employed since the age of 16rdlega of where he or
she lived during that time. A certain number of pasdents have
accumulated some work experience in African coastrother than

Senegal, but, since the aim here is to estimateipational cost of
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migrating from Senegal to Europe, the information occupational
attainment in other African countries is excludeahf the analysis. The

findings are reported in Table 6.

Table 6 about here

Fixed effects and random effects with Mundlak cotion yield almost

identical estimates of occupational cost of migmnatiThe results indicate
that there is a statistically significant occupagibcost of migration which
decreases with duration of stay, but does not geapcompletely even
after more than 15 years in Europe. In contrast,nibgative relationship
between occupational cost and duration of stay estggthat after the
initial drop in occupational score after the arkivenmigrants have more
opportunities for upward mobility in destination aempared to non-
migrants with similar characteristics in home coynt Separate

estimations for men and women (not reported intdibée) reveal that the
occupational cost of migration is slightly highesr fwomen, but this

difference is also falling with duration of stayo Tlustrate, during the
first five years in Europe the average occupatiamat for men is 5.50
points, while for women it is higher by 1.30 poin®n the other hand,
after more than 15 years in Europe the correspgriatjares for men and
women are 2.70 and 2.80, respectively. In ordezstanate occupational
cost on a more continuous scale, the specificapi@sented above is
modified in a way that non-migrants are assignedtalue of 100 for

duration of stay in Europe. So, instead of the gmieal variable, the
model now includes duration of stay in Europe aadduared term. Both
variables are statistically significant and the wmational cost curve
estimated in this way is presented in Figure 3.dl@ions remain largely
unchanged when a comparison is made with coefficimported in Table
6.
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Figure 3 about here

2.9. Conclusion

Based both on prominent theories from migrationeaesh and on
contextual characteristics of contemporary Africaigration to Europe,
the study attempts to answer research questionsardieg the
occupational attainment, occupational mobility awtupational cost of
Senegalese immigrants to Europe, as well as tolajgvand test

appropriate hypotheses.

The empirical analysis confirms all the three hiyeses proposed in
Section 2.2. First, the data on pre-migration anaolstynigration

occupational mobility confirm the hypothesis on thehaped pattern of
occupational mobility for the Senegalese immigrantthe sample. But,
the improvement of the occupational status takaseplowly: by the fifth

year of stay in Europe only one out of four immigsa experiences
upward mobility relative to the first year after gration. Second, in

comparison with the education acquired in the hawmentry, education
acquired in Europe is a more powerful instrumenbafupational upward
mobility. Third, having no work permit is associhtevith lower

occupational attainment, while obtaining one insemathe chances of
occupational mobility substantially. Apart from #eethree findings, a
number of other interesting results were obtaiedfor the differences
by gender, men’s occupational status was foundetedmewhat higher,
all else equal. Also, men are more occupationalbpife, both upwards
and downwards. While there is some evidence thadtidn of stay in

Europe is positively associated with the occupaticattainment, the
discrete-time analysis shows that the probabilify e@periencing an

upward mobility actually decreases with each addil year of residence
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in Europe. Having some or good skills in destimatemuntry language
upon the arrival facilitates the access to betes There is very little
evidence of differences between three destinatoamities, when these
are measured by destination country dummies. Bis#d feffects and
random effects regressions show that there is testgtally significant
occupational cost of migration from Senegal to perovhich decreases
with duration of stay, but does not disappear efear more than 15 years
since migration. The occupational cost of migrati®mmitially somewhat
higher for women, but this difference diminisheshaionger duration of

stay in European countries.
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Tables and Figures

Figure 1: Population Projections (2010=100)
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Figure 2: Occupational status before and after
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TABLE 1:
CHANGE IN OCCUPATIONAL STATUS (IN %): COMPARISON OF
OCCUPATIONS IN THELASTY EAR BEFOREMIGRATION AND THE FIRST
YEAR AFTERMIGRATION

All Men Women
Downward 49.87 49.51 51.87
Upward 24.72 24.29 27.08
No change 25.41 26.20 21.05
N (298) (208) (90)

Source: MAFE (weighted)

TABLE 2:
CHANGE OF OCCUPATIONAL STATUS,
COMPARED TO THEFIRST YEAR AFTERMIGRATION

All Men Women
Between 1st and 3rd year
Upward 14.77 16.28 8.17
Downward 8.04 8.19 7.41
No change 77.19 75.53 84.42
N (347) (222) (125)
Between 1st and 5th year
Upward 26.88 29.47 15.63
Downward 15.30 15.67 13.72
No change 57.81 54.86 70.64
N (313) (203) (110)
Between 1st year and 2008
Upward 38.13 39.48 31.48
Downward 18.08 17.83 19.29
No change 43.79 42.69 49.23
N (338) (223) (115)

Note: Comparison between the first and third yaamnyvell as that between the
first and the fifth year also consider experiengiesiigrants who returned from
Europe to Senegal before 2008. Excluding them doeaffect general
conclusions. Source: MAFE (weighted)
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TABLE 3:
DISTRIBUTION OF OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES IN THELAST PRE-MIGRATION AND THE FIRST POST-MIGRATION YEAR
(ISCOCATEGORIES ANDINACTIVE/UNEMPLOYED)

— First post-migration year — (1) (2) 3) 4) (5) (6) (7 (8) 9) (10) Total
| Last pre-migration year |
1) 25.00 0 0 0 25.00 0 0 0 0 50.90 4
2 0 2258 0 0 16.13 0 0 3.23 2258 35[4831
(3) 0 769 769 O 7.69 0 0 7.69 38.46 30|7713
4) 0 0 476 0 952 476 476 476 38.10 33321
(5) 0 1.83 0 0 35.78 0 0.92 1.83 35.78 238309
(6) 0 0 0 0 0 12.50 0 0 75.00 12.50 8
@) 0 0 0 0 5.66 0 22.64 5.66 37.74 28|3053
(8) 0 0 0 0 0 0 16.67 25.00 50.00 8.3312
9) 0 0 074 0 1176 147 294 0.74 67.65 14.7136
(20) 0 181 072 036 6.88 0.72 145 0.72 25.725%].276
Total 1 15 5 1 86 6 24 14 254 257 | 663
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TABLE 3 (CONTINUED, NOTES):

The totals represent absolute numbers, while therds in the inner cells are
expressed in percentage terms. Occupational céésgare defined as follows:
(1) Managers, (2) Professionals, (3) TechniciafsClerical support workers, (5)
Service and sales workers, (6) Skilled agricultwatkers, (7) Craft workers, (8)

Machine operators, (9) Elementary occupations, (haytive and unemployed.
Source: MAFE
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TABLE 4

OCCUPATIONAL STATUS OF SENEGALESEIMMIGRANTS IN EUROPE

Occupation (ISEI) Model 1 Model 2a Model 2b
First job in Europe Job in 2008 Job in 2008
Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e.
Male 2.027* 1.066 | 0.834 0.94183.017**  1.019
Education level 0.299***  (0.107| 0.167* 0.0950.124 0.092
Years of education in Europg  1.929***  0.331  0.988**0.299| 1.005**  0.281
Years of stay in Europe 0.153* 0.080.125 0.078
First job in Europe (ISEI) 0.567*** 0.04p0.560***  0.039
Years inact./unemp. in Europe-0.072 0.244 | -0.433* 0.217-0.448** 0.205
Worked in Africa 1.678 1.269| 0.622 1.12D.581 1.051
Network -0.442 1.255| -0.578 0.9940.302 0.974
Age -0.306 0.584 0.270 0.4160.778* 0.441
Age squared 0.004 0.009 -0.004 0.J00.009* 0.005
Language skills at landing:
Good (ref.)
Some -4.667** 1616 -2.318 1.597-2.193 1.509
None -6.832*** 1,900 [ -3.356*  1.76[1-3.635** 1.685
Country of resid. in 2008:
France (ref.)
Italy 2.024 1.586 2.138 1.512
Spain 0.112 1.52p0.376 1.455
Undocumented -0.776 1.04q -2.948* 1.1p23.752** 1.213
Constant 24.604* 10.09¢ 7.991 8.7866.326 9.244
Country*decade interact. YES
Selection equation
Undocumented -0.341*  0.142
Number of children 0.104* 0.061
Female -0.386**  0.159
Female*children -0.211** 0.081
Age 0.161** 0.055
Age squared -0.002***  0.001
Constant 2.212**  1.096
N (558) (462) (462)
R 0.252 0.561
N censored (123)
Rho 0.822 (s.e. 0.049)
Prob>chi2 0.0001

Note: *p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Source: MAFE
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TABLE 5:
OCCUPATIONAL MOBILITY AFTERARRIVAL IN EUROPE
DISCRETETIME MULTINOMIAL LOGIT

Base outcome: Upward mobility | Downward mobility
no occupational change Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e.
Male 0.656*** 0.184| 0.482** 0.201
Education level 0.060*** 0.016 0.001 0.021
Years of education in Europe 0.167** 0.0540.169* 0.097
Duration of stay in Europe (years) -0.043*  0.090.100***  0.024
ISEI, -0.092** 0.010( 0.049***  0.008
Years inact. or unemp. in Europe | -0.045 0.064{ 0.092** 0.046
# of moves upward in Europe 0.017 0.182.182 0.177
# of moves downward in Europe 0.396*** 0.1540.039 0.218
Worked in Africa 0.113 0.200-0.179 0.261
Network 0.188 0.168 -0.009 0.237
Age -0.052 0.0664 -0.106 0.076
Age squared -0.000 0.0Q00.001 0.001
Language skills at landing:

Good (ref.)

Some -0.182 0.23[30.482 0.333

None -0.283 0.2570.797** 0.366
Obtained work permit 1.169**  0.24f 1.077*** 0.331
Return migration 2.728*** 0.62( 2.358*** 0.547
Constant 0.889 1.60p-2.679 1.689
Control for country*decade interadt. YES YES
Person-years (5821)
Persons (555)
Pseudo R 0.1313
Log-pseudolikelihood -1492.311

Notes: *p<0.10; **p<0.05; **p<0.01. Standard ersoare adjusted by clustering

per person.
Source: MAFE
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TABLE 6:
OCCUPATIONAL COST OFMIGRATION FROM SENEGAL TO EUROPE

Occupational cost of migration Fixed-effects Random effects with
Ref: Working in Senegal Mundlak correction
Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e.
0 — 5 years in Europe -5.809*** 0.180 -5.906*** 84
6 — 10 years in Europe -4.462***  0.207 -4.557%* 207
11 — 15 years in Europe -3.311*** 0.2%8 -3.419** 268
> 15 years in Europe -2.547** 0.284 -2.658*** 048
R*within 0.0723 0.0719
R*between 0.3474 0.3766
R*overall 0.2771 0.3328
Person-years (25,021)
Persons (1,447)

Notes: *p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01. Other controlage, age squared,
education level, time period, years of labor maekgterience accumulated since
the age of 16; in the second model also contrdedre gender and person-level
means of variables included in the first modeln8&ad errors are adjusted by
clustering per person. Source: MAFE
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Figure 3: Estimated Occupational Cost Curve
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Appendix

TABLE Al:

EDUCATION ATTAINMENT SCALE USED IN THE MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

O©CoOoO~NOOUIWNEO

None

Pre-school(nursery school)
Pre-school

First year primary

2nd year primary

3rd year primary

4th year primary

5th year primary

1st year secondary

2nd year secondary

3rd year secondary

4th year secondary

1st year high school

2nd year high school

Final year high school

1st year(DEUG1 or equivalent)/BTS1
2nd year(DEUG2 or equivalent)/BTS2
3rd year(BA or equivalent)

4th year(MA or equivalent)

5th year(DESS,DEA or equivalent)
6th year(PhD studies)

Source: MAFE
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TABLE A2:
MEAN VALUES OF SELECTEDVARIABLES,
EMPLOYED SENEGALESE INEUROPE 2008(N=462)

VARIABLE MEAN VALUE
ISEI 30.70
Male 0.61
Age 40.36
No schooling 0.16
Some schooling, not finished primary 0.12
Primary 0.11
More than primary, up to higher secondary 0.43
More than higher secondary 0.18
Received some education in Europe 0.13
Duration of stay in Europe 13.19
Years inactive in Europe 0.83
ISEI — first job in Europe 28.32
Worked in Africa prior to migrating 0.73
Has an immigrant friend in the same country 0.24
Good language skills upon arrival 0.29
Some language skills upon arrival 0.30
No language skills upon arrival 0.41
Lives in France 0.34
Lives in Italy 0.33
Lives in Spain 0.33
Has no work permit 0.19
Number of children below 18 years of age 1.52

Source: MAFE
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3. Immigrant Satisfaction and Duration of
Stay at Destination #

3.1. Introduction

Over the course of the last two decades, econgnpisi&hologists and
sociologists have all been increasingly interestethe analysis of self-
reported measures of individual well-being (see tiddence in
Kahneman and Krueger, 2006). Another interdisculinresearch field
that gained a lot of popularity during practicallye same period is
migration research. However, somewhat surprisingbt, much research
has been done that brings together these two fefldgudy. We know
quite a lot about how immigrants compare to natialesg the objective
parameters of socio-economic well-being or hedithcontrast, not even
remotely as much has been done to explain how chilgewell-being
among immigrants is determined and whether the gramis differ from
natives with respect to the mechanisms which gémeabjective utility.
Reducing this imbalance in migration research ésrtfain motivation of
this study. But, first of all, why would one beleethat immigrants might
be distinct from natives in terms of self-reportsdtisfaction? Two
circumstances can be considered the principal ssumf potential
differences in satisfaction between natives and igremts: first, most
immigrants belong to an ethnicity other than thenghant ethnicity in the
destination country; second, immigrants are migranthile the natives
are not (or, at least not international migranfBhe differences in
satisfaction between different ethnicities inhalgjtithe same area have

been found in some previous studies (Van Praad, €2040), but how

22 | have benefited greatly from the comments of Adaér-i-Carbonell, Pau
Baizan and Amparo Gonzalez-Ferrer on an earliesiaerof this paper.

95



should these differences be interpreted? Undeesmnditions, the very
awareness of belonging to a specific ethnicity nmatyease or decrease
the subjective utility. For instance, life satigfan of a Turkish-born
resident of Frankfurt may increase due to incredseting of pride for
recent economic and political upswing of his nateantry. It may also
increase temporarily in the days or weeks followamgimportant victory
of the Turkish national football team. On the otlmand, a feeling of
being discriminated against on the basis of ethniwiill very likely
decrease life satisfaction. Interestingly, the emed discrimination has
also been found to be associated with higher etgroap identification
which, in turn, has a positive impact on life datision (Verkuyten,
2008). However, the ethnic-specific satisfactiottgras are most likely
the outcome of an interplay of a more complex $etechanisms than the
sense of belonging to an ethnicity alone. Two &oldl mechanisms
appear to be particularly important. The first metbm is the existence
of different reference groups with which individsidom different ethnic
groups (or, in this context, natives and immigractampare themselves,
and which are characterized by different levelsaeérage income. A
related, yet separate mechanism that may be rabpoisr cross-ethnic
differences in satisfaction are cultural traits)ce some research shows
that their impact on the patterns of subjectiveldvelng is not to be
underestimated either (see Diener and Diener, 2868Bimmack et al.,
2002; Cummins, 1998). But, some prominent concegtgnating from
the classical migration literature may suggest ttia satisfaction-
generating mechanisms among immigrants would Werdiit even if they
were of the same ethnicity as natives (which, itt,fés the case with a
substantial share of immigrants in this analysi¥he mechanism
underlying this argument would be the selection imigration, an issue
that has been broadly dealt with in the migratiesearch (see Chiswick,
1978, Carliner, 1980, Borjas, 1991). More precisdlyis assumed that
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economic migrants are more ambitious, entrepreakeand, in general
more economically oriented than non-migrants. i th true, then it does
not take much to imagine that the utility of an @ge migrant might be
more affected by income, not only when comparedhigoor her non-
migrant countrymen, but also when compared to &#@ymative person.

Bartram (2011) provides some evidence that coraiberthis view.

The setting for the underlying study is Germanyc8ithe 1950s and the
start of economic recovery, famously referred toWdgschaftswunder
Germany was able to attract millions of immigramtastly from Turkey,
but also from other countries of the Mediterran8asin, such as lItaly,
former Yugoslavia, Spain and Greece. In subseqdecades, however,
and similar to trends in other European destinatian increasing number
of non-European immigrants settled in Germany ngakime country’s
immigrant stock more heterogeneous than before. tWhakes the
German case somewhat special in the European tositéve fact that one
of the largest immigrant groups are the so-calfadssiedler ethnic
Germans who migrated to Germany from the formeri€ddynion and
other Eastern European countries, such as PolahBamania (for which
reason they will also be referred to as Easterofigan immigrants in this
chapter). What distinguishes this group from almadkther immigrant
groups in contemporary Western Europe is theiucaltproximity to the
host country: for instance, a substantial shareth&fse immigrants
practically migrates “into their own mother tongudlso, the context of
reception (Portes and Bdrécz, 1989) they face iserfevorable than that
of other immigrant groups in the country: for imgta, unlike other
immigrants, mosAussiedlerare awarded German citizenship shortly after

the arrival to Germany.
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Not all aspects of satisfaction have been studieant equal extent. Life
satisfaction (LS) has been given considerable @tterby researchers
over the course of previous decadest has been shown that it is
influenced by a wide range of social, economic dechographic factors,
as this has been shown in detailed literature ysrby Frey and Stutzer
(2002), Senik (2005) and Dolan, Peasgood and WA@67). Not very
surprisingly, that income is an important predicibhappiness is almost a
universal finding. To put it simply, richer indiwidls report higher
satisfaction levels than poorer individuals. Howeue is not only the
absolute, but also the relative income that mattessa large literature
finds that people also base their satisfaction @mv itheir income
compares with the income of others. Put another, wagple’s subjective
well-being is highly influencedby what they see around. The effect of
relative income is expected to be the oppositédnaf of absolute income:
income of reference group is negatively correlatétth subjective well-
being (Easterlin, 1995; Clark and Oswald, 1996; kMd& 2001). Apart
from the income-related variables, a number of ogaeio-demographic
attributes have also been found to affect variGgeets of satisfaction
and these will be briefly discussed later on, wleplaining the choice of
explanatory variables in the model. As comparesttaies of happiness,
a body of research on income satisfaction emerge mecently but is
steadily growing (see D’Ambrosio and Frick, 20074aréhhardt, 2005;
Vera-Toscano et al, 2006; Labeaga et al, 2007/hdnprevious research,
the set of variables used to explain variationnoome satisfaction has
been highly similar, or the same, to the variabhest frequently utilized
to explain life satisfaction. This study will pos® exception to the
practice, and the same set of variables will b&l tieexplain both aspects

of satisfaction.

% Life satisfaction and happiness are consideredrsymous terms in this paper
and are used interchangeably.
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For a long time, the well-being research with somere focus on
immigrant population belonged primarily to the malof social
psychology (see Berry, 1997, Berry, 2001, Phinkégyrenczyk, Liebkind
and Vedder, 2001). On the other hand, as alreadyiomed, the research
on immigrant well-being using self-reported sat$fan scales is scarce,
but not completely absent. Apart from the studiesaaly mentioned in
this chapter (Verkuyten, 2008; Bartram, 2011), heotecent attempt to
shed light on life satisfaction among immigrantswaade by Safi (2010),
who focuses on first and second generation immigran thirteen
European countries and demonstrates that immigraligsatisfaction
relative to natives does not diminish over time awdoss generations.
Gokdemir and Dumludag (forthcoming) compare liféstaction of two
largest non-EU immigrant communities in the Netheds. It turns out
that Morrocan immigrants, although faced with higheemployment and
lower average income, report higher life satistactithan Turkish
immigrants. To the best of my knowledge, there Hasen no studies on
income satisfaction that focus primarily on immiggisa On the other hand,
some authors included immigrant dummies in theistudf satisfaction
patterns of total population. For instance, D’Angdoand Frick (2007)
find that the individuals living in the householdbose head holds foreign
citizenship do not significantly differ from othérdividuals in terms of
income satisfaction, all else equal. However, asftitus of the paper is
not on immigrant population, the authors do notkloat possible
differences among various ethnicities, and it catmoruled out that their
finding is due to masked heterogeneity in satigfadbetween immigrant

groups in Germany.
The rest of the chapter is organized as followsti®e 3.2 will present

main research questions as well as predictiongdigmgathe outcome of

the analysis. Data and some descriptive statistitisbe presented in
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Section 3.3, while Section 3.4 describes the metlogical approach to
the multivariate analysis. The findings of the nwaltiate analysis are
presented in Section 3.5, while in Section 3.8 iexamined whether the
impact of some factors (in particular, that of yeamce migration) on
satisfaction changes depending on how referencapgrare defined.

Section 3.7 provides a conclusion.

3.2. Research Goals

Given the degree of richness of the data as wethesample size, four
research questions have been identified as bogvarel and feasible in
order to obtain a better insight into patterns objsctive well-being

among immigrants. First, are immigrants in genarafe or less satisfied
with life and income as compared to natives wite game observable
characteristics? Second, do the conclusions chandgif yes, how once
we take into account the heterogeneity of immigraopulation in

Germany? Third, which determinants are more salfentsatisfaction

levels among natives and which ones matter morenfamigrants? The
fourth research question focuses on immigrants anly asks how the
duration of stay in Germany affects satisfactiorele among the foreign-

born.

In line with previous similar research, it is reaable to expect that the
multivariate analysis will suggest that, for botatimes and immigrants,
income-related variables (i.e. actual income orlegmpent) will be more

salient for income satisfaction, while other valgsb (health, marital

status, etc.) will have a stronger effect on ligigfaction. On the other
hand, an attempt to make predictions about possdiffierences between
the German-born and immigrants in terms of howrthaiisfaction levels

are shaped would hardly be anything more than eugtgon at this stage.
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However, when it comes to immigrant-specific atitds, more precisely
to the relationship between satisfaction and domabf stay, it is possible
that some sound predictions can be made ex anteud@ssume that

individual utility can be described in the followgmanner:

U= (Y, R, O,¢)

In plain words, one should expect satisfaction ¢oalffected by 1}he
actual incomgY); 2) relative standing in the socieis expressed through
relative income (R); 3gxpectationgegarding the income, or rather the
outcome of the expectationghich in simple terms can be assumed to be
a difference between the actual income and incotpeaations (O=Y-E)
and is positively associated with satisfaction; adet of potentially
relevant observable socio-economic characterisgs which will be
briefly discussed in Section 3.4.1. Since expemtatiand aspirations are
closely related concepts (and in some contexts syeonymous terms), it
Is clear that the model is partly based on aspmd#vel theory (Michalos,
1991).

Two (arguably not too strong) assumptions are naadeis point. First, it

IS assumed that other migrants at least to soneneatt as a reference
group for a typical migrant, regardless of his er Huration of stay in the
destination. Akay et al. (2011) provide some evagethat strengthens this
assumption, even though the focus of their analisien the internal
migrants. The second assumption is based on adwellmented evidence

of positive relationship between immigrant inconmel ahe duration of
stay in the destinatiéf) which to a great degree can be explained by the

process of labor market assimilation. Namely, itassumed that the

4 The terms “duration of stay”, “years since migatiand “YSM” are used
interchangeably in this paper.
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immigrants themselves perceive this positive reteship, whether by
observing their own or the previous arrival cohodsd expect their
income too to rise with years since migration. @opuently, a non-recent
immigrant (ysm+) will, all else equal, have highexpectations about
income than a recent immigrant (ysm-). So, in spftéaving the same
income, the outcome of expectations for the recemigrant will be
more favorable than that for a non-recent immigré@fm- > Oysme).
Figure 1 is an attempt at describing this reasowjraphically. For the
sake of a simpler presentation,§) is positive, while Q. is negative,
but, net of income and other factors, the relatign®ysm. > Osm+ also

holds if the two have the same sign.

Figure 1 about here

To what extent a reference group captures hypabesiifferences in
levels of expectation (and, consequently, the ou&oof these

expectations) will depend on whether the duratidnstay in the

destination is integrated into the definition oé treference group. Two
hypotheses can be derived from the discussion al¥ok&, one should
expect that satisfaction, all else equal, will le®atively associated with
the duration of stay in the models in which theelais not considered
when defining reference groups. Second, in a misdelhich immigrant

reference groups are defined taking into accownttiration of stay, one
should expect the negative effect of YSM to weakento disappear

altogether in the multivariate analysis.
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3.3. Data and Descriptive Statistics

The data are drawn from the German Socio-EconoraielP(GSOEP).
Time span is from 1994, the first year in whichubbstantial number of
the Aussiedlerwere added into the sample, until 2009, whichhis last
wave currently available to me. In each wave of fanel respondents are
asked to estimate their own life satisfaction, meosatisfaction, as well
as the other aspects of satisfaction. An undouptgdbd feature of the
GSOERP is that satisfaction is measured on the §wate0 to 10, which is
a wider range than in most similar panels. Anofbgunate characteristic
of this panel is that foreign-born population imampled, which allows
for a reliable analysis of immigrant population,tibalescriptive and
multivariate. The dataset is by no means big endoglall population
breakdowns which may be considered relevant in d¢bistext, but the
number of foreign-born persons in the dataset imkipation with a
variety of satisfaction indicators and the widthsatisfaction scale makes
this panel one of the most appropriate Europeaasdtd for this type of
analysis. All estimations presented in this chaptelude the adults aged
between 18 and 65 and the reference groups arecaisiructed using

income information from this age range.

Let us now have a look at the general patternsatifaction levels
measured by two indicators used in this analysiabld 1 shows
distribution of both satisfaction indicators forettpooled 1994-2009

sample.

Table 1 about here
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It turns out that distributions of income satisfactand life satisfaction
are fairly similar. It has been noted in the eariesearch (e.g., Landua,
1992) that respondents tend to move away from merealues so that
very few of them report satisfaction levels of 0prl10, and this is also
the case here, for both aspects of well-being. A¥soth mentioning is
that almost two thirds of respondents report inceatesfaction level of 5,
6, 7, or 8, while as many as three quarters ofébpondents report these
values when referring to life satisfaction. The me&alue of self-reported
life satisfaction is higher than that of incomeisfaction (6.88 and 6.06,
respectively). When the analysis of satisfacti@mds is done for natives
and immigrants separately, several interestingriigglemerge. As can be
seen in Figure 2, natives are more satisfied thamigrants with both
income and life in general and this is the caseviary observed year.
Nonetheless, the difference is smaller for lifeistattion than income
satisfaction: the difference between two groupteims of the former is
2.4% as compared to 8.3% in terms of the lattes. diso noteworthy that
yearly averages of two groups move together: twougs may have
somewhat different satisfaction levels, but thegnseto respond very

similarly to changes in their socio-economic enviment.

Figure 2 about here

Separate descriptive analysis by gender (resultsepmrted to conserve
space) reveals that within both social groups amdnaasured by both
subjective indicators, women are somewhat morsfgadithan men. If we
break down the sample by nativity and by gendercampare these four
groups, the pattern is the same for both incomesfaation and life
satisfaction: the most satisfied are German-bormerg followed by
German-born men, who are somewhat more satisfiad threign-born

women. Immigrant men are the least satisfied grotjmwever,
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differences between immigrants and natives in tesfrisoth satisfaction
indicators should come as no surprise if we carmnind that immigrants
have lower income, just like it is possible thatdé differences can also
be explained by socio-demographic characteristit@rothan income.
Therefore, it will be necessary in one of the foilog sections of the
chapter to explore what native-immigrant differeeell look like once

we control for other factors that are believedftea satisfaction levels.

3.4. Methodology

Dependent variables in the multivariate analysis satisfaction with
household incomand satisfaction with life both measured on the scale
from O to 10. After inspecting the literature, thes a strong impression
that the level of agreement on how this scale shdé treated is
somewhat low. While some researchers think of #uale as ordinal,
others treat is as linear. Most importantly howetkee way we think of
this scale directly affects the methodological apph: assuming
ordinality implies the use of ordinal response medwhile thinking of
the scores as cardinal calls for the use of OL$teF&Carbonell and
Frijters (2004) note that methodological differemcian research of
satisfaction coincide to a significant extent witlhss-disciplinary borders
because sociologists and psychologists assume neditgli on the
satisfaction scale, while the economists have lsirderpreted happiness
scores as ordinal. Nevertheless, in the same gageer-i-Carbonell and
Frijters show that choosing between ordinality ardinality does not
affect general findings. What does matter, howevrwhether time-
invariant unobserved individual characteristicsg.(eoptimism) are
appropriately taken into account. Fixed effectsnesion seems to be a
suitable procedure in this context, but it is knothat its use implies

dropping all time-invariant characteristics outregression, while at the
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same time some of these characteristics (e.g. inamigdummy) are
crucial for answering some research questions ia thapter. The
approach taken here to resolve this issue is taeubslundlak correction.
In a nutshell, Mundlak (1978) showed that the ramddfects estimation
approximates the results of the fixed effects egion if means of time-
varying variables are included as covariates inéostatistical model. The
satisfaction scale is treated as cardinal in thigdys so that the principal
analyses are based on OLS random effects with Mirairrection. This
is primarily due to computational reasons. Nameabmdom effects
ordered probit with clustering option is a very éimonsuming procedure,
given the sample size, the number of regressignarted in this analysis
and the technical capacities available at the wiwriting this chapter.
However, in order to check for the robustness @& tksults, some
estimations with smaller sample size (i.e. Tableafs) replicated using
ordered probit techniques with Mundlak correctiow dhese results are

reported in the Appendix.

3.4.1. Explanatory Variables

The main explanatory variable in the first empirisaction is a dummy
for animmigrantperson. Any person born outside Germany is coreide
an immigrant in this study. In order to account fwterogeneity of
immigrant population, this variable will be brokélown by immigrant
group or the time of arrival, so that appropriadé¢egorical variables are
created. Immigrant groups, as defined by the cguuntries) of birth
are: 1 — Turkish born, 2 — Eastern European immigréa majority of
which are ethnic Germans), 3 — Southern Europeamignants

(immigrants originating from Italy, former Yugoslay Spain and
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Greecey, 4 — a residual heterogeneous group comprisingotier
foreign-born in the sample. There have certainlgnbeery few relevant
analyses on satisfaction which did not take intcoaat the actual
household incomand no exception will be made in this study. Them
choice that had to be made here was whether taatoior the total
household income, Y, (as in Burchardt, 2005) ottfierhousehold income
adjusted for the size of household;, Yas in D’Ambrosio and Frick,
2007). However, the latter approach involves anoatnarbitrarya priori
choice of a single equivalence scale and, additign& implicitly
assumes that the needs of native and immigranteholds can be
approximated by the same equivalence scale, somgethé cannot be
certain of. The model hence controls for the tbi@isehold income, Y,
which is also adjusted by consumer price indexriotento take care of
inflation rate. To downplay the effect of extremalues, the household

income is trimmed at the lowest and highest peileent

Another potentially powerful determinant of incoreatisfaction is the
individual's relative standing in the societyTwo questions arise
immediately: 1) What is the most appropriate waguantify the relative
standing in the society? and 2) Which referenceuggsoshould the
analysis of the relative standing be based on?ri@letnere are many
ways to express an individual’'s relative incomeitpms For instance, one

can think of it as the distance from the mean odiemeincome within the

% These immigrants are grouped into same categoryddilee same type of
migration (namely, labor migration initiated thrdufiprmal bilateral recruitment
programs, so-calleAnwerbeabkommegnas well as due to similar average
performance on the German labor market. Also irediidh this group are post-
1990 former Yugoslav immigrants, some of whom mayblitical refugees
(they cannot be identified as such in the databstet)jvever, they certainly
constitute only a minor share within the group otifiern European immigrants
in this sample.
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reference group. It can also be quantifying in gemwh percentile ranks.
However, in line with the findings that the indivis tend to make
comparisons “upwards” (Duesenberry, 1949; Fer@atibonell, 2005;
Clark and Senik, 2010), the approach adopted gdhalysis consists in
the use ofrelative deprivationas an indicator of relative income. The
concept of relative deprivation was originally ceptualized by Stouffer
(1949) and further elaborated by researchers sscbavis (1959) or
Runciman (1966), whose explanation of relative tkegion is howadays
frequently quoted in the relevant literature: “Wancroughly say that a
person is relatively deprived of X when i) he does have X; ii) he sees
some other person or persons, which may includesdifmat some
previous or expected time, as having X; iii) he tg8axX; and iv) he sees it
feasible that he should have X". In migration resbathe concept of
relative deprivation was made famous by Stark aitdh#ki (1988) and
Stark and Taylor (1989), who showed that it caty plasignificant role in
international migration decisions. Chakravarty (2P%roposes the
following way of calculating the total relative demtion of each

individual:

> (X =X)
Ol S—
D nA(X)
In plain words, relative deprivation of the indiu@l i is calculated as the
sum of income gaps between individuigdnd all individualsj with an
income higher than that f divided by the total population sizeand
normalized by mean income of the reference gridup The question of
which social group should actually be considereféremce group is
somewhat less clear and it is especially so irctimext of comparison of

natives and immigrants. The actual peer groups atate directly
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observed and any choice of reference group mayaagpe arbitrary. On
the other hand, due to very high collinearity, ithg multiple relative
deprivation indices (based on different definitiarfsreference group) in
the same regression does not produce consistautsreat least when
working with a sample size that is available héit@s is why in the first
part of the empirical section, when analyzing tifeecences between the
natives and the foreign-born, | will use the tqiapulation as a reference
group for all natives and immigrants as this cha@ippears to be the most
neutral at the moment. On the other hand, no méibev we define
reference groups, the relative deprivation indigéksbe highly correlated
(between 0.85 and 0.95 in my analyses). One ofntipdications is that,
with the possible exception of the hypothesizedngka in the effect of
years since migration, the coefficients of all otb&planatory variables
change only marginally depending on how the refezagroup is defined.
Also included in the analysis is a set of othertawnvariables that are
usually considered in similar research, whose djperaization is
straightforward and will not be discussed at mwatgth. These variables
include demographic characteristics, suchaage, gender, number of
children, marital statusndyears of educatiarAlso, a common result in
the previous studies is that, net of income, unegmpént has a negative
effect for life satisfaction (Clark and Oswald, #99Vinkelmann and
Winkelmann, 1998), and the same result has beeaingok in some
studies of income satisfaction (D’Ambrosio and kri2007; Vera-
Toscano, 2006). This is wismployment statuis included in the model
as another explanatory variable. Whether househatdsimulated any
savingsduring the year prior to the survey may also dftee level of
respondents’ income satisfaction and life satigactabove all because
savings are thought to generate a feeling of sgcur¥ear dummies
control for the yearly trends in income inequalibtnemployment rate,

inflation rate and other indicators of the widerciafy political and
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economic environment that may affect well-being. iAdicator for what
used to beWest Germanys also included in the modebaving ability
controls for adequacy of income with respect tortbeds, as well as for
the overall financial stability of the householchi§ variable is assigned
value 1 if the household reports to be able to sawertain amount of
income for large purchases and/or emergencies.niddel also controls
for housing tenure. The effect of tenure on satigfa may be twofold.
First, housing monthly costs most likely differfumction of whether the
individual is an owner or a tenant. Second, a thsect effect may arise
due to housing ownership having a positive impacthe feeling of the
overall security, which in turn may prompt respamdeto report higher
satisfaction levelddealth statuss also controlled for. Since the approach
taken in this study is to look at the effect ofaattjve variables rather than
that of internal factors (Diener and Lucas, 1998¢alth status is
controlled for through the number of visits to doctiuring the previous

year, rather than through self-reported healtlustat

3.5. Multivariate Analysis of Self-Reported
Satisfaction

The analysis of native-immigrant satisfaction gaypliesented in Table 2.
The first two columns report the results of the lgsia of income

satisfaction, while the estimates of life satisfactare reported in
columns 3 and 4. Models 2a and 2b take into acatenteterogeneity of
immigrant population, so that in these columns s#pacoefficients are
reported for each of the four immigrant groups. thersake of clarity, the
coefficients of means of time-varying variables ao¢ reported here, but
can be obtained by request. Both models 1a (incgatisfaction) and 1b

(life satisfaction) suggest that immigrants in Geny are, on average,
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more satisfied with income and life in generalcampared to the natives
with the same observable characteristics. Howetlax, difference of
around 0.08 points for both aspects of satisfadsoof a rather modest
magnitude. But, the results of Model 2a and Model iddicate that
immigrant dummy masks heterogeneity among immigraopulation:
Eastern European and Southern European immigrasisth else equal,
more satisfied with income than natives by arourtd Gnd 0.11 points,
respectively, while there is no statistically sfgant difference when
comparison is made between natives on one hand arkish-born and
the residual group of “other” immigrants on the esthTurkish-born
immigrants are, however, satisfied with life by @.points less than
natives, while Eastern European immigrants turntoube happier than
natives by 0.23 points on the satisfaction scahe Goefficients of other
covariates are largely in accordance with previstuslies. In general, all
explanatory variables have the same sign in bo#tyaes, but income-
related variables matter more for income satisbactiwhile other
variables have a stronger effect on life satistactDisposable household
income is positively correlated with satisfactiewvéls, while the opposite
is the case for relative deprivation. The numberdilts is negatively
associated with satisfaction, another less thaprisung results given that
household income is not adjusted for household isize multivariate
analysis. The number of children is also negativajsociated with
income satisfaction, but, somewhat unexpectedbretis no statistically
significant association between the number of céild and life
satisfaction. This is most likely the result of twomultaneous effects
working in opposite directions: more children imptyore needs in the
household, but studies that control for equivalizedher than total
household income show that respondents with chilcheport higher
levels of satisfaction (Lelkes 2006; Schwarze amalpfer 2003). One of

the common findings in the satisfaction literat@see Dolan, Peasgood
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and White, 2008), the U-shaped relationship betveggnand satisfaction,
has also been found here, with the respondents lagfeeeen 50 and 59
being the least satisfied. Similar to the reseatche previously, men
appear to be less satisfied than women, whereasechaespondents are
more satisfied than the unmarried ones. The numibgears of education
Is ceteris paribusnegatively associated with satisfaction. Incomercs®
matters substantially as the non-employed respdadezport clearly
lower levels of satisfaction than others. Savingeréase satisfaction,
while bad health has a negative impact on it. Hmyusiwnership is only
statistically significant in the estimation of ligatisfaction, but the effect
seems to be small. The respondents in the Westelerdl states report
higher satisfaction levels, which corresponds ® pihevious findings by
D’Ambrosio and Frick (2007).

Table 2 about here

The heterogeneity of immigrant population is notyoreflected in the
presence of different ethnic groups in the recgisociety. Immigrants’
socio-economic standing, and possibly subjectivi-leeng too, are also
affected by the length of stay in the destinatidnseparate model is
therefore introduced in which the categorical Jalga no longer
distinguishes between natives and different imnmggroups, but rather
between natives and immigrants classified by domatof stay in
Germany. Clearly, the coefficients obtained in tvay may still be a
consequence of different ethnic composition inetéht arrival cohorts,
which is not controlled for this time. For this sea, apart from a
regression in which all foreign-born in the datase¢ compared to
natives, three additional models are estimated wbimpare natives and
three largest immigrant groups, while within eadhtleese groups the

immigrants are classified by duration of stay im@any. Results reported
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in the first column of Table 3 suggest that, aliestfactors being equal,
recent immigrants are more satisfied with both meoand life when
compared to natives. This still holds for immigsanthose duration of
stay is between 10 and 20 years, but the differemoatives is smaller in
magnitude. Duration of stay between 20 and 30 ysaessociated with
satisfaction levels most similar to those of natjvas the coefficient for
both satisfaction indicators is small and not digant. However, the
immigrants whose duration of stay in Germany exse®@ years report
satisfaction levels lower those indicated by najweith the difference
being statistically significant for both satisfaxti indicators. Therefore,
when looking at immigrant population as a whole tlsults point to the
conclusion that immigrants’ satisfaction levelsatee to those of natives
are negatively associated with duration of stayGermany. Separate
comparisons of natives and three immigrant groupsreported in the
remaining three columns of Table 3 and indicate tha finding about
negative relationship between satisfaction and touraof stay in the

destination is not merely a consequence of difteefimic composition of
arrival cohorts. Whether one looks at satisfactwith income or

satisfaction with life, recent immigrants in allréle groups aregeteris

paribus more satisfied than non-recent immigrants.

Table 3 about here

These results can also be viewed through the len$e&daptation
hypothesis” or “assimilation hypothesis”. This thetical framework acts
on the assumption that immigrants undergo procestgsychological,
socio-cultural and economic adaptation in the datitn country (Berry,
1997), the consequence of which is that they becormee similar to
natives as years go by (see, for example, Alba be&, 1997).

Assimilation framework comprises a wide range ofttisgs and
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parameters, starting from a vast literature on ignamt labor market
assimilation to immigrant assimilation in healthn¢écol and Bedard,
2006). It thus comes as no surprise that in sorperpgBurchardt, 2006;
Safi, 2010) the question was asked whether the gnamts become more
similar to natives in terms of self-reported satesion (henceforth this
will be referred to as the “assimilation in satcfan levels”). Indeed,
Table 3 suggests that some immigrant groups, suchSauthern
Europeans and Eastern Europeans, do become madtar gimnatives as
years go by. However, the first two columns of Eald (the total
immigrant population in Germany and the Turkishrbimnmigrants) show
that there is no statistically significant diffecenbetween natives and
those immigrants who arrived between 21 and 30syagp, while the
immigrants who arrived more than 30 years ago egally less satisfied
with life and income than natives. On the otherdhdhe only pattern that
can be identified in all four columns is that ofhagative relationship
between satisfaction levels and duration of stagenmany. This suggests
that apparent assimilation of the other two imnmmgrgroups may be
incidental, while actually being the result of thegative relationship

between satisfaction levels and duration of stahéndestination.

3.5.1. Immigrants and Natives Compared

A related but still a research question on its oisnwhether any
remarkable differences between natives and immigraarise if
satisfaction regressions are done separately éotwib groups. The same
set of independent variables is used in both regmes, with the only
difference being the introduction of control for rmgrant group and
duration of stay in Germany when estimating theresgjon for
immigrants. By and large, Table 4 illustrates tting patterns of income

satisfaction and life satisfaction among nativesl ammigrants are
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similar, but, still, some differences exist. Andrgsting finding is that
both income-related variables, i.e. actual income lative deprivation,
have a greater impact on income satisfaction folives than for
immigrants. One may argue that this result chalenghe standard
narrative about the migrants being more econonyicadbtivated than
non-migrants. Some dissimilar patterns are alservksl when looking at
the effect of some demographic variables on incaaisfaction. For
instance, among natives, the number of childrenndégatively and
significantly associated with income satisfactiomhereas there is a
positive association between being married and nreccsatisfaction.
Among the immigrants, however, neither of the twariables is a
statistically significant predictor of income sédition. Net of other
things, more educated natives are less satisfigd hfe and income,
while this is not the case among the immigrantser@mo statistically
significant association is found between educafewel and the two
indicators of satisfaction. On the other hand, hawaership increases
both life satisfaction and income satisfaction wimigrants, while no
statistically significant effect of home ownershgm satisfaction was

identified among the natives.

Table 4 about here

In the lower part of the second column of Tablehd toefficients of
immigrant-specific variables are reported. The ai#hces among
immigrant groups correspond to what was reportedadhle 2 and will
therefore not be commented into more detail hesefah as the effect of

duration of sta$’ on satisfaction is concerned, there is a negative

% Another regression has been done in which YSMY&@®M squared are
included instead of the YSM intervals. The geneaaiclusions remain
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statistically significant relationship between th®, which is in line with
the prediction stated in Section 3.2. The negagfiect of duration of stay
holds for both life satisfaction and income satiitsm and, moreover, the
coefficients are fairly similar in these two esttiroas. Net of other things,
as compared to an immigrant who arrived 10 or lgsars ago, an
immigrant who has lived in Germany for more thany8@ars will report
income satisfaction lower by 0.29 and life satittat lower by 0.27

points.

3.6. Alternative Definitions of Reference Group

All the estimations reported above are based orasisemption that the
total adult population of Germany acts as the jyadcreference group
which affects the levels of satisfaction with ldied income among both
natives and immigrants. In reality, however, wendd know with which
social groups and with how many of them the respatsd compare
themselves. But, it is hypothesized in this stuet immigrants, at least
to some extent, compare themselves with other imantg who arrived in
Germany at the approximately same time (also medeto as “fellow
arrivals” in this analysis). This would imply thiae immigrants base their
expectations about income also by looking at theonme of fellow
arrivals, whereas the outcome of these expectatadfiests immigrants’
satisfaction with life and income. As a consequenicthis hypothesis, a
prediction was made in Section 3.2 that there Ww# a negative
relationship between satisfaction and duration tafy Sn Germany if
timing of arrival is not considered when creatieference groups. On the
other hand, it was also predicted that once tinuhg@rrival is built into

the structure of the reference group, the negatilationship between

unaffected. YSM intervals are, however, more sigtétr comparison with the
results from the next section.
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satisfaction and duration of stay should weakedisappear altogether. It
Is also expected that the change in the YSM caeffis will be of a larger
magnitude for income satisfaction than for lifeisfattion, as the former
IS more strongly affected by relative deprivaticam income-related
variable. In order to test these predictions, ®atimations were carried
out, each with a different definition of the refece group for immigrants

living in Germany. The five reference groups arfingel as follows:

1) The total population of Germanyboth natives and immigrants, is
viewed as reference group (the same reference giefilpition as in all

estimations presented in previous sections);

2) Reference group consists of all adults in Gegmaegardless of
nativity, who have roughlyhe same education leviéss than secondary

education, secondary education, more than secordaigation);

3) Reference group comprisedl immigrants living in Germany

regardless of timing of arrival;

4) Reference group consists af immigrants who belong to the same
immigrant group (using the classification of immigrant groups from
Section 3.4.1);

5) Reference group includdsllow arrivals i.e. the immigrants who are
classified into the same “YSM range”: 0-10, 11-2@;30 and more than
307"

%" Due to simple size limitations, all immigrantsgaedless of country of birth,
are included in the reference group. An alternatisttmation has been done with
reference group defined by fellow arrivals amanigrant group. The results are
practically the same as when including all fellannhals, but the reference
groups constructed in this way are very small aiglquestionable to what extent
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Obviously, only the definition of the last referengroup takes into
account the timing of arrival. As a consequences simould expect that
the negative relationship between duration of stayGermany and
satisfaction will be more pronounced in the fitstee regressions than in
the fourth one. Table 5 suggests that the coeffisiéor various YSM
ranges hardly vary depending on which of the fifstir relative
deprivation indicators is used, and the negativeoaation between
satisfaction and duration of stay is obvious. Hosvewhen employing
the fifth indicator of relative deprivation, the gsive relationship
between income satisfaction and duration of stagkers substantially
and the only statistically significant differensetihe one between the most
recent immigrants and the immigrants who arrivedarihan 30 years
prior to time of survey, with the coefficient beimgmost twice smaller
than in other four models. As far as life satisfattis concerned, even
though the coefficients do decrease slightly wheliodv arrivals are
considered the reference group, the negative amdfisant relationship
between YSM and life satisfaction persists so thappears that only a
tiny fraction of it can be explained by possiblyglmer income-related

expectations of non-recent immigrants.

Table 5 about here

In order to check for robustness of these resthis, same estimations
were carried out, but this time using random eftecered probit model
with Mundlak correction. The results are reported’able A1 and, even
though the meaning of the coefficients obtainethia way is somewhat

different from OLS coefficients, the general patter the same: there is a

they are representative of all immigrants with ¢hekaracteristics. Using tighter
YSM intervals was not feasible due to sample size.
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negative relationship between YSM and both satigfagndicators when
the first four relative deprivation indicators airgcorporated into the
analysis, but the negative effect of YSM on incaagsfaction is reduced
considerably once timing of arrival is considereldew constructing the
relative deprivation indicator: only the differentetween the recent
immigrants and those with the longest immigrant esigmce remains
statistically significant, and this only at the 108gel. Similar to the OLS
analysis, there is also some decrease in the ceeffs for life

satisfaction, but this change is of a considerabigller magnitude.

3.7. Conclusion

The aim of the study has been to contribute tonaesdhat scarce body of
research on life satisfaction and income satisfacimong immigrants.
Using the data from the GSOEP, an attempt was nadd examine
whether immigrants are on average more satisfielbsy satisfied than
natives, 2) analyze to what extent the heterogeraditthe immigrant
population in Germany should be taken into acconrthe research of
subjective well-being; 3) observe whether someoirignt differences in
satisfaction patterns arise when separate estinsatice done for natives
and immigrants; 4) analyze how self-reported sati&hn levels among
immigrants are affected by duration of stay in destination. According
to the results obtained, it cannot be argued thertm@ny’s immigrants
are, ceteris paribus, more or less satisfied tladives, as some immigrant
groups appear to be more satisfied, while otheosvdbwer satisfaction
levels relative to natives. Also, some, but not ialimigrant groups
become more similar to natives with duration ofystut, this apparent
“satisfaction assimilation” may only be an incidgnesult of the negative

relationship between satisfaction and duration tdy,s which was
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identified for the total of immigrant populationsrding in Germany, as
well as for each immigrant group. When estimatiohsleterminants of
satisfaction are done separately for natives anthigmants, several
noteworthy differences emerge. For instance, iteapp that the total
household income and relative deprivation have eatgr impact on
income satisfaction among natives. The final goakwo take a closer
look at the negative relationship between satigfacnd duration of stay
in Germany. It was hypothesized that satisfactibimenigrants is at least
partly determined by the level of household incawlative to income of
the fellow arrivals and that the negative relatfopsbetween satisfaction
and YSM will weaken or disappear completely onaetiming of arrival

is considered when defining reference groups. €kalts show that, after
constructing reference groups by timing of arrivdhe negative
relationship between satisfaction and YSM indeedkeas substantially
when income satisfaction is looked at. On the otheand, the negative
association between duration of stay and life fafi®n is persistent,

regardless of the way the reference groups araetgfi
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Tables and Figures

FIGURE 1: INCOME, EXPECTATIONS ANDY EARS SINCE MIGRATION
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FIGURE 2: AVERAGE LEVELS OFSATISFACTION, NATIVES AND

IMMIGRANTS
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TABLE 1:
DISTRIBUTION OF INCOME SATISFACTION AND LIFE SATISFETION
1994-2009WEIGHTED)

INCOME LIFE
Satisfaction % Cum. % Satisfaction % Cum. %
0 241 241 0 0.53 0.53
1 195 4.35 1 0.47 1.01
2 425 8.60 2 145 2.46
3 6.88 15.49 3 291 5.37
4 7.37 22.86 4 4,01 9.38
5 15.98 38.83 5 12.74 22.12
6 12.20 51.03 6 11.57 33.69
7 17.37 68.41 7 2255 56.23
8 18.97 87.38 8 29.12 85.36
9 756 94.94 9 10.51 95.87
10 5.06 100 10 4,13 100
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TABLE 2:
IMMIGRANT-NATIVE SATISFACTION GAP, RANDOM EFFECTSMODEL WITH MUNDLAK CORRECTION

Income satisfaction Life satisfaction

Model 1a Model 2a Model 1b Model 2b
Coeff. s.e. Coeff. S.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. S.e.
Household income/1000 0.067***  0.009  0.067*** 09 | 0.003 0.007  0.004** 0.007
Relative deprivation -3.197+*  0.075 -3.197**  0.G7| -0.905***  0.058 -0.905***  0.058
# adults -0.224*+  0.010 -0.224**  0.010, -0.077** 0.008 -0.078*** 0.008
# children -0.065***  0.011 -0.065***  0.011] 0.010 .ap9  0.010 0.009
Married 0.089***  0.023  0.088*** 0.023| 0.092** 018  0.092*** 0.018
Age 18-29 (ref.)
Age 30-39 -0.046** 0.021 -0.045* 0.02]1 -0.208* 0.016 -0.202*** 0.016
Age 40-49 -0.114**  0.023 -0.113*** 0.023 -0.84* 0.019 -0.346**  0.019
Age 50-59 -0.142=*  0.025 -0.140~** 0.02§ -0.87* 0.021 -0.372***  0.021
Age 60-65 0.164**  0.030 0.166*** 0.030 -082* 0.025 -0.121***  0.025
Male -0.198**  0.019 -0.197***  0.019| -0.151*** 0.00 -0.149***  0.017
Years of education -0.028**  0.008 -0.028***  0.008-0.020***  0.006 -0.020***  0.006
Foreign-born 0.080***  0.026 0.073**  0.023
German-born (ref.)
Turkish -0.017 0.049 -0.099** 0.042
Eastern European 0.205*** 0.04p 0.234** (0.035
Southern European 0.105** 0.044 0.057 39.0
Other imm. groups -0.054 0.054 0.016 0.048

(continued on the next page)
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TABLE 2 (CONTINUED):

Full-time empl. (ref.)

Regular part-time empl. -0.311***  0.022 -0.3¥1* 0.022 | -0.151*** 0.018 -0.151*** 0.018
Vocational training -0.292**  0.037 -0.292** 037 | 0.003 0.028  0.003 0.028
Irregular part-time empl. -0.552**  0.029 -0B5* 0.029 | -0.281** 0.023 -0.281***  0.023
Not employed -0.611**  0.019 -0.611*** 0.019 .A1** 0.016 -0.341*** 0.016
Housing ownership 0.027 0.020  0.027 0.920 0042 0.016 0.042** 0.016
West 0.253***  0.075  0.253***  0.075 0.188**  (09B 0.188**  0.056
Savings 0.609**  0.012  0.609***  0.012 0.230*** 0.009 0.230***  0.009
# doctor visits per year -0.003***  0.000 -0.003**+* 0.000| -0.007** 0.000 -0.007**  0.000
Control for year YES YES YES YES
Person-years 207,544 207,544 209,989 209,989
R?within 0.115 0.115 0.041 0.041
R?between 0.393 0.393 0.196 0.197
R*overall 0.324 0.324 0.157 0.158
sigma_u 1.270 1.269 1.090 1.090
sigma_e 1.470 1.470 1.228 1.228
rho 0.427 0.427 0.441 0.441

Notes: *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; Other controilsclude means of time-varying variables (coefiitgenot reported). Standard errors

are adjusted by clustering per person.
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TABLE 3:
SATISFACTION GAP (IMMIGRANTS CLASSIFIED BY DURATION OF STAY)
RANDOM EFFECTSMODEL WITH MUNDLAK CORRECTION

Income satisfaction
All immigrants Turkey Eastern Europe South Europe
Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff, s.e. Coeff. s.e.
German-born (ref.)
YSM 0-10 0.227** 0.042 0.158 0.102 0.278** 0.054  0.361** 0.109
YSM 11-20 0.073* 0.037 0.067 0.069 0.147* 088  0.194* 0.085
YSM 21-30 -0.014 0.037 -0.085 0.062 -0.091 8.10 0.142* 0.055
YSM > 30 -0.114%** 0.046 -0.166** 0.078 n/a an/ -0.001 0.065
Life satisfaction
All immigrants Turkey Eastern Europe South Europe
Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e.
German-born (ref.)
YSM 0-10 0.189*** 0.035 -0.105 0.094 0.326*** 0.044  0.187* 0.092
YSM 11-20 0.058* 0.032 0.001 0.061 0.172** 0.046 0.041 0.065
YSM 21-30 -0.003 0.034  -0.090* 0.056 -0.037 031 0.134** 0.047
YSM > 30 -0.150%*** 0.044 -0.159** 0.081 n/a nfa -0.075 0.060

Notes: *p<0.10, **p<0.05, **p<0.01 ; other contminclude year dummies, means of time-varying Wéem as well as the variables
reported in Table 1 (coefficients not reported)steéen European immigrants with duration of stayglemthan 30 years were not considered
due to too small number of observations. Standam®are adjusted by clustering per person.
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TABLE 4:

SEPARATE ESTIMATIONS FORNATIVES AND IMMIGRANTS, RANDOM EFFECTSMODEL WITH MUNDLAK CORRECTION

Income satisfaction Life satisfaction
Natives Immigrants Natives Immigrants
Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e.

Household income/1000 0.069*** 0.010 0.036 0.033.010 0.007 -0.042 0.027
Relative deprivation -3.233***  0.082 -3.111*** 0.21| -0.811*** 0.062 -1.358*** 0.174
# adults -0.233**  (0.011 -0.194***  0.023| -0.075*** 0.009 -0.093**  0.020
# children -0.080***  0.012 -0.036 0.023 0.012 o0 -0.027 0.020
Married 0.139*** 0.027 -0.006 0.052 0.130*** 0.022 0.132*** 0.045
Age 18-29 (ref.)

Age 30-39 -0.017 0.022 -0.113* 0.056  -0.199** 0.018 -0.149**  0.043

Age 40-49 -0.086***  0.025 -0.166*** 0.062 -0.38* 0.020 -0.236***  0.052

Age 50-59 -0.119***  0.028 -0.161** 0.072 -0.37® 0.023 -0.281**  0.060

Age 60-65 0.166*** 0.033 0.243*** 0.085 -0.128 0.027 0.021 0.074
Male -0.199***  0.020 -0.165*** 0.056| -0.158*** 0.08& -0.106** 0.050
Years of education -0.043**  0.008 0.027 0.017 Z®O* 0.006 0.001 0.016
Full-time empl. (ref.)

Regular part-time empl. -0.307**  0.023 -0.339* 0.064 | -0.156*** 0.020 -0.117** 0.055

Vocational training -0.284**  0.040 -0.390*** .006 0.020 0.030 -0.126 0.088

Irregular part-time empl. -0.539***  0.031 -0®3* 0.085 | -0.280*** 0.025 -0.278***  0.069

Not employed -0.599**  0.021 -0.705***  0.05Q .&»8*** 0.017 -0.409***  0.046

(continued on the next page)
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TABLE 4 (CONTINUED)

Housing ownership 0.009 0.022 0.165*** 0.098 1BO 0.018 0.206*** 0.049
West 0.238***  0.076  0.690*** 0.394| 0.190***  0.057 0.097 0.314
Savings 0.615***  0.014  0.576**  0.031] 0.229*** 010 0.239***  0.023
# doctor visits per year -0.002***  0.000 -0.004**+* 0.001 | -0.007***  0.000 -0.007**  0.001
Turkish-born (ref.)

East European 0.289*** 0.073 0.347** 0406

South European 0.187*** 0.066 0.141* 0805

Other 0.081 0.085 0.110 0.076
YSM less than 10 (ref.)

YSM 11-20 -0.147**  0.045 -0.129**+*  0.038

YSM 21-30 -0.223**  0.060 -0.176***  0.053

YSM more than 30 -0.290***  0.075 -0.265*** 0.066
Control for year YES YES YES YES
Person-years 177,417 27,199 179,639 27,390
R?within 0.1147 0.1268 0.0390 0.0583
R?between 0.3995 0.3574 0.2009 0.1988
R*overall 0.3307 0.2745 0.1595 0.1593
sigma_u 1.260 1.268 1.077 1.126
sigma_e 1.464 1.499 1.218 1.283
rho 0.426 0.417 0.439 0.435

Notes: *p<0.10, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01; other contrailsclude year dummies and means of time-varyingaisées (coefficients not reported).
Standard errors are adjusted by clustering peopers
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TABLE 5:
THE EFFECT OFDURATION OF STAY ON SATISFACTION WHEN CONSIDERINGDIFFERENTREFERENCEGROUPS
RANDOM EFFECTSMODEL WITH MUNDLAK CORRECTION

Total population

INCOME SATISFACTION

Same educ. level

All immigrants

ang® imm. group

Fellow arrivals

Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff, s.e. Coeff. s.e. ef€o s.e.
YSM 0-10 (ref.)
YSM 11-20 -0.147** | 0.045 -0.132*** | 0.045 -046** |0.045 | -0.148** | 0.045| -0.042 0.045
YSM 21-30 -0.223*** | 0.060 -0.214** | 0.06Q -0.22** |[0.060 | -0.220*** | 0.060 [ -0.095 0.060
YSM > 30 -0.290*** | 0.075 -0.292*** | 0.079 -0.28% |0.075 | -0.293*** |0.075 | -0.157** 0.076
Person-years 27,199

Total population

Same educ. level

LIFE SATISFACTION

All immigrants

ang imm. group

Fellow arrivals

Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.el ef€o s.e.
YSM 0-10 (ref.)
YSM 11-20 -0.129*** [ 0.038 -0.124***| 0.03§ -D28*** |0.038 | -0.129** | 0.038| -0.082** 0.038
YSM 21-30 -0.176*** | 0.053 -0.175*** | 0.053 -0/b** |0.053 | -0.175*** | 0.053| -0.120** 0.053
YSM > 30 -0.265*** | 0.066 -0.270*** | 0.064 -0.26% |0.066 | -0.266*** | 0.066 | -0.206*** | 0.066
Person-years 27,390

Notes: *p<0.10, *p<0.05, **p<0.01; other controisclude year dummies and means of time-varyingabéas,
as well the variables reported in Table 3 (coedfits not reported). Standard errors are adjustexduisiering per person.
Source: GSOEP
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Appendix

TABLE Al:
THE EFFECT OFDURATION OF STAY ON SATISFACTION WHEN CONSIDERINGDIFFERENTREFERENCEGROUPS
RANDOM EFFECTSORDEREDPROBIT WITH MUNDLAK CORRECTION

INCOME SATISFACTION
Same educ. level All immigrants an® imm. group

Total population Fellow arrivals

Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.gd ef€o | s.e.
YSM 0-10 (ref.)
YSM 11-20 -0.098***| 0.031 -0.093***| 0.032 {@8** |0.031| -0.099*** | 0.031| -0.037 0.032
YSM 21-30 -0.132*** | 0.042 -0.131*** | 0.04% -0.03* |0.042 | -0.130*** | 0.041| -0.057 0.042
YSM > 30 -0.189*** | 0.055 | -0.193***| 0.054 -0.188% |0.054 |-0.191*** | 0.053| -0.112*| 0.055
Variance of RE 0.646 (0.024) 0.641 (0.024 0.60824) 0.645 (0.024) 0.645 (0.024)
27,199

Person-years

LIFE SATISFACTION
All immigrants an® imm. group

Total population Same educ. level Fellow arrivals

Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.e.| Coeff. s.e. Coeff. s.d. ef€o s.e.
YSM 0-10 (ref.)
YSM 11-20 -0.110***| 0.035 -0.110*** 0.03% -009*** |0.034 | -0.111** | 0.034| -0.079**| 0.035
YSM 21-30 -0.146*** | 0.054 | -0.154**| 0.05¢ -0.#4** |0.053 | -0.146*** | 0.053 | -0.109**| 0.053
YSM > 30 -0.208*** | 0.069 | -0.222**| 0.071 -0.265% |0.068 | -0.210*** | 0.068 | -0.170**| 0.068
Variance of RE | 0.677 (0.029) 0.678 (0.029) 0.608)28) 0.676 (0.029) 0.677 (0.029)
27,390

Person-years

Notes: *p<0.10, *p<0.05, ***p<0.01; other controisclude year dummies and means of time-varyingabéas, as well the variables
reported in Table 3 (coefficients not reportedariard errors are adjusted by clustering per pe&ource: GSOEP
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4. Concluding Remarks

The interest for the plight of immigrants amongistogists can be traced
back to 1920s. Especially famous concept from fiexiod is that of
immigrant as the “marginal man”, first introducey Park (1928) and
further elaborated by Stonequist (1935), who, rafgrto the American
experience, described the idiosyncrasies of livicigpumstances of
immigrants in the following manner: Migration has transplanted
individuals and cultures to such an extent thatrlyeavery land and every
city is something of a melting-pot of races andiaralities. The
individual who grows up in such a situation is likeo find himself faced,
perhaps unexpectedly, with problems, conflicts, éecisions peculiar to
the melting-pot. This is true particularly of thos#o are expected to do
most of the melting, that is, those who belong tairority group, or to a
group who has an inferior status in the ldndn the subsequent decades,
the interest in migration research in general @search of economic and
life outcome of immigrants in particular were bathbjects of a varying
degree of interest among social scientists. Howetvex apparent that this
field of research gained momentum in the last tli®sades. This should
come as no surprise though because, along witmoémncal progress
and the increased participation of women in laboark®t, mass
immigration is one of the factors that most chanigpedface of the modern
Europe and the USA.

For a long time, different social sciences studiggdration and migrants
from their discipline-specific perspectives andngsiifferent methods.
Claiming that the collaboration between migrati@seaarchers coming
from different disciplines leaves a lot to be degdjrSilvia Pedraza-Bailey
noted back in 1989 thastmetimes one arrives at a party and is much

surprised to find out who else is thérelowever, this has changed in the
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last decades and it would not be exaggerated tde sthat

interdisciplinarity has become a recognizable featf the contemporary
migration research within the realm of social scemn This circumstance,
together with an increased interest in the subpeatter, resulted in a
sizeable body of research. But even so, we stilehaot answered all
guestions, nor are we likely to do so any timehe tear future. This is
not only due to imperfect data we work with, bugoabecause the nature
of migration movements has been changing over tiust like the

receiving societies themselves undergo substanti@isformations. In

other words, the social context in which the redeas set changes

unceasingly and new research questions emerge.

At the most general level, the results in the eiogirchapters of this
thesis suggest that the immigrants’ objective WelkRg improves with
duration of stay at destination (even if very gatjufor some immigrant
groups), while, on the other hand, there igederis paribusnegative
relationship between the subjective well-being dndation of stay. To
illustrate, it was demonstrated in the first chaptieat, within each
immigrant group (defined by sending region), thdividuals with longer
duration of stay in Sweden are less frequently dotanbe living under the
poverty line, but also that longer duration of siassociated with more
favorable outcomes in the context of poverty trémss (although there is
some evidence that the positive association foegg\wexits is in fact the
consequence of the cohort effects). On a similge,nm the second
chapter we saw that after the initial drop in thistfyear after migration,
the average occupational attainment of the Sersgal@mmigrants in
Europe gradually improves with longer stay, eveough the actual
process of the upward occupational mobility carviesved as somewhat
slow. However, the other side of the coin is that, of other things, there

is a statistically significant negative relatiornstietween satisfaction (i.e.
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both life satisfaction and income satisfaction) ahdation of stay at
destination. Moreover, this relationship holds &k major immigrant

groups under study. Nevertheless, apart from tlyeseral patterns, a
number of other findings contribute to a more neahanderstanding of
the processes associated with the well-being amongigrants.

According to the way they contribute to the presgiditerature, the main
findings can be classified into two main groupsmeoresults in the
empirical chapters are the answers to the resagrektions whose aim
was to replicate previously addressed questiongin contexts, while the
contribution of other results consists in answetimg questions that were
previously not dealt with, or at least not in tharmer employed in this

thesis.

4.1. Reinvestigating Previously Addressed
Questions in Novel Contexts

The first chapter also showed that, once poorjrthmigrants in Sweden
are less likely to leave poverty and that, once afupoverty, they are
more likely to re-enter poverty than natives. Tigisult is similar to that in
Hansen and Wahlberg (2004), who study the trajestoof poverty in
Sweden from 1991 to 2001. In spite of the appasaniiarities between
the two studies, several notable differences shbalgointed out. First,
the time period covered in their study was substiyitmore marked by
the economic recession in Sweden in the first bfithe 1990s. Second,
rather than looking at the relative poverty, Hansed Wahlberg study the
absolute poverty. Third, they do not estimate thenigrant-specific risk
of chronic poverty, i.e. the residual immigrantatdisantage with respect
to poverty transitions, after controlling for othepservables. Finally, in
the first chapter, the heterogeneity of the immigizopulation in Sweden

was taken into account by classifying the immigsasyt sending countries
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or regions, while Hansen and Wahlberg distinguistwben refugee and
non-refugee immigrants. Nevertheless, both papsyes shat the size of
immigrant disadvantage in the context of povertgaiyics varies greatly
by immigrant group, regardless of the criteria usdekn defining these

groups.

The second chapter focused on well-being amongdaéase immigrants
in Europe, as measured by occupational attainmadt agccupational
mobility. With some exceptions, the pattern of theevious results
concerning this issue was also largely confirmedhim new context of
Sub-Saharan migrants in Southern Europe. Drawinghetarge literature
about limited transferability of skills to destif@at countries, it was
hypothesized that the occupational trajectories thé Senegalese
immigrants follow a U-shaped pattern and that tthecation received at
destination is a particularly important tool leaglito better jobs for the
immigrants. Both predictions were confirmed in tubsequent analysis.
Language skills, as an important element of couspscific skills and the
legal status in labor market also exercise a tally significant effect
on the occupational attainment. The statisticaligniicant negative
relationship between duration of stay in Europe &mel likelihood of
experiencing upward or downward occupational mgbitan be viewed
as an evidence of cumulative inertia (McGinnis, 898However, this
result differs from the findings for the USA by R#aohe Akresh (2006),

who found no significant relationship between the tariables.

The third chapter looks at the satisfaction-gefggatnechanisms among
immigrants in Germany and makes appropriate commmasi with natives.

Somewhat contrary to the findings of Safi (2010jjowused a cross-
national dataset and found that the immigrant®argeneral less satisfied

with life than natives, this country-specific studyggests that, all else
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equal, some immigrant groups are more satisfiedevdthers appear to
be less satisfied than natives. Also discussededssue of “assimilation
in satisfaction levels” among immigrants (previgusfliscussed in
Burchardt, 2006; Safi, 2010). More precisely, itswiested whether
immigrants become more similar to natives with eespto the self-
reported satisfaction as the time at destinatiossgm It turns out that,
judging by the coefficients of the multivariate bis&s, some immigrant
groups indeed become more similar to natives waipect to the self-
reported satisfaction. However, this apparent dkgtion in satisfaction
(which does not hold for all immigrant groups) masgtually be an
accidental outcome of the negative relationshipvben satisfaction and

duration of stay (which does hold for all immigranoups).

4.2. Novel Questions

As previously mentioned, in each chapter an attengg made to also
extend the scope of previous related research fifdtechapter is, to the
best of my knowledge, the first study that comparamigrants and
natives in terms of the prevalence rates and dondit transition rates of
the events associated with poverty transitions.oLabarket is the most
important setting for poverty transitions for bathtives and immigrants.
Employment transitions (i.e. transition to employmand transition to
non-employment) are the only events more frequeoltlyerved among
immigrants who experience poverty transitions (peverty exits and
poverty entries) than among their native countéspa&l other events are
more prevalent among natives. However, the conwditidransition rates

of all the trigger events are more favorable fdives.

In terms of the originality of research, the maamtribution of the second

chapter consists in the estimation of the occupatioost as a function of
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years since migration, while previously the occiguatl cost has only
been measured as the difference in occupationtaissia the first post-
migration year and the last pre-migration year j{fRan and Semyonov,
1995). Fixed effects estimation and random effesith Mundlak

correction yield almost identical results: theraistatistically significant
occupational cost of migration which decreases whithation of stay, but
does not disappear completely even after more isapears in Europe.
Just after the migration, the occupational costmidration is slightly

higher for women, but this difference is also fajliwith duration of stay.

Finally, in the third chapter, a&eteris paribusnegative relationship
between satisfaction and duration of stay at datitin was established
and the question was asked how we can explaindtdtonship. In other
words, the objective was to further scrutinize lthk between satisfaction
and years since migration. It was hypothesized thabme-related
expectations (unobserved factor) increase withtauraof stay, and that
satisfaction of immigrants is at least partly detieied by the level of their
household income relative to the income of fellawvals. Therefore it
was predicted that the negative relationship batvgegisfaction and YSM
will weaken or disappear completely once the timiog arrival is

considered when defining reference groups. Thelteeshow that, after
constructing reference groups by timing of arrivahe negative
relationship between satisfaction and YSM indeedkeas substantially
when examining income satisfaction. On the othamdhahe negative
association between duration of stay and life feation is persistent,
regardless of the way the reference groups arenatkfiFurther work
needs to be done to explore this issue and it wdaddespecially
compelling to look at the possible role of homes&gds and

discrimination.
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4.3. Generalizability of Results

The datasets used in the empirical chapters stem d@ifferent countries
and cover specific time periods, so that the goestirises as to what
extent the results obtained can be considered giezadyle . It is important
to note that when suggesting that findings are igdizable, | mean that it
should beexpectedto obtain similar results in other socio-economic
contexts too. In any case, given the context-sjgecifcumstances of the
studies in the previous chapters, some findingsiaabe generalized nor
was it possible to predict them based on the thieateconcepts and
findings in previous studies of migration reseamhd other social
disciplines. To illustrate, the impact of incoméated variables on
income satisfaction in Germany is more pronouncadray natives than
among immigrants, but it is difficult to predict aththe outcome of a
similar research in Spain would be like. However,n@entioned in the
introductory chapter, all the hypotheses proposeitieé previous chapters
are independent of the circumstances specific stirggion countries, and
| believe that the outcomes of these hypotheses bmnconsidered
generalizable, at least as far as the observed gramti groups are
concerned. For instance, it can be consideredtsadssume that the U-
shaped pattern of occupational trajectories amamge§alese immigrants
would also be identified in other Western countasst is also there that
the skills of Senegalese immigrants are not pdyfecinsferrable (even
though the degree of transferability of skills magll vary from one
destination to another). Likewise, | would expexfihd aceteris paribus
negative relationship between income satisfactimhduration of stay not
only in Germany, but also in any other destinatbmuntry in which a
positive relationship between earnings and duratidnstay can be
identified. And, finally, the prediction that thenmigrants will be less

likely to leave poverty (both before and after colihg for the
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observable characteristics) was based on the argutinat, on average,
they are disadvantaged in all the three principaitexts (namely, labor
market, state and family) that determine the secimromic well-being.
However, the empirical evidence in Section 1.4. ommigrant

disadvantage in both labor market and welfare statengements refers
not only to Sweden, but also to other Western dattin countries.
Therefore, | would expect to find the immigrant atlgantage in the

context of poverty exits in other major destinatimuntries as well.

4.4. Future Research

In each chapter there are results that suggestitieetions of future
research. The finding in the first chapter, thatditional transition rates
of all events are more favorable (i.e. higher foverty exits and lower for
poverty entries) for natives, calls for more reskainto the conditions
under which the trigger events take place in poativa and poor
immigrant households. It would be especially cormpglto shed light on
the simultaneity of the trigger events and answerstons such as the
following: conditional on experiencing an unfavdebevent (e.g.
divorce), are natives more likely to simultaneowstperience a favorable
event (e.g. transition to employment) and thus @mévthe fall into
poverty? On a similar note, are conditional ratiggoverty exits lower for
immigrants also because they are more likely to edgpce an
unfavorable event in the same period? Howeversiinét only the
simultaneity, but also the “quality” of transitiotizat should be examined
in more detail. To illustrate, do poor unemployedives get better jobs
when leaving unemployment? A part of immigrant dismtage in terms
of poverty transitions may also be explained byhbasehold formation

patterns. Whom do actually poor immigrants marsycampared to poor
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natives? This research can be an extension of quevresearch on
marriage patterns among immigrants (Qian and Licl2@01; Gonzalez-
Ferrer, 2006; Dribe and Lundh, 2008) and predontipaAmerican
literature on marriage as an anti-poverty strat¢iicLaughlin and
Lichter, 1997; Sigle-Rushton and McLanahan, 2002).

Another promising research field may be the stuidyigration outcomes
as measured by a variety of socio-economic indisato other words, we
should more frequently compare the life-coursesnairants and non-
migrants and look at how much the immigrants gaiftose, in terms of a
variety of socio-economic indicators, by undertgkine act of migration.
Apart from contributing to a more nuanced undeditagn of migration
processes, this research is important because we dwod reasons to
believe that comparisons with non-migrants direcffect the utility
function of immigrants. Moreover, we have good oe&sto believe that,
due to the increasingly transnational nature ofte@mporary migrations
(Portes et al, 1999; Levitt 2001), these compasseith the non-migrants
now matter more than before. An attempt was madkearsecond chapter
to contribute to the scarce body of research bynasihg the long-term
occupational cost of migration. Given the consiters about different
degrees of transferability of skills by educati@vel, | would be very
curious to see in the near future a study of odooipal cost for different
education groups. Also, as mentioned, migratioea@ues can and should
be measured in terms of other socio-economic inalisge.g. in terms of
poverty, as done by Sabates-Wheeler et al, 20Qif)also in terms of
subjective indicators. Fixed effects and closelgtezl methods seem to be
appropriate tools in these analyses, but it woldd be compelling to use
different matching estimations, provided the resleatesign allows us to

control for a possible bias due to selection intgration.
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Future research should also concentrate on the cimph different
reference groups on the well-being of immigrantsréprecisely, further
work needs to be done to identify the referenceugsp as well as to
assess and, to the extent possible, quantify theriiance of each of these
groups for the immigrant well-being. Especiallyergsting would be to
establish whether the identification with refererggeups is a dynamic
process, i.e. whether the degree of comparison ewtih reference group
among immigrants changes with duration of stay attidation.
Nonetheless, the procedure of identifying referemgeups in the
empirical research is very challenging and this alsncerns the analyses
of general population, not only immigrants. A humb&approaches have
been used so far by the social scientists in d@l@ddress this problem,
none of them being flawless. Knight and Song (2@0%) Clark and Senik
(2010) examine the intensity of income comparisoypseference group
using the surveys in which the respondents weredagk explicitly state
to whom they compare. Akay et al. (2011) use meaomes of several
potential reference groups. In my view, the leagperfect methodology
in assessing the relative importance of the reteregroups has been
recently proposed by Wolbring et al. (forthcominig) their study of life
satisfaction of the population of Munich, the irgigy of the comparison
with potential reference groups was not measured abiking the
participants to explicitly state whom they compdce but rather to
estimate their relative income with respect tofthe potentially relevant
reference groups: average citizens, colleaguesnds and relatives. A
slightly modified approach (e.g. with non-migrairighe origin being an
additional reference group) could relatively simfilg implemented in

studies of immigrant subjective well-being.
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