1SSN 0265-8003

PORTUGUESE MIGRANTS
IN THE GERMAN LABOUR MARKET:
PERFORMANCE AND SELF-SELECTION

Thomas Bauer, Pedro T Pereira, Michael Vogler
and Klaus F Zimmermann

Discussion Paper No. 2047
December 1998

Centre tor Econemic Policy Research
5058 Goswell Rd
Londen EC1V 7DB
Tel (44 171) 878 2900
Fax: {44 171} 878 2899
Email: cepr@cepr.org

This Discussion Paper is issued undar the auspices of the Centre's research
programme it Labour Economies. Any opinlons expressed here are those ol
the author{s} and nof those ot the Centre tor Economic Policy Hesearch.
Research disseminated by CEPR may include views cn palicy, but the Centre
itself takes no institutichal policy positions.

Tha Centre for Econamic Policy Rasearch was established in 1983 as a private
educationat charity, to promote independen! analysis and public discussion of
open economies and the relations among them. 1t is piuralist and non-parisan,
bringing economic research to bear on the analysis of medium- and long-run
poficy questions. Institutional {core)} finance tor the Cenire has been provided
through major grants irem the Economic and Social Research Council, under
which an ESRC Resource Centre operates within CEPR; the Esmée Fairbairn
Charitable Trust; and the Bank of England. These organizations do nof give prior
review to the Centre's publications, nor do they necessarily endorse the views
expressed therein.

These Discussion Papers often represent preliminary or incomplete work,
orcuiated o encourage discusston and comment. Citation and use of such a
paper should take account of its prowvistonal character.

Copynright: Thomas Bauesr, Pedro T Pererra, Michae!l Vogler and Klaus F
Zimmermann,



CEPR Discussion Paper No. 2047

December 1998
ABSTRACT

Portuguese Migrants in the German Labour Market:
Fertormance and Self-Selection*

Using a large new data set, we analyse the labour market performance of
Portuguese workers in Germany. While previous work compares wages and
characteristics ot migrants only to those of natives, we maich the data also
with an equivalent survey from the sending country. We find that Portuguese
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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

Following theoretical and empirical results of the migration literature it is
important tor receiving countries to aftract migrants with a particular
endowment of skills in order to avoid negative effects ot immigration on the
economy and to maximize the benefits of immigration. Another wall
established result of the migration literature indicales that this selective
demand of the host countries faces a self-selected supply of migrants, Hence,
any immigration policy can choose only oul of a self-selected pooi of people
who are willing to migrate. in spite of its importance for an effective mugration
policy the empirical knowledge about the self-selection process is quite
limited. This paper contributes to this neglected area in the migration by
asking the tollowing questions: How do migranis compare to the population in
their home country and in the host country? What does this imply for the
immigration policy of the host country?

This paper analyses the self-selection process and fabour market
performance ot Portuguese guest workers in Germany utilizing the
Beschéftigtenstichprobe which represents a 1% sample ot ali workers in
Germany paying soctal security contributions. Most of the Portuguese guest
workers migrated to Germany in the 1950s and 1860s. In this time perod
Germany actively recruited low-skilled blue-collar workers irom southern
European countries. The institutional setting and the orgamization of this active
mmugration policy was highly selective. On the one hand, we study the self-
selection process of Portuguese guest workers in terms of observed and
uncbserved charactenstics by comparing the labour market performance of
Portuguese guest workers relative to Germans. On the other hand, by
combining the German data set with Porfuguese cross-section data trom 1982
and 1986 we are able o calculate predicted wages tor migrants and non-
migrants which enables us to get further insights into the self-selection
process.

The descriptive analysis of the two data sets revealed that Portuguese
workers in (Germany have a lower education than Germans. Compared to
Portuguese workers who stayed in Portugal, significantly more Portuguese
guest workers have vocational training. Among the Portuguese guest workers
in Germany, however, there are no persons with a bachelor or university
degree. These results indicate a negative selection with regard to schooling,
but a positive selection among workers with lower education.

Based on the results of simple Mincertype earnings tunctions we compared
the predicted wages lor both groups of Porfuguese workers (Portuguese
workers in Portugal and Poriuguese guest workers in Germany) in the other
country. This analysis revealed that Portuguese workers in Portugal would



have received higher wages if they had migrated to Germany, whereas those
who migrated to Germany would have eamed less in Portugal than their
Poriuguese counterparts. This result indicates that Portuguese guest workers
are negatively self-selected with regard 1o observed characteristics if
compared fo those who stayed at home,

Comparing the wages of native Germans to those of Portuguese guest
workers using a standard Oaxaca decomposition shows, that most ot the
ncome advantage ot Germans can be attributed to their better endowment ot
skilis. Compared to natives, however, Portuguese guest workers have an
advantage with regard to the remuneration of skills holding the skill level
constant. Interpreting the remuneration of skills as an indicator for unobserved
abilities, the latter result suggests that Poriuguese guest workers are
positively self-selected with respect to unobserved charactenstics if compared
to the average German worker. Resincting the analysis to low-skilled blue-
collar workers, This effect is especially high tor low-skilled blue-collar workers,
which represent the maiority among the Portuguese migrants.

To summarize, the results ot this study confirm that the selective immigration
policy in Germany in the late 19505 and the 1960s was effective since
Germany was able to attract migrants with the appropriate skill level and
unobserved characteristics like motivation.



1} Introduction

Many models studying the impact of imnugration on the economy of the recetving country
demonstrate that 1t 15 1mportant to mtract mgrants with a paruicular endowment of skills in order
to avoid negative effects on natives and to maximuze the benefits of immgration. Following
these arguments Some immigration countnes like Canada, the United States and Austradia have
established an immgration system that selects mugrants according to characieristics that are
beneficial to the labor markes, The German recrustment policy 1n the 19505 and 1960s 15 an

extreme example for a selection strategy that mainly foliows the demands of the labor market.

However, the demand on the world market for migrants meets a seif-selected supply.
Hence, any immigration policy con choose only out of the pool of peopie who are willing 10
mugrate. There 15 still not sufficient knowledpe about the seif-sefectton process, especiaily
Europe where most of the literature concentrates on the 1ssue of the assimilation of migrants and
therr 1impact on the natives. How do migrants compare to the population at home and in the

receiving country? What does this imply for the smmsgration policy of the host country?
£ Ty z policy

The paper utilizes a new dataset (*Beschiiftigienstichprabe') which is a provided by the
German Labor Office sice 1996. This dataset 1s a 1% sample of all workers that had to pay
ceniributions for social secumty and covers the peniod 1975-1990. Because of this large sampic
1t 15 possible to analyze the labor market performance of such a refntively small group like
Portuguese workers 1 Germany. Beside this standard analysis concerning the labor market
performince we analyze the selection of guest-workers in Germany 1n terms of observed and
unobserved charactenstes by combimng the German dataset with Portuguese cross-section data

for 1982 and 1986.
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Hence, the novel feature of shis paper are (i) the use of matched micro data from the
sending and recerving regions, and (i) the study of a largely underresearched European flow of
workers, Porjuguese-German migration. The paper 15 divided into six paris. In Section 2, we
describe the mststutional background and the devetopment of migration betwees Portugal and
Germany. Seciion 3 contuns a review of the theoretical background. The dataset 1s explaned in
Secnon 4. This section also provides some first results concerning the selecuion of Portugeese
migrants by companng the charsctenstics of Portuguese mugrants and the German and
Portuguese workers. in Section 5. the resuits of earmings regressions are ased to compare the
wages of Portuguese migranis to those Portuguese who stayed at home and o equivalen:

German workers, Section 6 concludes.

2) Institutional Background and Stylized Facts

Since the rise af Portuguese migration to Germany in the early 1960s the institubonat setiing
has changed several tmes. and together with economac mcentives this has caused different
patterns of migration. This seciion provides an overview of the institational background and the
dimension and structure of migratson between Portugal and Germany from both the aet

recetving and sending countnes.

The German Perspeciive

Migration from Portugel to Germany was initisted by the German guesiworker system. In the
1950s and the early 1960s Germany faced excess demand for unskilled blue collar workers
which aduced the establishment of an active recruntment policy. Recruttment treaties were

signed with Haly (1955), Greece and Spamn (1960), Turkey {1961), Morocca {1963), Portugal



€1964), Tumsiz (1965) and Yugosiavia (1968). (See Zimmermann (1995) for a deailed
description of the German immigration policy since World War I1.) Under the responsibility of
the German Labor Office, Germas firms filed offers for contracts with the labor authonties, who
forwarded the offers 1o recrustment officers i the mdividual countnes, These officers then
selected workers on the basis of qualifications, health, and employment records. (A detailed
descniplion of the organization and enforcement of the reenntment of guest-waorkers is given by
e.g. Baver and Zimmermann (1996).} By law, wage offers to the guestworkers had to be
idenucal to those for equally gualified Germans. Despite this active recrustment of the German
labor office there was aiso the possibility of the so called "second way” of immigration to
Germany: foreign employment seekers were allowed to apply directly for jobs m the German

embassy 1n thewr home country.

Facing increasing social tensions and fears during an upcommg recession followsng the
first oil price shock, Germany terminated the active recruitment of guestworkers in November
1973. But this recnuutment stop did not mmply a geaeral mmmigration halt. Due to family
reunificanion relatives of foreign workers in Germany were still allowed 1o migrate 1o Germany.
Furthermore, citizens of European Umon member states were not affected by the recautment
halt because of regulations that guarantee the free movement of workers between the member
staies. However, although Portugal {and Spain) jowned the European Union (EUY in 1986, there
were mobility restrictions for Portuguese (as weH as for Spanish) workers for a penod of 7
years. Duning this penod, they were not treated as EU workers, but like third-country nationals -
a regulauen that was introduced due to the grest economic differences with and the fear of mass

out-mugration to the core of the EU (inciuding Germany).

Figuse | summanizes the nugration flows from Portugal to Germany from 1960 to 1995.



In response to the German demand for labor and the beginming of sctive recruitment 1a Postegal
(1964} the flow of Portuguese mugrants grew steadily from 1960 to 1973 when the recruitment
was siopped. In this peniod 1967 was the only year with a negative immigration balance whick
was caused by a severe recession in Germany. Figure 2 shows that the stock of Portuguese m
Germany mereased from close 1o zero in 1960 to abowt 120,000 in 1974, Furthermore, until the

early 1970s these Portuguese consisted masmty of workers.

After the recrutment stop the migration balance became negative uniil 1986. Return
nugration teached a peak in 1983 (see Figure 1} when the German government established a
return program, which couid be ciaimed by workers that became unemployed or were working
shori-ime for a longer penod. Figure 2 shows that the stock of Portuguese employees decreased
from 1ts peak in 1974 by 54% untit 1987, whereas the overall Portuguese popuiation decreased
only by 43% from 122,000 10 69,000 indicatng the increased importance of rigration through

family reunification after the recruntment stop.

Since 1986, when Portugal jomed the European Union, Germany expertenced again &
positive net immgration from Portugat which mereased sharply in 1993, when free mobility for
Portuguese workers started. Despite this increased inflow the employment of Portuguese
workers tn Germany surpnsingly remamed nearly constant, From 1992 to 1995 the Portuguese
population 1ncreased by about 27,000 persons, the aumber of employees oniy by 5.000. An
explanation for this may be the sharply growing number of so called Werkveriragsarbener from
Portugal working m Germany, especially on building sites. Werkvertragsarberter are persons
working in Germany, but are formally employed by Portuguese companies; they do not pay
social contsibutions there and ase not counted in German official fabor statistics. (See Bauver and

Zimmermann (1996, 1997) for a more detailed descniption of the legal constramis (o ymmigrate



as Werkvertragsarbeiter.)

Usforiunately, enly few snformation about the number and ongin of these workers n
Germany 1s available. An estimation on the overall size results at about 150,000 to 200,600 -
miunty from the UK, Ireland and Portugal, Becuuse these workers are paid much less than their
German counterparts, this has ercated large public tensions due to the percetved cause of nising
natve unemployment especially i the construction sector. Hence mn early 1996, the German
government passed a law ("Entsendegesetz”) to force foreign companies 10 pay German wages

for Werkvertragsarbeiter,

Finaliy, 1t 1s worth noting that Portuguese workers are only a munor group of forcign
employees in Germany. After the stop of reermstment i 1974 their fracuon on zlt foreign

guestworkers were about 3.4%% 1n 1974 and decreased o about 2.4% in 1996.
The Portuguese Perspective

Portugal has a long history of emigration, with the oversees temtones as main destination i the
iast centunes. Even after World War I1. i the decade 1950-1959 the maenty was heading to
Brazil (237,000 out of 350,000). Evrope was not attracting much of the emigration as it appears
as the destination for less than 7% of the emigrants; of these less than 19 chose Germany as the
destination {93% chose France). This prctuse has changed duning the sixties (1960-69). First, the
emigration inereased to more than 797,000 with Europe as the destination for the mugonty of the
emgrants (zlmost 70%). Germany atiracied more than 10% of the migrants heading to Europe
(France 86%) whereas Brazil expenienced ¢ large decrease in ymmugration {(to 73,267) from
Porugal. I the seveat:es (1970-79) there 1s a small mcrease m emugrauion (lo more than

850,000). Dunng this penod Europe has increased ns share 10 more than 77%; Germany



sccounung for 23% of this, and France 57%. Brasil accounted for less than 2% of the emigrants.

The structure of the labor market 1 1950 was one of very low unemployment (around
3%), but this hides a very high rate of underemployment. In 1930 still 47% of the population
worked in the agricultural sector, where wages and productsvity were very low. Between 1950
and 1960 employment m agnculture decreased by 9% and the manufaciunng and construction
sectors absorbed most of the displaced labor, In some regions of the country some shortages of
labor started 1o be felt 1n the harvesting penod, but as & whole empioyment 1n agnculivre was

too high.

The figure of excess supply in the labor market during the 1950s and the beginning of
the 1960s was also documented by the low share of labor in total nationad income, 41.1% 1n
1960. The situation of low wages was one of the aspects of the model of industnalizatson
Portugal was to pursue, based in cheap and abundant fabor supply to the indusiry, mantuined by
the freeze of the agneuftural prices. The freeze of the agnicultural prices provoked an exodus of
the fandless workers and smatl and medium scaie workers m agneulture. In the first haif of the
1960s output grew 6.4% yearly n average, mflation was 2.2% and unemployment was 3.1% in
average, In the second half output growth remained unchanged, while unemployment decreased

and inflation increased to an average of 5%.

Puring this pertod Portugal expenenced large ermgration fiows, At the same time the
war it the overseas termtones staried (1961) and draft increased to more than 100,000 persons
at us peak. The consequences of the enugration-draft for the laber market 1s difficult to
disentangle. The political reasons to migrate as a way to avoid the draft or 1o oppose the
dictatonal regime do not seem to be explam the vast majority of emigration. As Serra (1985)

shows, most of the emigrants aimed to increase thewr standord of living and almost 60%



mugraled to the countnes they had chosen freely. Economic motrves seem to be the explanation
for most of the Portuguese mugration. Low wages in Portugal had a push effect, and higher
wages in the destination countries had a pul] effect. Baganha (1994) adds as another explanation
the fact that there was no high scarcity of labor: ali the devetopment process was constramed by
the tow number of high qualified workers (liberal professiens, scientists and the like), As there
15 no evidence of emngration of this type of workers {as they were relauveiy beiter paid in

Portugal), peopte who emigrated were a surplus in the mternal fabor market.

Emugration is the export of work, and as Portugal was selling a good for which 1t had no
ase, there was no loss independently of the value it received for it (Baganha, 1994). The
importance of remuttances should be stressed in this context as i 1970 remttances cover 30%
of imports and 139 of the imposts of equpmesnt goods. In this year exports were 24.6% of
GNP - not encugh to cover the cost of imports {30.6% of GNP}. The economic sttuation of the
1960s has mamtained until 1973, although the scarcity of labor, especially high-qualified labor,
has mereased. According to Rocha (E982), remittances were a subsidy to the survivai of the

development model and of the political regime.

3) The Theoretical Background

The migration hiterature can be separated into two broad categortes. Within the first category the
effects of megratson on the receiving country have been analyzed. This line of research has
focused mamly or the following guesuons: How do mugrants perform i the economy of the
receiving country; what are the consequences of imm:gration for aative labor, and which kind

of immugrauton policy maxinuzes the host countres’ benefits from immigrat:on? The second



research field takes the view of the sending country and analyzes the effects of the bramn draun,
the nature and effects of retura migration ang the effects of remittances. (See Borjas (1994) and

Zimmermann {1995a) for recent surveys of the migration literature.)

Both areas are closety related. For example, if the receiving country 1s able to atiract
ymrmgrants with high levels of productivity, who adapt rapidly to the host countnes’ lapor
market, mugration can make a stgnificant contribution to economic growth. On the other hand,
the foss of highly productive workers may have an adverse effect on the economic growth of the
sending countries. Using data from the sending and recetving country n Secuons 4 and 5 we
combine the two strands of the migration literature by companng the charactenstics and wages
of Portuguese guestworkers tn Germany to workers who decided to stay m Portugal and o
natrve workers 1n Germany. This comparnison allows us to obtain some tasights into the effects

of rugration between Portugal and Germany on the respective economies.

The vmportance of attracting the nght immmgrants

Depending on the framewark and cruciat assumptions, economic theory obtams gurie different
results regarding the effects of immagrauon on the labor market. Assuming komogeneous labor,
the standard competitive framework predicts that immgration has a negative effect on wage
rates and a posutive effect on the productivity of capital in the recerving country with the reverse
happening m the sending country. In total, immigration resuits 1 an merease of atal welfare at
the expense of labor i the recerving country and the expense of capital in the sending regron,
This kind of model scems Lo be adequate for the German sutuation 1n the 19505 and early 1960s.
(See Bauer and Zimmermann { 1997, 1998} for a more detailed discussion.) It1s widety accepted
that the level of econonuc prosperity that West Germany obtarned in these decades would have

peer difficuit to reach without the contributions of foreign workeres. By 1ts very nature, this form

8



of immigranon from Portugal and the other sending coumtnes should have been the most
profitable for the German economy, since the recruitment of guestworkers was onentated as

much as possible on the needs of German firms.

However, there 15 no reason to belief that such an eguilibnum situatien for Germany
would prevail after the first oil pnce shock 1n 1973, The general theorenicat framework provided
by Schmidt, Stilz and Zimmermann {1994) can be used as a posnt of departere to study the labor
market effects of immgration under a disequilibrnium sitsation. In z model with heterogenous
labor, the authors allow for the possibility that wages may not be downward flexible due to the
behavior of umons causing unemployment of unskilled workers. These imperfections are crucial
10 analyzing migration after the recnutment step 1973, If union behavier rematns unaffected
by imrmigration, then the new immgrants may cause unemployment to nise. However, unions’
wage-empioyment choice may be affected by the pressure of increased unemployment or by the

possibility to give different weights to the interest of groups of workers.

If labor s indeed heterogencous, the key issug for the evaluation of the effects of
immigration 1s whether foreigners are substiiutes or complements to natives. Assume there are
only two types of labor, skilled and unskilled workers where skitied and uaskilled workers are
compiements, and immigrants tend 1o be substitutes to unskilied natives and complements (o
skilled natives. Hence, increased ymmugration may depress wages and (possibly} increase
unemployment of uaskilled natve workers, and may mduce the reverse effect for the skitled.
Within such a framework, which alfows for the possibility of high unemployment m the host
country, immigration of skilled and unskilled workers can be shown 1o be beneficial, if wages
of unskilled workess wilt be (by weakening of the position of the urions) somewhat downward

flexible, and the economy comes closer to a competitive framework. Native unemploymesnt may

j14]



atso fall. Flowever, the losses for the economy can also be guite substantal, if new labor moves
mito those market segments that exhibit unemployment and are inflexible. (See Zimmermann
{1995b) for z parbcular example and Baver and Zimmermann (1996, 1997, 1998) for a

calibration of the mode! using German and European data.}

The arguments above suggest that 1t 15 1mportant for the host country 1o alract mgrants
with an parucular endowment of skills in order to avoid negative effects of immigration on the
economy and to maximize the benefits of immuigration. In the period of active recrusiment of
foreigners Germany demanded mostly unskilled blue collar workers for which there was an
excess demand in the jabor markel. Recent studies show that today Germany has o attract
mainty skiiled warkers i order to reap the benefits from immugration (Bauer and Zimmermasn,

1996, 1997).

However, the demand of a recerving country for a particular type of foreign workers
faces a self-selected supply. A popuiar model 1 the mugration literature to anaiyze the seif-
selection of mugrants 15 the Roy model. A formal representation of this model for the

explanaton of intemational migration flows can be found in Borjas (1987, 1994).

Self-setection of nugrants

According to the Roy model immmgrants can be either positively or negatively self-selected with
regard to observed and unobserved charactenstics depending on the relatrve value of their
characteristics i the sending and in the host country. For example, positive selection i the
schooling level, in the sease that the mean schooling degree of migrants 15 greater than the mean
schooling degree of the poputation of the country of ongm, oceurs when the labor market i the

host country attaches a higher value to schooling than the sending coustry. Conversely, high-
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skilled individuals have little incenuve to mugrate if the rate of retum 10 schooling in the host
country 18 lower compared to the country of ongin. Negative self-selection mn terms of
unobserved charactensties like motivation occurs if the wage distribution 1n the host country is
fess dispersed than m the sending country so that high ability workers are m a sense taxed
whercas low-ability workers are snsured agarsst poor labor market outcomes. In cither way, the
deciston problem of a person 1o mugrate feads to a self-sefected pool of migrants and every

mugration policy is only able to select mdividuals out of this self-selecied pool.

In the following sections we wili combire German data with Portuguese data to identify
the patiern of the self-selection of Portuguese migrants m terms of education and snobserved
charactenistics. In 2 first step, we compare the characteristics of Portuguese workers in Germany
with those of Germans and of Portuguese who stayed in their home countiry. In a second step,
we use earnings regressions lo identify the direcuon of the self-selection of Porteguese
guestworkers by companng the potential earnings of Poruguese migrants iz their home country
with those they actually receive in Germany and ehe actual earaings of Portuguese workers who

stayed at home with those they wouid have obtmned in Germany.

In order to compare how Portuguese guestworkers are domg vis-a-vis their German
counierparts, we perform a standard decomposition anaiysis (Oaxacs, 1974) into two
components: (i} the wage differentinl due to differences in skill endowments, snd () an
urexplained part which is due to differences 1n remunerations of those charactenstics, We will
use the latter 1o draw some conclusions about the sel-selection of migrants with regard to
unobserved charactensucs relative to the natve popuiation. The predicted wage differential

between Portuguese workers 1n Germany {PGE) and Germans (D) can be calculated as



W~ Wegp =y ¢ BpXp - G~ BegeXeor -

where [} are the estimated cosfficients and X 15 the mean of the characlenstics. Subtracung

and adding By Xogg from this difference, dividing by , X, and changing the order, results n:

l(‘la " Bpge) * (Bp - ﬁPGE)KPGE] . [Bs(kn - XPGE)]
BDXD BDXD

fvp - ‘-"ms)/(gnxa) =

The first term on the nght-hand-side 15 the unexplamed part of the percentage wage differential
vetween German and Portuguese workers, and the second term 15 the componest of the
percentage wage differential which 1s due to differences 1n the mean charactenstics of the two
type of workers. The unexplained part 15 egusvatent to the difference i the actual wage and the
predicted wage, the latter caiculated by using German coefficients for the Portuguese sampie,
and is usaally mierpreted as an measure of diseomunation of a group of workers. Since 1
Germany workers with the same characienistics have, in principle, to be paid the same wage, we
inlerpret this unexpiained part of the percentage wage differential as 5 measure of the

differences 1n unobserved skills between natives and Portuguese migrants.

4) Dataset and Descriptive Statistics

Although the performance of guestworkers in the Gerrean labor market has been the subject of
several emperical studies, there exists hardly any evidence on the subgroup of Portuguese

workers. This lack of research ¢an be mumniy atidbuted 1o the lack of approprniate data,
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Portuguese workers are ony a smail fraction of the German fabor market (and even among the
forergn workers) and hence were nol sufficientiy sampled in previous serveys with smaller
sample sizes. The situation changed in 1996, when the German Labor Office provided access to
the 197510 1990 fiies of the Employment Statistic Register Sample ("Beschitftigtenstichprobe™),
We were further able to merge a similar Portuguese dataset for two years (1982, 1986) with this

survey.

The "Beschiftigtensuchprobe” of the German Labor Office 15 a 1% sample of all
warkers n Germany which pay sociat security contributions, excluding self-emploved people,
public servants and persons with “negligible’ employment. It cavers the penod January 1, 1975,
to December 31, 1890. In prncipie, 1t 1s possible to completely follow the employment status of
one person from 1ts first entrance n the German Izbor market until retirement. (For some
restnictions of the survey see Bender et al. (1996).) One major drawback 1n our context 1s that
there 15 no possibility to identify the number of years since migratson for foreign workers. A
further issue 1 that wages {measured as gross income per day) are censored from above. This 1
due to the fact that there 15 an upper bound to which social contributions have 1o be paid
proporionally to the wage. However, this bound 1s at such a high level that actuaily no
Peruguese workers were affected in the peniod under mvesugation. For the pumose of this

paper, we constructed 16 cross-sections at March 1 of each year (1975-1990).

The Portuguese daiasct ‘Quadros de Pessoal® (Employees Table) of the Portuguese
Mimsiry for Employment and Social Secunty contans the information about afl workers who
contribute to social secunty or have their work-relation under some kind of colicctive

bargaining agreemeat. It does not include public servanss, but 1t contains iformation of more
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than 2 million workers on profession, qualification, education, tenure, age, sex, base-wage,
regutar allowances, meguiar allowances and hours of work. It covers more than 150 thousand
firms with information on thewr tocation, type of firm and ownership. The datas provided by
the firms since 1982 on an annual basis. The survey 15 cross-sectional, but 1118 possible to create
panel data on firms and workers. From the mam dataset random sampies were created and the

mucrodatn became available for the purpose of our research.

Due to some differences in the defimtion and construction of the vanables 1n both
datasets, some adjustments were in order. Table § provides a description of the final dataset and
the respective defimtions of the used variables. In the German case, we have drawn random
subsamptes oui of all available male Germans after excluding :ndividuals with incompicte
observations resuiting 1 about 60,000 men for each year, Furthermore, we included ali male
Portuguese 1 Germany that were present in the labor survey al the relevant March i, However,
because of the relativety small size of Portuguese workers and due to the exclusion of
individuals with incompiete obsesvations, the resulting sampies sizes are comparatvety smali.
‘The largest sample (1975) contains 380 Portuguese in the German labor market, and the 1986
sample 183 observations. Nevertheless, we think that the sampies are sufficiently iarge to justify

our analysis.

Table 2 contains the descriptive staustics of the 1975 and 1990 German samples, as well
as for the years 1982 and 1986 for which we were able to malch the Portuguese data. As
expected, Portuguese workers m Germany (PGE) have a lower education than natives. In 1975
“6.8% of POE had a low school educatzon with no additiona vocational tramng (Germans:

21.6 %). In the following years this percentage continuously decreased to 69.2% m 1990
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{Germans 15.29). In the whole penod 1975-1990, there were no PGEs with a bachelor or
umversity degree. Compared to the Portuguese workers in Portugal there are (wo resarkable
points 1o make: On the one hand, significantly more PGEs had vocational trmning (1982: 24.1%
compared o 7.4%), on the other hand among Portuguese workers that stayed in Portugai are {of
course) persons with a bachelor or university degree. These results wndicate a negative selection
regarding to schooi education, but 4 positive selection coRcErning workers with tow schoot
aducation but vocanonal traimung, Furthermore, it can be seen that m 1975 most PGEs (76.15%;
Germans 21.5%) were working i unskilled blue-collar jobs and very few in white-collar yobs
{0.5%: Germans 33.0%). However, until 1990 the differences in the occupational distributions

between PGEs and Germans became smaller.

Investsgating the sectoral distribution, Table 1 exhibits that 1973 PGEs were mamty
employed in Mechameal Engineenng {18.2%; Germans 16.6%), Textile {15.3%; Germans
2.3%) and Tron (12.4%; Germans 6.6%). While the shares of Mechamecal Engineenng and Iron
stayed retatively constant, Textile (15.3% o 7. 155, Chemistry (9.5% to 6.6%) and Mineral and
Mealics (7.4% 10 4.3%) lost some of its importance. The number of PGEs working 1 the
differant service sectors ncrensed from 11,1% n 1975 to 21. 8% n 1980, A question which
arises at this point of the anatysis 1s whether the sectoral distriburon of PGEs 1s similar to the
sectoral distribution i Portugal, and whether the sectoral distributson of PGEs adjusts over
lime ta that of German workers. Table 3 contains sumple corretation coefficients which provide
some mteresting msights. i can be seen thai on the one hand the distribsnon of PGEs over
sectors was always more similar to the Germans than to the Portuguese. Furthermare, between
1975-1953 the PGEs steadily assimilated to the German distribustion. The changes within the

PGE group between 1975 and 1990 were clearly greater than among the Germans.
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Coimpared to the natves, PGEs arc more concentrated in bigger companies. While i
1977 - for which the first information on firm size 15 available - 17.3% were emploved in firms
with tess than 100 empioyees. This share acreased to 26.6% 1n 1990 (Germans 42.55%).
Furthermore, 1n 1975 PGEs were on average 3 years younger than Germans. Even in this respect
they became more similar 1o the aatives until 1990. Over the whole penod under consideration
the PGESs became only 4 years older, which leads 1o the pomnt that we are not able to control for
people that immugrated after 1973, retumed home or for second-generation effects. However, in
the 1990 sample, there are oniy 7 workers that were born after 1970. Because family
reunification became only smportant m the early 1970s, it can be assomed that nearly sl
workers in the sampie were born 1 Portugat. But the number of workers that received at least
a share of thew education in Germany can be significantiy jarger. However, because they were
born before 1954, at least 126 of the 210 workers in the 1990 sumple should have recewved thewr

full educanion in Portugai.

5) Wage Equations and an Analysis of Self-sclection

Basts of our analyzes are Mincer-type earmiags funcuons (Mincer, [974). For the estumations
based on the German dataset we used » Tobit regression model (see e.g. Greene, 1993) 1o take
o account the ceasonag of wages. As can be seen from Fable 4, the coefficients for education
of the PGEs are hardly significant and unstable 1n signs. The reference group were people with
low school educauon and no vocutionai tratning. Therefore, vocationsl trataing as well as a

higher school education had no effect on the wage in Germany. This can be explaned by
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incomparability of education and tramung, country-specific human capitat or by imperfect
possibilities to transfer human capital. As as been noted in the last seclion, fetatively many
Poriuguese with vocational trainisg came to Germany, but nebody with a bachelor or umversity
degree. One possible explanauon can be traced by the wage equations: although the refumns 10
cducational degrees are higher for each educational group in Portugal if compared to Germany,
the differences are largest for bachelor and university degrees. Therefore, highly educated

persons i Portugal should have had a smaller incentive to mugrate to Germany.

Similar to the education vanables, the returns to cccupational status are more dispersed
in Portugal than in Germany. Furthermore, it can be seen that the coefficients for occupational
status are very stmilar for PGEs and Germans. Eooking it the three sectors in which PGEs are
traditionally concentrated, we see that Textile 1s a very low-paid sector in Portugal as well as i
Germany. Mechamest Engmeertng and Iron are poorly paid i Portugal but well-paid m

Germany.

Using the estumation results 1 Table 4 we calculated predicted wages for both
Portuguese groups m the other country for 1982 and 1986. Table 5 demonstrates that Portuguese
workers who stayed in Portugal would have recerved higher wages if they would have megrated
1o Germany than those who aciually did, This result 1s surpnising on the first sight: those
individuats with the highest earmings potential in Germany should have migrated. But as shown
above, the remuneration of educanon 1 Portugal is much higher than i Germany. So this effect
simply outweighs the higher earmings potenuiai in Germany. Because of the supposed negative
self-selection of migrants, the Portuguese who stayed in Portugat would earn more in Germany

sunply because of their peter charactenistics. On the other hand, Portuguese workers who
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migrated to Germany would have eamed fess i Portugal than their Portuguese counterparts.
With the exception of low-skilled blue-collar workers these results aiso hold when the
comparisen 15 carred out for individuais with different characienistics. However, as the
discussion m the last section has shown, tow-skilled blue-collar workers represent the majonty
of Portuguese workers in Germany. In combination, these results indicate that total Portszuese
mgration 15 negatively self-selected with respect to observed charactenistics if compared to
those who stayed at home. But low-skilled bluse collar workers, which have been

overwhelmingly recrnted in the 1950s and 1960s, seem to be positively self-selecied,

The first row of Table § contamns the wage differentials and the {Qaxaca-) decomposition
of this differential into the unexplained and expiuined parts. It appears that the average German
has an income advaniage over the whole penod compared to the average Portuguese worker,
which 15 not parucularly surprising. The decomposition reveals that most of this income
advaniage of Germans can be attributed to their endowment with skills. In 1973, 10.42% of the
wage differenuial 1s due to different observable skilis, However, as ¢an be seen 1n Figure 3,
Portuguese guestworkers i most years did better than the average German worker on the basis
of the remuneration of the skifls holding the level of skills constant. Only 1n 1973, 1983 and
1984 their performance was worse than it should be with regard to their charactenistics, which
might be explued with busisess cycle effects. One may even speculate about an acreasing

trend in the wage differential as well as an decreasing trend in the snexplained pant.

Interpreting the unexpiamed part of the wage differentiai as an indicator for unobserved
abilities, these results suggest that Portuguese guestworkers are positively self-selected with

respect o unobserved charactensstics if compared to the average German worker. Some
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qualifications about this interpretation are 1n order since the unexplained wage differential could
be partly caused by differences i houss worked which we are unable 1o control for. However,
hours of work nself is no characienstic of a person and could be nlerpreted as proxy for

unobservable charactenstcs like motivation,

Table 6 further reveals remarkable differences i the wage differeavial and the
decomposition across different groups. First, Portuguese with a low school level and fow skilled
blue-collar workers, which account for the magorty of Portuguese rmgrants, exhibit an ecarnings
advantage if compared to the average German in the same group. For both groups, the
Portuguese have an advantage m their skili-level and in their unobserved characteristics. Since
it can be assumed that most of these individuals migrated o Germany dunng the recrmitment
penad, these results highlight the success of the German recruitment system: Germany was not
only be able to select the migrants according to the necessities of the German tabor market, the
recnutment officers in Portugal were also able to select the most highly motivated workers.
Second, Table 6 suggests that for those Portuguese groups with an advantage (disadvantage) in
the remunerauon of theer skills this advantage (disadvantage) tends to increase (decrease) over
time. This resuit implics that mamiy those magrants with a lower levet of unobscrved skills left

Germany.



6) Conclusions

Using a large new dataset for [975-1990 provided by the German Labor Office since 1996, we
were able to analyze the labor market performance of such a small group as the Portuguese
workers i Germany. We further have mvestigated the selection of guestworkers n terms of
observed and unobserved characteristics. The imnovation here s the combinatien of the German
data with Portuguese cross-section dasa for 1982 and 1986, The comparisons have reveated that
Portuguese guestworkers have a lower tevel of education than Germans and those workers who
stayed in Portugal. However, compared to the Portuguese who stayed at home a higher fraction
of the migrants have vocanonal trueming. The sectoral distibution of Portuguese migranis 1s
more stmifar to that of Germans than 10 those of workers in Portugal, and assimilates further

over time to the German one.

Estimation of earnings equations using both datasets have shown that Pertuguese
workers who stayed in Poriugal would have recerved higher wages if they would have migrated
1o Germaay than those who actually did, whereas those who migrated o Germany wouid have
camed less 1n Portugal that their Portuguese counterparts. These results suggest that Portuguese
migrants are negauvely self-selected with regard to observed characteristics i compared to
those whe stayed at home, However, for the type of Portuguese workers i Gesmany, namely
low-skilied blue collar workers, a positive sclf-selection has been revealed. A companson of the
wages of German natives and Portuguese guestworkers using an Qaxaca decomposition holding
the level of skills constant suggests that the remuneration 1s higher for the laties. This implies
that Portuguese guestworkers in Germany are positively scif-selected in terms of unobserved

skills if compared to the German populaiton. These results confirm the effectiveness of the



selective German mugration policy 1n the fate 1950s and the 1960s n attracting migrants with

appropriate keve of skills and unobserved charactenstcs like motivation.
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Figore 1. Migration of Portuguese to Germany
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Figure Z. Size of Portuguese Population and Workers in Germany
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Figure 3. Wage Differential and Unexplained Part
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TABLE 1
THE DATA SET

Groups: Years (Observanons)

Germans m Germany: 1973-1990 {ca. 40,000-45.000 each year)
Postuguese tn Germany: 1975-1990 (maxumurm 380 (1975); mimmum 183 (1986}))
Portuguese s Portugal: 1982 (42,0003, 1986 (40,000)

Vartables: Secrors:

Gross monthly wage Minng
Food, tabacco

Eow school education Textile

Vocatonal traimag Wood

High school education (Germany: I3 veurs; Portugal 11-12 yeurs) | Paper

Bachetor degree {Germany: Fachhochschule} Chemstry

University degree Mineral, no metaiics
Tron, steal

Age Mechanical engineering

Age” Other machines
Energy

Blue collur t Construction

Blue collar 2 Trade

Blue coilar 3 Hotel

White collar Transport, COMMUNECAICH
Banks, msurances

Firm size 1 (1-10 employees} Cieaming

Firm size 2 (10-100 employees) Other services

Firm size 3 (100-300 employees)

Firm size 4 (500-1000 employees)

Firm size 5 (>1000 employees)




TABLE Z

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS
1575 1083 086 T390
132 PGE D PGE P D PGE |3 D PGE
Observatiens 45235 380 | 41665 278 41763 | 39723 183 30437 | 40848 23t

La {moathly| 7500 7486 | B.036 7.038 9.993 | 8185 8086 10703 B320 E.21!

wage)
Lowschooledue. | 0.236 0768 | 0.188 6755 0871 | 166 0721 0867 | £.132  0.692
Vocatronal] 0721 0226 | 0729 0241 0074 | 0733 0257 0067 | 0.734 0284

il'.llﬂlﬂg

Highschooledoe. | 0.0(5 0003 § 008 0003 0032 | 6023 0.022 o040 | 0029 0024
Bachelor degree 0.025 . 0.033 . 0.008 | 0.037 - 0.00% | 0.038 -
University degree | 0,023 - 0.033 - D.0k4 | G040 - 0.016 | 0046 -
Age 3858 3539 | 3970 3871 3747 | 3989 385% 3775 | 3971 31933
Agel 16208 1306.2 | 17047 15665 1539.0 | 17202 15835 1556.1 | 1705.8 1686.9
Blue collar i 0.218 0761 | 0207 0712 D238 | 0264 0.694 0234 | 0209 0.635
Blue collar 2 0409 0232 | 0388 0263 0377 | 0379 0262 0366 | 0378 0322
Blue collar 3 0043 0003 | 0.042 0007 0430 | 0040 0.01F G043 | 0.038  0.009
White coflar 0330 0005 | 0363 0018 0341 | 0377 0033 0357 | 9375 0033
Mining 0.001 . 0.027 . 0010 | 6023 - o019 | 0.017 .
Food 0040 0045 | 0035 0022 0043 | 0.034 0022 0046 | 0031 0.057
Textile 0023 0153 | 0019 0091 0077 | 0018 0.07F 0083 | 9015 Q0N
Wood 0.030 00306 | 0030 0833 0043 | 0837 0038 0042 | 0027 0033
Paper 0027 0026 | 0024 0032 0023 | 0024 0060 0029 | 0027 0038
Chemustiry 0062 0085 | D061 0419 0035 | 0664 007f 0040 | 064 ©0.060
Minerals 0.038 0074 | 0024 00858 0053 | 0620 0049 0041 | GO0 0043
Trog, sieal 0066 G123 | 0061 0155 0017 | 0060 0.1533 0024 | 0057 0.133

Mech.engineening | 0.166 0182 | 0362 0483 0047 | 0167 02313 0132 | G170 G180
Other machines 0101 G082 | 0089 0072 0005 | 0.1 0071 0804 | G109 GOBI

Energy 0.022 - 0022 0004 0019 [ 0022 0005 0023 ] 0021 0005
Construction 0.115 0061 | 0101 0043 0135 | 0089 0066 0.1060 | 0.096 G076
Trade 012 0016 7 0824 0023 0156 | 0.120 0027 0044 ] G118 0047
Holel 0009 G013 ) 0016 0014 0028 [ 0.01F 0022 00260 | 0011 G033

Transport,] 0086 0045 | 0062 0065 0103 | 0062 0077 0.13¢ | 0062 009

comma.
Banks, msurances § 0037  0.005 | 0.038 0004 5057 0.4F 0005 0860 | 0040 04505
Cleaning 0002 0011 | 6003 0017 G001 0.003 0.0 0601 | 0004 0005

Other services 0078 0021 | 0089 0058 0042 § 0.107 0038 0048 | 0114 0038

Firm size | 2112 0050 €068 | 0116 0027 0066 | C.113  0.062
Férr s1ze 2 - 031t 0183  ©288 [ 0306 0208 0281 | 0312 0204
Firrn size 3 - . 0334 0302 0238 | 0237 0317 0231 § 0239 0327
Firm size 4 - - 0057 0433 0090 [ 0092 0104 0093 § 0O95 G109
Firm size5 - - 035 033% 0313 | 0250 0344 0330 | 0.241  0.299

Notes: See table 1 for a descnption of vanables; D: Germans, PGE: Portauguese in Germany, P:
Porteguese in Portugal; Wages for Germany 1n Deutsche Marks, for Portugal in Escedos.



TABLE 3
CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS OF THE
SECTORAL DISTRIBUTION OF WORKERS

1975 1982 1986 1990 1973-1990

B-PGE 048 054 061 0.66

b-P 0.67 0.57

PGE-P 027 038

D-D .97
POE-PGE 0.92

Note: D: Germans; PGE: Porluguese i Germany; P:
Portuguese in Portugal
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TABLE 4

WAGE EQUATIONS
1978 1982 1986 1990
D PGE B PGE P D PGE P ¥ PGE
Ohbs. 45225 380 | 41665 278 41763 | 39723 183 39437 | 40848 21
Voe. trun, 0038 -0.008{ 0460 0018 €186 | 0061 0061 0202 | 0063 0038
(8.5 (0301 (17.11) (0.3 (3036; | {157%) (-1.53) (3043) | (1557) (0.86)
Highschool | 0.5825 019§ | G114 -0404 G158 | 0.084 -0.106 0186 | 0.088  6.128
£13.50) (-1.13)] {12.60  (-1.94) (1734} | (947) (-LOB) (2126 | (10.97) (1.23)
Bachelor 0.183 . 0.207 . 63515 | 0203 - 0.553 | 0.196
£24.25) {38.24) (28.97) | (26.46) (32.62 | (26.18)
University 0.197 0.247 . 6654 | 0245 0.639 | 0225
{2500 (33,20 (48.24) | (3242 (49.76) | (31.48)
Age 0062 0073 | 0.06F 008 0033 ] 0060 0021 6035 | 0053 coss
(106.41) {931y | (83.80) (330 (35.79) | (76.56) {2.03) (36.84) | (67.09) {611
Age? -0.00f -0.601 | -0.00F  -0.000 -DOCD | -0.00¢ -0.000 .0.000 | 0081 -0.001
9735 (94} | (-77.39) (2873 (-30.85) | (-67.00) (-1.8%) (-30.9) | (-5827) (-5.19}
Bluccollar 21 0081 0084 | 0.078 0034 0434 ] 0070 0153 0114 | D082  0.896
2467y (304 | (2197 {107y  (32.26) { (18.42) (384 (26.08) | (22.12) €226
Bluccodlar3| 0235 023 | 0261 0260 0370 | 0278 0213 0345 | 0.293 03358
(39.98)  (1.33) | 2101}  €2.00) (45.35) | (40207 (1.G4) (4057 | (4243) (a8
White eollar | 0219 0432 ] 0252 0220 0236 | 0270 0150 0222 | 0383 0263
(59.71) (2933 | (64.87)  (1.813  (49.46) [ (64.86) (127} (44.95) | (69.83) (251
Minmg 0.601 0.003 . -0.016 | 0005 . 0.01: | -0.008 .
(0.03) {0.36) £0.95) | 060 (0.65) | (-0.86)
Food -0.065 -8.097§ 0054 0027  -0017 | -D.081 003 -5.017 | 0087  -0.122
(-1L17) (-Zi13 (-B.0%) {038} (2.02) |(-10.39) (1.67) (-£.98) 1{-11.83) ¢i6d
Textile D044 0177 00300 -0182 0233 | DU5% .07 -GITI 0041 3230
(-19.603 (-5.82) [ (-14.87) £4.08) (33.52) | (-16813 (-1.34) (2445 (1.1 (352
Waeod 011 0538 | -0.045  -0.035  .0.199 | 0067 -0.45 0,196 | -D.054  -0.256
165 (-1.23)| (-634) (-0.60) (-23.10) | {-B.39) (-0.39) (-21.71}} (-6.98) (-2.96)
Paper 0013 -0.081 | 0008 0072 0059 | 0009 -0.014 013 ! 0008 -0.135
(-1.88) (143 | (81D 103 (594 | (LI} (D2 (1LODY | (092  (-i.3D)
Chermstry 0010 -0.038| -0.009 -0.628 008t | 0001 0076 0376 | 0003 -0.047
(1L97y  (-1OM | 163y (D.71)  (874) | (0.26) (1.41) (2985) [ (068 (-H.7
Minerats -0.033 00571 -0.022  -0605  0.045 | 0030 -0.036 8036 | -0.023  -0.065
(-388) (146} (277 (810 (-1.9%) | (-331) (0.36) (4.01) | (-2.60) (5.8}
Tren -0.003 00431 -0016 0090 -0.022 | -0.023 G039 0006 | -0018  .0.050
-D.73) (1303} (-3.00) (22353 (-1.BOY | (-430)  €090) {050) | (-3.23) (-686
O+ hes| 0023 -0073|-0023 -0060 -0004 |-0033 -005¢ 0010 |-0037 -0153
machi. (=545 -1.99) | -516) 127 (007 | (70T (097 @36) | 817 (251}
Energy 0.033 - 0033 0243 0446 1 G475 -0.05ST 0484 | 0040 -0.19D
(4.3 (413y (=135} (36.71) § {3.36) (033} (4198} (459  {0.92)
Construction | -0.117  -0.1535 | -0016  -0.302 0028 | .0.04F -0.035 -0052 | -G027  -0214
(-28.83) {3.80) | ¢-329) (-1.68) (4.78) | (-7.7% (-0.56) (-7.98y | -5.30) (-3.2D)
Trade -0.138  -6084 ] -0.096  -0.0TD 0017 | -0.015 005 0041 | -D.014 -0.068
(-34.10) 117) (-21.00)  (-093) (284 [{2331) (131} (6.3 | (-23.86) (-0.79)
Horel 0275 62995 -0249 D483 0031 | -0333 0395 0020 | -0.321  -0.534
2400 (SAEVE (2107 519 307 | 27846 £3.94)  L1RT) [(-28.12)  {-6.06)
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TABLE 4 continued

Trade, com. | -0.013 0063 | -8023 0003 0169 [ -0051 0056 0227 | -0.863 -0.i139

2,69} (138} 1 439y (005 (2583) | (-888) (L.03) (33.13) |[(-1136) (-2.72)

Banks 0047 81521 L6043 0090 0257 | -0010 0357 0377 | -06812 0246

(-7.52) (-EOBYD (-6.48) (G42)  (30.36) | (-1.50F (17T (427 | LD (-1.19)

Cleaning D820 00721 -0080 0066 0081 | -0.131 0130 00611 | 0694 0360

(-5.96) {200)7 {~442) (0.62) {-180) | (-638y (105) {020 | (-473) (-L7D)

Otherservic, | -0.058  -0.068 | -0077 0339 0034 | -0.096 -5.035 0024 | .0.108 -D.345

(-1247) -1.05) ] (-16.06) {-2.34) (3.98) |(-1922) 035 (2.65) [(-2270) {261

Famsize 2 0104 0235 0165 | 0433 0290 0.18F | 0135 0137

(26.58)  (4.16)  {34.80) | (31.96) (3.10) {2585 [ (3300 (191

Firmsize 3 0341 0300 0315 | 0183 0354 0351 ] 0195 0.269

(33.66 (531} 45.32) | (4140 (3.88) {4782y 1 (44.86) (3.80)

Firmsize 4 0.854 0322 0394 | 0206 0438 0430 | 0213 0251

(30.39) (538 (BO0%) | (37.50y (4.57) {50.18) { (39.90) (3.23)

Firmsize 5 0086 0300 0440 | 0245 0406 0484 § 0257 0205

(1140 (5213 {60.95) [ (51.85) (4.32} {62.61) { (55.13) (2.93)

Constan 6228 6204 | 6495 7133 BS06 | 6578 7307 9390 | 6847 6910

(530.0) (43.0) | {456.6) (42.3) {480.0) | (415.5) (311} (494.4) | (432.8) (39.4)

Pseudo-R* 840 033 0.44 0.34 0649 040 048 0.49
Rf 0.50 0.57

Notes: t-values in parantheses; D: Germans, PGE: Portuguese in Germany, P:

Portugai;

*Pseudo-R* according to Veall and Zimmermann (1994},
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TABLE S

PREDICTED WAGES
1982 1986
PGE P* P PGE* PGE P+ P PGE*
(DM) (DM) {PFTE) (F{E) {DM) {DM) (PTE) {PTE)
All 280175 288131 2187282 2047582 | 324867 343235 JH4ED0 4108246
{+2.8%) {-6.45%) {+5.750) {-3.7%)
Subgronps:
Low school. no voc. trmming  2796.15  2869.81  200640.28  19360.69 | 325517 3401.60 4156443  394358.31
{(+2.0%} (-6.27) {+4.5%) {-5.1%)
Vocanonal trmning 282090 334760 2997143 X904 | 323023 364095 6427975 4916B.08
{(+18.3%:) {-19.45) (+42.7%) {-23.5%}
Age<ds 202038 2699.98  19672.95  1B453.33 | 3050.3F 321634 3B215.63 36827.50
{+3.0%} (-6.292) {+5.4%) {-3.65%)
Ape 3549 287268 313379 2444058 21247.62 | 33B4.63  3703.38 5086854 4484640
{+9.1%) {-13.1%0) {+9.4%) (-11.8%)
Apge =50 277387 203658 2292538 2037370 | 313693 342207  T481047 42743.68
+5.9%) {-il.i%) +0.15%) {-10.6%%)
Biue collar 1 2810.17 250990 1729201 1977156 | 321634 293364 3437208  40215.19
(-10.7%) (+14.3%) {-8.8%} (+17.0%3
Textile 248245 250489 16038.60 16630.6% | 312128 319071 3335674 33860.35
£+0.95%:) {+3.6%8) 2.25) (+1.5%)
Iron 274079 285835  22048.50 19360.69 | 337449 374434 4502621 38561.13
{+4.3%) {-12.2%) (+11.0%) (-14.4%)
Mechameal engimeenng 2980.06  3108.82 2198246 2176373 | 335095 354042 4210829 4347755
{+4.3%) (-1.6%) {+3.75%) {+3.350)
Chemustry 297044 321634 2720075 2260666 | 362270 3983.83  66105.02 56500.23
{+20.4%) {-16.9%0) (+19.0%) {-14,5%)

Notes: PGE: Portuguese ta Germany, P: Portuguese in Portugal; Predicted wages are marked with

a "*"; DM: German Marks, PTE: Portuguese Escudos.
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TABLE 6
WAGE DIFFERENTIALS BETWEEN PORTUGUESE MIGRANTS AND GERMANS

1975 1982

Wi Weer WpreWogs WrWpeal Wp-Woe Wy Wyes Wi-Wrare
Total 10.66 6.18 10.42 09.24 -0.27 9.52
Low school, no voc. 0.4 -1.1 1.0 4.2 w23 1.9
Vocauonal rmning 87 3.8 4.9 8.6 4.7 19
Age<35 33 3.6 6.9 28 -89 )
Age 3549 14.8 23 i2.5 16.2 25 137
Age>50 26.5 i35 L0 13.2 1.0 122
Blue collar ¢ -1.5% -0.4 -1.5 -7.6 -2.8 4.8
Textile 106 0.8 5.8 11.7 0.4 1.3
Tron 113 0.6 10.7 11.6 kN 8.9
Mechanscal engineenng 6.9 -L0 79 74 -2.3 8.7
Chemustry 15.4 i1 14.3 8.6 13 12.3

1986 1990

W Wees Wiy o= Wi Wo-Wreped Wo-Weer Wear e Weap Wi Wrare
Totai 9.6 .17 113 10.2 <34 13.7
Low schogl. no vec. -5.4 -4.0 -1t =58 4.0 -G
Vocattonal rasning 9.7 2.5 12 1.1 -2.5 9.6
Age<3s 0.6 -133 139 8.1 -0.3 1.4
Age 35-49 15.6 2.3 13.5 9.4 33 13.3
Age >30 18.1 280 0.1 13.5 1.7 11.8
Blue coliar ¢ -60.8 -1.5 =33 -5.5 4.0 -3
Textife 0.3 -1 124 1.6 6.1 77
Iron 52 =13 123 6.6 -1.9 4.5
Mechanicat cagineering 114 -04 11.8 3.8 217 115
Chepustry 8.2 -1.5 9.7 6.7 ~4.3 11.0

Notes: D; Germans, PGE: Portuguese in Germany, P! Portuguese 1n Portugal; All numbers ase
cxpressed as percentage of the German wage (wp ).
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