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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

Inrecent years, the economic assimilation of migrant workers tothe requirements
of labour markels of the host countries has become & subject of intense empirical
research. Many empirical studies find that migrants are surprisingly successiul
in the toreign labour market. This finding is explained by migrants having strong
incentives to invest in human capital specific 1o the labour markets of the
immigration countries.

The types of skills migrant warkers are likely to attan first in order to improve
their earnings position abroad depend on the requirements of the host country's
labour market as well as on the types of skills and the skill level the migrant
worker has on amval. One important skill worth acquiring is the ability to
communicate with the indigenous population. The languages spoken in migrants’
home countries often differ trom those spoken in the host country. Difficulties in
communicating with natives are likely to be a major tactor constraining migrant
workers’ earnings tor a variety oi reasons. Not only is language proficiency likely
1o be used by employers as a screening device tor employment decisions, bul
those who are more fluent in the host country language are more capable ot
communicating their qualifications o potential employers. Furthermore, many
iobs require the ability to speak and to write in the host couniry language.
Knowledge of the language theretore provides a broader spectrum of job
opporiunities as well as a larger set o possibilities tor occupying better paid
positions inside a given firm. Migrants who manage the toreign language in an
appropriale way have access 10 \nformation about job opporiunities and benefit
entitlements they otherwise would not perceive. Language may also have an
indirect impact on migrants’ economic position in the toreign labour market, as
itis an ymportant inpul into the production of other human capitat which is specific
to the labour market of the host country.

L.anguage proficiency is thus a very important skill tactor. Recent research has
eoncentrated on the determinants of migrants’ language skills and the impact ot
language on migrants’ earnings. The results of these studies provide some
evidence that language proficiency is indeed a major tactor explaining migrants’
earmings positions. To date this kind of research has concentrated on migration
toe Australia, Canada, lsrael and the United States. So tar, the analysis is
restricted to speaking and comprehension, orto speaking and reading inthe host
country language. in addition, previous research looked malnly at the language
proficiency ot male immigrants. it is impariant, however, to analyse whether the
impact of determinants of {anguage proficiency, as well as the effect of language
on earnings positions, differs between males and females. Furthermore, since
migrant workers are often unskilled and poorly educated, it seems tairio suppose
that many will be illiterate to some degree. Since iiliteracy seriously constrains



the ability to learn a toreign language, it is likely that it has some impact on migrant
workers' language skills. It is approprrate, theretore, to control for the degree of

iliteracy when analysing the determinants ot fluency in a toreign language.

This study offers some additional insights to the analysis ol migrants’ language
proficiency. Using data tor migrant workers to West Germany, it considers the
determinants of language skills as well as the impact of language proficiency on
the earnings position ot migrants.

The results support the findings ot other studies that years ot residence m the
host country have a positive impact on language abilities. A higher age at the
point ot entry reduces the probability ot a migrant being highiy proficient in the
toreign language. Furthermore, the educationa background ot a migrant 1s an
Imporiant determinant of both writing and speaking fluency. it seems, however,
that the acqusition of writing skills fequires a systematic way of learning, which
1s maimly promoted by a higher educational level, while speaking fluency is
acguired by communication. indicators for the degree of iiiteracy are tound to
be important in the determination of both speaking and writing abilities.

Female migrants are constderably weaker in both torms of language fluency. A
decomposition ot the differances in language fluency hetween males and
iemales, however. shows that lemalas have a similar proficiency to males if they
have the same background, such as education, yvears of residence efc.

The estimation ot earnings equations reveals that language proficiency is an
important determinant tor the earnings pos#ion ot migrant workers in Germany.
For males, both speaking and writing proficiency have a positive effect on
earnings. Writing fluency 1s tound 1o be more imperiant as a determinant ot
earnings than speaking fluency, however.

Estimates ot variables which represent abilities in speaking may lead to incorrect
conclusions about the irmpact of spoken language on earnings if they do not
control tor other aspects of language proficiency, such as writing fluency. The
paper shows that for temale workers speaking fluency alone is not sufficient to
give them an earmings advantage in the German labour market.




1 Introduction

In recent years the ecosomic asstmilation of migrant workers to the requirements of
the foreign fabor markel has become a subject of intense empinical research. Starting
with Chiswick’s {1978} seminal article, research of this kind concentrates mamnly on
the estimation of earnings functions. Reside the standard human capital variables and
control varables for soclocconomic characlenstics, the estimated ecarnings functions
for migrant workers mnclude the time of residence in the host country as an additionai
regressor. This variable 15 meant o caplare the effect of human capital acquired 1m
the host country on the migrant’s carnings position. Based on data for a varely of
countries, as well as for male and female migrants, the resuits of these studies seem to
indicate that migrants not only improve their absolute earnings position, but alse therr
carnings position relative to native workers.! Dustmann {1993) shows, however, that
these Bndings are not generally true for ail tmgration situations. Analvzing carnings
of migrant workers lo West Germany, he finds that migrants do improve ther abso-
jute earmings position while being 1n the country. However, carnings do nol increase

sufficiently to close the mmtizl earmings gap between magrant workers and natives.’

The type of skills mugrant workers are likely to attain first in order to improve
their catmmgs posilion abroad depends on the regurements of the hast country’s labor
market as well as on the type of skills and the skill levet the migrani worker has
upen arrivai, One important tactor which 1s worthwhile for a magrant to acqumre 15
the ability lo communicate with the imcumbent popuiation. It 15 usually the case
that the languages spoken m the magrants' home countries differ from the languages
spoken In the host country. Deficiencies in the abilily to commumecale wilh natives are
likely to be a major factor of constrainmg carnimgs of migrant workers for a vanely of
reasons. Not only 1s language proficiency Lkely Lo be used by employers as a screening
device for employment decisions, but those who are more fluent i the host country
sanguage are more capible to commumeate their qualifications to potential cmpioyers.

Furthermore, many jobs reguire the ability 1o speak and to write m the host country

1Gce, for example, Boras {1985, 1987, 1989), Beggs and Chapman {1989}, Chiswick (1978),
Chiswick and Miller {$983), Carliner {1988}, Long {1988) and Meng {1987).

20One explanation for these fudings 15 the mnty temporary character of the type of migration
analyzed. The shorter the intended duration abroad, the shorter 18 the pay off period on any nvestiient
snto hwiman capital and, accordingly, the lower the incentive Lo mvest mto human capital. Using the
same data, Licht and Stemner (1992) and Pischie (1903) come to similar conclusions. Schrnidt {1992)
ohserves that the earnmgs gap slightly narrows if the analysts s restncted to blue collar workers. For
a theorelseat analysis of inceatives lot human capital investment of migrant workers, see Dustmans

(19913,



language. Knowledge of the language provides therefore a broader spectrum of job
opporiuniiies, as well as a targer set of possibilities to oceupy better paid positions
mside a given firm. Migrants who manage the foreign ianguage 1n an appropriate
way Bave access to nformation about Job opportunities and benefit entitlements they
otherwise would not perceive. Language may further hiave an indirect immpact on the
migrant’s economic position in the foreign labor market, as it 15 an important mnput
1ato the production of human capital which is specific to the labor market of the hast
country.

Language proficiency is aceordingly a very important skill factor and it 15 rational
for the migrant to acquire it early i his mugration history. Recently, some research has
concentrated on the analysis of the determmnants of language skills of migrants and the
impact of language on migrants’ earnings.” The resuits of these studies provide some
evidence that lnguage proficiency is indeed a major factor io explain migrants earnings
positions. However, the guality and the availability of appropriate data limits the range
of aspects that may be mvestigated.® Furthermore, 1o date this kind of research has
concentrated on nogration io Australia, the United States, Canada and Isracl. The
data available allows for the analysis of speaking and comprenension, or of speaking and
reading n the host country language, but not, of writing abilities. In addition, previous
research looked mamiy at ianguage proficiency of male immgrants, [t scemns, however,
Lo be worth analyzing whether the impact of determinants of language proficsency, as
well a5 the effect of language on carnings positions, differs beiween males ang femates,
The family context 15 likely to have some impact on language proficiency. An eventual
enroliment of children 1n schools of the host country, as well as the nationality and
fanguage abilities of the partner may well have an Impact on language skills of a given
migrant worker. Furlhermore, since mugranl workers are often unskilled and poorly
cducated, one could suppose that many of Lthom are to some degree illiterate. But
Hliteracy 15 a serious constraint for learning a foreign language, and it 1s likely that it
has some 1mpact on fanguage skills of a migrant worker. I seems therefore appropriate

3800, for examapte, Carliner (1981}, McManus, Gould and Weich (1983), Grenier (1984), Tainer
(1988}, Kossoudii (1988}, Rivera-Batiz (190G, 1952, 1993), Chiswick {1991), Chiswick and Miller
(1992, 1993} and Beenstock {19933,

"Mlost of the studies for the US, arme based on the 1475 survey of Income and Education {SI1E}.
Besides questions covering the vsual demographic and cconomic Hems, the survey includes two direct
measures of language proficiency: The abilily to speak, and 1o understand Eunglish. Furthermore, the
survey provides mformation about languages usually spoken to friends and the frequency of reading
English newspapers. The 1971 Canadian census, used by Carliner (1981}, reporis on abilities of
speaking English or French. Chiswick {1991} uses a 1986 survey of iltegal mugeants which meledes,
besides speaking abilities, mformation about abilities m reading English.




to control for Lhe degree of iHliteracy when analyzing the determmnants of flueney in a

foreign tanguage.

This study will try to add some additional msight to the anaiysss of migrants’
tanguage profictency. Using data for migrant workers to West Germany, this paper
will be concerned with Lhe determinants of language skifls as well as with the impact
of language proficiency on the earnings position of migrants. The data allows for the
analysis of language fluency not only far male, but alse for female migrants, as well
as for the inclusion ol explanatory vartables not available so far, like measures for the

degree of iliiteracy and the family context.

Section 2 describes the data and tbe vanables used for the analysis. Seetion 3
introduces the econometne methods used for the analysis of determisiants of language
skills. Section 4 presents the respective emmrical resuits for botl: men and wornen and
decomposes Lie difference in probability belween males and females to fall 1z some
calegory. Section 15 a regression analysis of earnings for male and female migrants,
which concentrales on the effect of language skills for the determination of earnings

positions. Section G will shortly summanze the results.

2 Data and Variables

The data used for Usis study stem from the first wave ol the German Socio-Economic
Panel (SOEP} of 1984. The SOEP 15 orgamzed on a houschold base and consists ol
4500 houscholds with a household nead of German nationality and 1500 households
with a houschoid head of foreign natienality. It contains a wide range of houschold
specific informatios, based on a houschold questionnaire, as well as mformation on all
persons above the age of 16 whieh are iving in a specific household, based on personal
questionnares. 1L further contains 1nformation about children who are below the age
of 16.

For this anatysis, oniy the loreign subsample will be used. Foreigners are over rep-
resented in the panet to allow for empirical analysis. The citizens of foreign nationality
are neatly exclusively migrants who came to Germany mainly between the mid 50%s and
the eariy 70's.> Accordingly, the analys:s s performed on a stock of migrani workers m

1984, who, on average, have been n Germany for a considerable amount of time (see

“These migrants are often called *guest workers™  Ther stay Germany was meant te be tem-
porary and to help relieving the scarcity n labor supply, being a resuli of the strong econome de-
velopment 1 West Germany after the seeond world war and the growing excess demand tor labor.
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table 1}, The analysis will be restricted to migrants with Halian, Spamsh, Jugeslavian,
Turkish and Greek nationality, Questionnaires for these national groups were available
1 the respective language 1o enhance the refiability of the survey results. It is mnpoer-
tant Lo note that in none of these countries Cerman is a spoken language, nor 15 it the
first foreign language learned at schood. Although abilities in spoken or written Ger
man at the point of eniry o Germany are not knowsn, 1t seems appropriaie Lo asseme
that knowledge of the German language was not exsstent upon immigration.’

The questionnaires for foreigners are quite specific on language skills. Four ques-
tiens on the following aspects of Janguage proficiency are included: Speaking German,
writing German, speaking the ome country language, and writing the home country
language. The respondent was asked to answer each of these questions on a scale with
five levels: Very good, good, intermediate, quite bad, not at all.

The nformation about language skilis are accordingly based on self asscssment. Self
assessed skills are naturally problematic when the miormation 15 used for statistical
purposes. Interviewees may have different perceptions about the thresholds botween,
lor instance, speaking a fanguage good or very good. However, since test based as-
sessments of language abilities are very costly (and they have their ows shortcormngs),
empirical rescarch on migrasis language skills suffers, and will probably sufler, trom
this data deficency.” To reduce the number of thresholds, German language skills will
be divided 1n three calegories: good or very good {category 3}, intermediate {category
2). and quite bad or nol at all (category 1).

A useful information 1s the ability of the mngrant worker to write 1 his home country
language. This information may be used as a measure for e degree ol illiteracy of
the migrant. Illiteracy 1s very likely Lo have & strong elfect on the efficiency of learning
a foreign language. A systematic learning requires the ability to read and 1o write.
Without these skills, the migrant is forced to learn the language only by communication,
Not only does this reguire opportunities lor communicaiion, like German iriends {and
it 15 hard to make such {riends withoul a common language), but it may aiso hinder
a thorough understanding of the language structure. For the emprical analysis, &
measure for writing abilities in the home country language will be used as a proxy for

the degree of illiteracy. To gel sharper results, this varzable will be categorized in the

®The assumplion 15 more problematic when analyzing daiz on tmgrants io the US or Canada.
English is a language of some tporiance 1n many enigration countnes, like Asta or Seuth Anrerien.
1t 1s therefore useful 1o control for ianguage skills upon arnival wien considering mgration lo the U.S,,
a5 was potnted out by Chiswick [1991).

TAn exception s Rivera-Baliz {1956}, who uses test-based measures on English reading proficiency
Irom the 1985 Mational Assessment of Educational Progress.




following way: Very good {category 3), good, mtermediate, quite bad (category 2) and
not at all (categery 1}

in the sample used for analylical purposes, all those individuals are included who
have no mussing values on language mformalion and who moved to Germany after
1956.5 Furthermore, migrants who were 2t the point of entry older than 35 or younger
than 15 were excluded, The final sampie consists of 1030 female nugrants and 1256 male
migrants. A description of the varsables used in the analysis and sample charactenstics
for the mate and the female subsample are given n table 1. The age al enlry to
Germany for both subgroups is about 26 years. Males have been on average 2 years
ionger m Germany than females. This reflects a typical mugration pattern: Female
pariners and eventually children follow after the migrant 1 certamn to remam for a
longer time m the host country and after having fourrd a safe job and appropriate
housmg. Labor market expenience, measured as years of full employment oy part-time
employment. after the age ol 14, 15 considerably lower for females than for males: 11.7

years, as compared with 22.5 years for maie workers.”?

Schooling and traming, recerved alter the age of 14, 18 considerably lower for fe-
males than it 1 lor males. The percentage ol those who undertock some schooling or
job specific education i Germany 15 likewise lower for the female sample poputation.
Female migrants have consequently a weaker educational background than their maie
counterparts, Less than 50 percent of the lemale migrant poputation. but more than
90 percent of the maie population are m the work force. 27 percent of the female
migrants never worked. More than 5 percent of Lhe male population has a partaer of
German nationality, whilst this s the case lor only 0.7 percent of the female migrant
population. The slatistics on the nationalities indicate that the largest group in the

sample are migrants with Turkisk nationality, followed by ltalians and Jugoslavians.

Table 2 presents some summary statistics os fluency m reading and writing 1n
German, as well as luency 1 wriling in the home country language, tor both maies
and females. The numbers indicate that knowledge in wrilten and spoken German
15 considerably stronger developed among the male sample population. Furthermore,
acarly 9 percent of the temale migrant population 1s nol able to write 1n the home
language. This number reduces to 3 percent for males. However, only aboul half of

the total sample popuiation reports beng very good im writing in the home language.

8Gince {guest-worker) migratien to Germany started only m the mid-filties, It seems appropriate
to exclude those who tmamgrated carlier (11 observations) Lo guaranice homogeneity of the sample,

SThe years of part-time or {nil-tine employment ang the years of schooting amd job-specific edu-
cation are construcied by using a biographical schesne which reports activities only after the age of
14.



Tablel: Description of Variables and Sample Charactenstics

VARIABLE Male Subsample  Female Subsample  DESCRIPTION

Mean S Mean SD

AGE 41.708  0.995 39.280 10452 Age of the Migrant
AGEENTRY  26.863  7.520 26.652  £.44§ Age at Immigration
Yot 14,845 5417 12.637 3.610  Years of Residence m Germany
Expab 22.586 1059 11.677  10.3i5 Years of baiag part-time or fuil-time
employed {after the age of 14)
ScHooL! 1258 23598 0.799 L7l Years of Schaoling {after Lhe age of 14}
Trait L2733 2.283  D.a4dl 1196 Years of job-specific education [after the age of 14)
ScHa 0.063 0.833 Dummy variable; equat to unity if
somie schooling in Germany,
TRAING 0,086 £.023 Dumay variable; equal te umity if
seme tranung m Germany.
Wonx 0.897 0.489 Dummy Vanable; equai to unity if
1 the work force.
WaITE 0.038 0.031 Demmy vanable; equal to unsty i
white collar worker.
SELF 0.047 0.026 Dummy variable; equal to wmty if
sell employed.
NEVERWYF 0.0607 0.276 Bummy Vanable; equal to umty if
never been in the work force.
CitenscH 0,450 {.505 Dummy vanablejequal to smty if
at least on child ofder thar 6 years.
ParrGERM  0.052 3.087 Dummy vaniable; equal to umty if
partner of German Nationality.
MARRIED 0.897 0.896 Dummy variable; equat to umty if marned.
GSPRPART 0.207 0.310 Dummy vatiable; equal to umty if
partner speaks German well or very well.
CWRPART 0.082 6.126 Dummy vanable; equal to wnity if

partner writes German well or very welb,

Geapn® 27012 65512 1BSE.D 52456 Monthly gross earnsngs {in DM}

HworkED® 166,32 1727 153.84 2558 Reported average weekly
hours of work in the month preceding
the interview, multinlied by 4.

Spa 0.137 2,123 Dummy; Spanish Nationality.

Tur 0.312 0.3390 Dummy; Turkish Nationality.

Jug 0.197 0.214 Dummy; lugesiavian Nationality.

Ita 0.214 4171 Dummy; Italian Nationality,

Gr 0,137 0.156 Dummy; Greek Natsonalily.

SOURCE: Socio-Economic Panet, wave 1, 19B4.
** Reported aunibers refer to observations which are used for the earmings analysts.
“- Numbers are constructed from a biographical scheme which reports activities

oaly after the age of i4.
6




Table2: Language Proficiency, Male and Female Migrants, 1984,

VARIARLE Cope  Male Subsample  Female Subsampic
SPEAKING GERMAN Cases  Percent Cases  Percent
Good or Very good Gsed 488  38.83% 250 24279
[stermediate Gspy 518 4135 391 1T.90%
Bad or Noi At All Gspi 250 10018 388 4TTT%
Sunm 1258 1005% 1030 16870
WRITING GERMAN
Good or Very goad Gwn3 203 1G6.16% 81 T.86%
Intermediate Gwnr?2 332 20643% 166 16.12%
Bad or Not At All Gwnit 721 57.41% 783 76.0%%
Sum 1256 1865 1030 10055
WhITING HOME LANGUAGE
Very Good Hwrd 666 53.02% 434 42.13%
Goad, ntermediate, Bad wr2 552 43.95% 505 49.83%
Not At All Hwrl 38 1.03% 91 8.845%
Sum 1256 100% 1036 £00%0

SOURCE: Socio-Economie Panel, wave ¢, 1984,



3 IEconometric Modeling of Language Proficiency

The self-reported skills on language proficiency of migrant workers may be viewed as
ordered responses. With the above categorizalion, the response of a rigrant on his

tanguage skills may fall into one of ihree groups {1, 2, 3).

Constder a latent and continuous variable y7 which could be 1nterpreted as repre-
senting language proficiency of some migrant @ on a continuous scale. Suppose that y}

15 a linear function of a weighted vector of variables X;, wilh weights a:

yr=Xa+e (1)

Assume that ¢; 15 normally distributed with mean zero and variance o & ~ N(8,0%).
The variable g7 is not observed, but il defines a variable y; which represents the category

into which y? falis:

(O A T N
yi = 20 6 <y < B (2)
3 i y: = '921

where §; and #> are unobserved thresheolds.

Normalizing by setting o#* = 1 and combining {1} and (2}, the probabilities that an
ndividual falls sn a respective category are given by:

Prly; = 1] = @ |p, — X8}, {3-a)
Prigi=2l=0|u, — X;8] — &} — X8, {3-b)
Prlyi =3 = ®|X!8 — pal . (3-c}

where ${.} 15 the distribution funclion of a standard normal varnate, # = afo and
#j = 0;/0,1=1,2. Only the ratios a/o and 8/c are estimable. Given these probabilities,
the likelihood function may be written as:

L= 11 (e = X1 T1 190 — X8 — B{ps = X T] 1B(X1B8— )] (4)

=1 w2 Hi=3



Since the vector X! contains a constant term, the full set of parameters in (4) s not
identified. A common normalization 1s to sel i to zero: py = 0. The log-likelihood
funetion may then be re-written as:

L= L= 3 In | @{=X{B)+ 3 In |0~ XiB) = B(=XI)|+ 3 In | S(XIF — )]

n=i =2 wwd
(5)

All parameters in (5) are now identificd. The estimable parameter ¢ 15 the difference in
the thresholds pa and prr: g = pa — gy, 1t can be shown (Pratt, 1981) that the matrix
of second partial denvatives of L 1s everywhere negative definite. Accordingly, L™ 1s
globally concave, and standard algoritiims like the Newton-Raphsor method should

converge to the maximum of the likelihood function.

One remark on the interpretation of the parameter estimates. A positive parameter
estimate mdicates that an 1nerease in the respective vanable shifts waight from eategory
! mte category 3. In other words, these lor whom the respective varizble has a larger
value are more likely to be in category 3 and less likely to be 1 category i, everything

else equal. This can easily be seer by simple differentiation:

“’_fl;;__“-"_ti = —§(X!3) 4. < 0, (G-a)
EPriy =3 = — .\’;,!3)!3: >0, (6-b)
&x

where ¢ is the density tunction of the standard normal distribution, The parameter
A- corresponds to the vamable =, with 8. > 0. However, the effect of a change
the respective vanable on the probability that an individual will end up 10 the second
category is ambiguous:

& ;=9 ) ‘ )
_E% = {d{—X[3) — blu — X8 8. (6-c)

The evatuation of this expression requites some calculation and is net obvious from the
sign of the parameter estimates, To assess the effect of dummy variables on Lhe change
1n probability of being, for mstance, n calegory 3, one stmply evatuates expression {3-c)
for the respective vatues the binary variable may assume and calculates the difference
A



Prigi = 3idi = | = Pr|p; = 3ld: = 0l = A, {7

where d; 15 the binary vanable of interest.

4 Determinants of Language Proficiency

This section will present estimation resulis of different specificatsons of ordered probit
modeis. Dependent vaniable 1s the ability of speaking or writing German. The variables
are categorized as outlined in table 2. Accordingly, category | mcludes those with a
poor or no knowledge, category 2 those with ar mtermediate knowledge, and category

3 those with good or very good knowledge of the German language.

Table 3 presents cocflicient estimates on speaking fluency for the male and female
subsample, respeciively. Table 5 presents corresponding results for writing abilities.
The dummy vanable NEVERWF, which equals one when an individuat has never been
in the work force, 15 oniy used as a regressor in the femate sampie. The reason for
this is the smali number of male ndividuals who never joined the work foree, which
does not allow for robustly estimated coeflicients. For the same reason, the dummy
variable PARTGERM which equals one when the partner 15 of German nationality s
only mncluded in the male subsample,

To illusirate the :mpact of vaniables on language proficiency, the vatue of Lhe deriva-
tive of tiie estimated probability to fall in category 3 {good or very good knowiedge} will
be reported when discussing the resuits (see equation {3-a)}. For binary variables, the
respective difference will be calculated (see equation {7)). If not indicated differently,

the vector of regressors is evaluated at the sample means of ail variables.

German Speaking Fluency

Columns ¢ i table {3) report resulls of the basic specification, which mnciudes human
capital variables and indicators for the tabor market status. The years since migration
£¥Y'sM) have Lhe expected positive effect on langnage proficiency for both males and
lemnales. The effect of this vanable 15 larger for females than for males: Evaluated
at sample means, each additional year of residence increases the probability to fall
in category 3 by 0.87 percentage points for males, but by 1.70 percentage points for
fernales. The number of years of schooling and training, SCHOOL and TRAIN, influence
language proficiency of males and females positively. The marginat effects of both
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variables are again stronger for females than for males. While each additional year of
schooling increases the probahility 1o fall in category 3 by 1.3 percentage pomts for
males, il 1ncreases this probability by 4.3 percentage points for femaies. The respective
aumbers for traung are §.4 and 2.5, The facl that some schooling or traimmng took
place i the host country, as reflected by the dummy variables ScHG and TRAING, has
a significant and positive effect on the ability to speak German for males. For females,
onty the effect of schooling in Germany 15 significant. These results are m line with

results of other studies.

Women who never Jommed the work force (NEVERWF=1) are fess likely to have a
high proficiency in spoken German. This difference 1s considerable: The probability
to speak the German language good or very good is 14.92 percent far Liiose who never
Jomed the work force, but 21.77 percent for those who did. This suggests that the
acquisition of speaking fluency 15 correlated with opportunities te speak the language,
which are often provided at the workplace. It may, however, alse indicate that those
who do not intend to ever participate 1n the labor market have lower incentives to iearn

the German language.

The coefficient of the variable WORK, 1ndicating whethier an individual s in the
work force al the time of the inlerview, is positively significant for both males and
females. Being oul of the work foree decreases the probability to fall i calegory 3
from 37.9 percent to 29.3 percent for males and from 24.8 percent to 16.3 percent for
femates. The parameter estimates on the varrables for fabor markel status indicate
that self-employed ndividuals {SELF) are more likely Lo have a high proficiency in
spoken German. Bemg a white collar worker {WHITE), however, 15 only significantly

assoctated with language proficiency of male migrants.

The age at the pomnt of cutry {AGEENTRY) to Germany has a negative and sig-
nificant effect on fluency in spoken German for individuals m both subsamples. This
finding 15 in line with other siudies (see, lor example, Veltman, 1988). Bang 10 years
older upon entry to Germany reduces the probability to lall in category 3 by 16.7 per-
cenlage points for males and by 10.8 percentage points for females. The negative effect
of age al entry may be explained along the lines of the human capital theory: For a
fixed lifetime horizon, the older a person s at the pont of immigration, the lower s
the payofl on any imvestment imto human capital. However, 1t may also reflect that

learming a new language 15 more difficult at Tater stages in fife.

Specifications 1 columns 2 include dummy variables lor nationalities. The prob-
abilities for migrants with different nationalities Lo lali 1n category 3 (good or very

good knowledge) are given i table 4. Probabilities are caleulated at average samnle

il



Table3: Parameter Estimates, Ordinat Probit. Male and Female Subsample.

VARIABLE {1) {2} {3} (1) {2} (3)
Male Subsample Female Subsample
CoNsT 1.377 1.356 6.946 0.376 0.508 4.569
{7.234) (6170 (4.04%) (2.203) (23683 {3221
YsM 4.023 0.620 [ER1 ) g 0.661 0.057 0.850
{3578} (3.008) (2411) 48758} (7.5} [ 7.548)
Seioon 0.034 0.033 0.621 0.157 0.138 0.106
{2.767) {268l) {1581} [7.252) ({6.472) {4435
Scic 0.296 0.411 0.478 0,340 0.618 0.624
(1.773) (2465) (2.801) (1851} {2820} {2.723)
TRAIN 0,036 8.025 0.015 8.089 0.069 0.051
(2981} (1.806) (1.061) (3350} (2279} ([ 1.660)
TrAING 0.295 6.353 0.363 8.161 0,287 8,151
(2,128 (2527} ¢25BD) {0611) (0689) (8477
NEVERWFE * . = -8.269 -0.195 -0.214
[2486) {-1.756} (-1.B58)
Work 8.233 0.164 6.208 {.273 8.237 0,247
{2.206) (15413  (1.B95) (2933} {2471} [ 2520)
SzLF 6.615 0.574 8.46T 0.715 0.70% 0.628
(3407 ) (32173 (2493 ¢2385) (23066) (1913
WIITE {0.876 1.032 0.814 -0.620 -0.075 -0.149
(4420}  £4227)  (3467) £0.005) (-0325) {-.0.520}
AGEENTRY -0.044 0.043 -0.033 -0.039 -0.840 -0.035
{ 0.879) {-9.681) ¢-6.922) (8783} {-9.080) (-7.200)
Tun 3.162 -0.68% -0.416 -(0.395
(-1.485) {-0.777) (-3.332)  {-2.0688)
Jug 8.649 0.636 0.612 0476
(5353} {5.062) {4763y [ 3.51E)
Gn 0.221 0.270 -0.032 -0.018
(705 {2.071) $.0.247 % (-0.137)
Tra 0.208 6.283 2,038 0.016
[ +.B81Y (2338 {0293 {4119}
Hwnrl 8.335 0.338
[ 4.776) { 4.837)
Hwal -8,438 -0.036
{ -2.491) [ -0.277}
MARRIED -0.205 -0.532
{-1.678) [ -3.775)
PARTGERM N.B48 * * *
{ 4.442)
GwaparT -0.173 0.096
{-1.153) [ 0.743)
GSpREPART 0.611 0.557
{ 6.064) ( 5.670}
CHiLDsCH 3.138 0.022
{ 1.855) {8277
" 1.250 1.308 1.364 1.215 1.281 1.364
(26.606) ( 26.489) { 20.420) (23.498) ( 23.639) { 22.50%)
No.of Obs. 1256 1256 1236 1339 1430 1334
Log — Likelthood -1220.8 -1183.8 -1136.9 -058.9 -618.0 -876.2
restr fog — Likefihood 13237 -13923.7 -1393.0 -111t5 -11115 -1111.5

SOURCE: Socio-Economic Panel, wave 1, 1984, Note: Absolute t-ratios in parenthesss,
Dependent varable: Proficiency in Spoken German.
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Tabled: Nationat Probabilities of good or very good Language Proficiency.

MALE FEMALE MALE FEMALE

Speaking Wriling
Spanisy 11.80 8.61 7.01 1.80
TURKISH 26,24 9.53 10.73 257
Jucostavian  B6.97 38.90 24.47 10.83
GREER 40.97 17.74 17.96 5.11
ITALIAN 39.61 19.68 7.88 1.08

SOURCE: Socao-Economic Panel, wave |, 1884,

characteristics. The numbers indicate that male and female migrants irom Jugestavia
are most likely to be highly proficient 1 spoken German, keeping educational achieve-
roents, years of residence and labor market status constant. The probability to fall in
category 3 is 56.97 percent for males and 38.99 percent for females. For both the male
and temale sample the national group with the lowest probabilily to fall m category
3 are Turkish migrants. There are several possible expianations for these resutts. Mi-
grants from various nations may differ in their tendencey to live in enclaves and, thus,
have a different ezposure Lo the German language. The results may also reflect un-
derlying selection processes which depend on economuc factors in the home countries.
A further explanation are different distances between the German language and the

language spoken in one of the respective countries.

Specifications 1n columns 3 inciude additionaily dummy vanables which measure
the competence of writing 1n the home country language. The variable HWR3 is one for
those who report very good abilities in wriling m the home language, and HWR1 1s one
for those who report to be not able to wrile m the iome fanguage. The base group are
migrants who report their writing abilities as being good, all night or quite bad. The
vanables HWR1 and HWR3 could be viewed as measures of the degree of illiteracy.
As outlined above, & high degree of illiteracy 1s likely Lo constrain the pugrant m
learning a new language. The estimation resulls support this hypothesis. The positive
and sigoificant coefficients on the vaniable Hwnr3 indicates thal literacy increases the
provability of being fluent m German. This 15 true for males and females. BEvaluated at
average sample characteristics, the resuits mndicate that very good abilities m writing
the home couniry language increases the probability to fall in category 3 from 31.0
percent to 47.7 percenl for males and from 13.9 percent to 22.7 percent for females.
Furthermore, being compietely illiterate, as mndicated by the variable HWR1, reduces

this probability to 17.5 percent for the maie subsample. Tor both subsamples, the
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inctusion of these variables slightly reduces size and significance level of the educational

variabies.

Columns 3 report further results when adding regressors which capiure the family
context of the migrant. Being marned (MARRIED) has a significantly negative effect
on language proficiency of female workers. I reduces the probability to fall in category
3 from 31.8 percent to 15.9 percent. The probabilily of speaking German well or very
well decreases for male migrants from 42.47 percent (non-marned reference group) to
36.64 percent if they are married with a partner of foreign nationality, but it mcreases
to 67.48 percent if the pariner has the German nationality (PARTGERM).

Profictency m German s considerably higher for both male and female rmigrants
when the partner reports Lo speak the German Janguage well or very well (GSPEPART).
The respectsve probabilities merease from 32.7 percent to 56,36 percent for males and
from 13-4 percent to 21.1 percent for females. This mdicates that speaking abilities of
the pariner are an important deterrminant for bemng fluent 1n spoken German. The var-
able which caplures German wriling luency of the partner {GWRPART) 1s msignificant
0 both samples.

Having children who attend a scheol m Germany should be expected to have a
positive effect on language abilities of the parents, since it provides the opportunity to
learn the language with, and from family members. The resuits, however, indicate that
having children above the age of 6 years who live 1n the household, and consequently
attend a school 1n Germany (CHILDSCH), has only a slightly significant and positive

impact on language proficiency of maje mugrants,

Te summarize, the results support the findings of other studies that the time of
residency and the educational background pesitively mfluence mgrant’s fuency in
speaking the host country language, while the age at immigration has a negative effect.
The speaking abilities of migrants with different nationalities were found to differ quite
censiderably, keeping educational variables, years of residence and labor market status
constant. Furthermore, speaking abilities are correlated with being in the work force
and with labor market status. In addition, the analysss reveals that Jiteracy has a
strong and posilive 1mpact on speaking fluency. Language fluency of the partner is a

Iurther important deternimant for speaking abilities.

German Writing Fluency

Results of ordered probil estimates on writing abilities for male and female migrants

are given in table 5. The specificalions correspond to thase for speaking abilities. The
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results show that time of residency has a positive and significant 1mpact on wriling
abilities for both subsamples. Evalualed al sample means, each year ol residency
raises the probability to fall in category 3 by 0.38 percentage points for males and by
0.33 percentage ponts for females. As for speaking fluency, years of schooling and
years of job-specific education affect writing proficiency positivety, The effect of Lthese
vaniables on writing fluency, however, 1s stronger than on speaking fluency. This can
be easily seen by calculating and comparing the elasticity of the probability to fall n
category 3 with respect to a change n educational vaniables.!® For speaking fluency
this elasticity, if evaluated at sample means of the educational variables, amounts for
mates to (.043 for the schooling variable and to 0.047 for ihe training vanable. The
respective efasticities for writing fluency are considerably larger: 0.188 for the schooling
vartable and 0.085 for the traiming vanable. For females, elasticities of the schooling
and tramming variables are 0.177 and 0.055 [or speaking fluency and 0.38 and 0.10 for
writing fluency, respectively. The retative effect of schooling or job-specifiec cducation
in Germany, as indicated by the dummy variables SCHG and TRAING, 15 likewise
considerably stronger on writing- than on speaking abilities for both the female and
the male sampie. This finding 1ndicales that education 15 mere advantageous for the
development of writing skills than for the development of speaking fluency. Learning
to write in a foreign language may requive a more systematic acquisition of knowledge
than learning Lo speak in a foreign language.

In contrast to speaking proficiency, being in the work force { WORK) or having never
been m the work force {NEVERWF, female sampie} has no effect on writing proficiency
in both samples. This again suggests thai writing abilities are not developed "hy
dong”, bui rather by a systematic way of learning. Obviousiy, communication at the

workplace promotes speaking Buency, but not writing abilities.

As one should expect, the scif-employed (SELF) have a higher probability of being
profictent 1n writing 1n German. Tor the male sampie, bemng a white collar worker
{WHITE) 1s positively associated with language proficiency, and this effect 1s of con-
siderable size: Il 1ncreases the probability to be good or very good in German writing
from 12.5 percenl to 49.2 percent. Both types of occupation require to some degree
the ability to write in German and may Lhus foree the migrant to develop wriling
skills. Again, a higher age at the point of immigration Jowers the propensity of the mi-
grani to write in the German language, as indicated by the eoeflicients on the vanable
AGEENTRY

The specifications i columns 2 inciude durnmy variables for different nationalities.

'®Reporied numbers are then (§in Priy = 3]/8In z)=(6 Priy = 8]/6x} &/ Priy = 3)).



Table3: Parameter Estimates, Ordinal Probit. Male and Female Subsample.

VARIABLE (1) (2) {3} (1} {2 (3)
Male Subsampis Female Subsample
CoNsT -0.044 -0.232 -0.574 -.B46 -1.431 -1.16%
{0226) {102y (2.3 (4306) (4.152) (3.6540)
Yan 0.817 0.022 0.021 8.036 0.040 0.040
(2.680) (3.197) (2914) (4158) ({4.286) (4811
ScHooL 0.082 0.088 0.076 0.234 0.225 0.193
(12.356 ) (1L156) (B.677) (11.513}) (11315} {8.79M)
Scug 0.615 0.664 0.712 06.512 0.723 0.736
(3703} (3.861) (4.057) {2423) (3.281) (3.255)
TFaaln 0.043 0.040 0.034 4,116 £.099 0.673
(3.012}  (2304) (1868) (3605} (2.705) {97
TRAING 0.378 0,414 0.424 8,935 08972 0.585
(2866} (4.030) (3.054) (2.082) (2.083) ({2.865)
MNEVERWF = he - -6.00% -.041 -0.651
(0.723) (0.278) (0331
Wonk 0.113 0.0580 0.068 0.181 0.076 0.085
(0.967) (G418} {0573 {(:864) (0.614) {0.768)
SeLF 0,447 0,247 0361 0.504 0538 0.405
(2654} (2642)  (2.342) (2.0669) (2488) { :.837)
WhiTE 1.134 1.211 1.029 0.335 3.3508 0.282
(8545} (5736) (4787) (:426) (12685}  (0.979)
AGEENTRY -0.030 -0.035 -0.026 «(3.029 -6.031 -.027
(GO0} (7.157) (4.943) (5157} (5248} ({4.062)
Tur 0.234 312 4,156 0.154
(1911} {2483 {0.565) (0.851)
Juc §.783 0.758 0.8G8 0.748
{6.091) (5.762) (5.177) (4231
Gr G.543 0.565 Q.469 0.462
(3.787} { 3.857) { 2.656) ( 2.487)
ITa 8,062 0.074 «8.181 -0.201
{0484} ¢ 0.550) {0.843)  {0.925)
Hwr3 0.212 0.263
{ 2.808) { 2.557)
HwRY -L586 -{.240
[ 2671} { 181
MarRIED -0.203 -0.289
{ 1.593) { 1.713)
ParTcERM 0.571 *
[ 3.667)
GwrPART 0442 0.553
[ 3.022) { 3.642)
GSPHPART 0.274 0.201
{2.612) { 1.552)
CiuLpscl 0.096 -0.813
[1.238) { 0.135)
u 0.932 $.969 1.005 8.004 8.865 1.817
( 20.675) (20.763) (20426} (13.835}) (14.002) ¢ 13.546)
No.of Obs. L3546 1256 1256 1030 1030 1030
Log — Likelihood -1085.8 -1952.3 -1822.4 -603.1 -520.3 -548.1
Restr Log — Likelihood  -1211.9 -1211.9 -1211.9 -723.8 -723.6 -721.6

SOURCE: Socio-Economuc Panel, wave 1, 1084, Note: Absolute t-ratios in parenthesis,
Dependent variable: Proficiency m wratten German.
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Marginal effects are given 1n tabie 4. Jugoslavian migrants are most proficent m
writing in German, as they were i speaking i German. They are followed by Greek
migrants. The weakest group are mugranis of [talian nationality.

As for speaking proficiency, the degree of illiteracy 1s capiured by Lhe vanables
HwRI and HwR3. The coefficient estimates mn columns 3 show that Lhe degree ol
illiteracy is an important determinant for proficiency in writing the German language.
The probability to fall into category 3 increases [rom 9.78 percent Lo 13.98 pereent for
Liose who have very good skills in writing 1 their home language, compared with those
who report to have writing skills 1n Lhe home language which are goed, intermediate or

poor. The respective numbers for females are 2.3 percent and 4.2 percent, respectively.

The specification 11 columns 3 icludes also regressors which capture the family
context of the migrant worker. Being marned reduces the probability to fall in category
3 from 4.98 percent to 2.63 percent for the femaie sample and from 14.75 percent to
10.35 percent for the male sample, respectively. However, for the male sample the fact
to have a pariner of German nabionality strongly and significantly increases proficiency
1n writing 1n the German language: The probability to be n eategory 3 increases
from 14.75 percent {non-married reference group} io 24.86 percent. The ability of the
partner to speak and to write mn the German language well or very well {GsprparT,
GWRPAHT) has likewise a positive and significant effect on writing abilities for the male
sample, while for females oniy the effecl of GWRPART is significant. Writing abilities
of the partner mcrease the probability of being 11 category 3 form 10.9 percent to 21.5
percent for males and from 2.4 percent to 8.1 percent lor fernales. Writing abilities ol
both male and female migrants are not significantly affected by having children who
attend a school in Germany { CHILDSCH).

To summarize, the resuits indicate that, unlike for speaking fluency, vanables which
represent contacis with the incumbent popuiation, like WORK and NEVERWF, are not
significant determmants {or writing fiuency. This indicates that writing1n a foreign lan-
guage requires a systematic learming. Conlacis with individuals Irom the host country
do not enhance wriiing skills. However, the educational background is more important
for the acquisition of writing skills than for the acqusition of speaking skills. Those
who have a stronger educational backgrounds seem to be more efficient 1n acquiring
writing skills. Furthermore, the degree of illiteracy is a significant and important factor
for writing proficiency. Strong language skills of the partner are important Lo promote
writing abilities of the magrant, while having children who atiend a schoo! seems not
to affect writing abilities.



Comparing Males and Females

The numbers in table 2 show that the sample probability for a female magrant to be
1n ihe upper parl of the distribution of language skills is considerably lower than for
a male mgrant. This is true for writien German as well as for spoken German. The
numbers m table 1 show {urther that the mean values of variables which positively
affect language proficiency are likewsse lower for the female sample than for the male
sample. Whether differences in average characteristics alone are sufficient to explam
the relatively low language performance of female migrants will be mvestigated in this

section.

For this purpose, consider the average predicted probabilities of a migrant from the
male and the female sampie to be 1n a respective category. The difference between
average predicted probabilities can be decomposed m the following way (for category
3

Priy = Matate — Pr(y = Nrcnate =AP=A' P+ A’ P (8)
with
i “AI R .
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where 87 and % are the estimated parameter vectors and X7 and XM are vec-
tors of charactenstics of the i** femaie or male individual, respectiveiy. The number of
observaiions mn the female and male subsampie are given by n¥ and #™ The term A P
m (8) 15 the difference in the average probability to fall in eategory 3 between a male
and a female migrant. This overall difference can be decomposed into two components:
A' P, which s due to diflerences in characteristics, holding constant within-sampie
probability, and A? P, which is due o differences 1n estimated coefficients across sam-
ples. If differences i language proficiency between a male and & female migrant are
mamly due to differences in charactenstics, then the second lerm on the nght hand side
of (8) should be very small, refative to the first term. The respective decompositions

for differences to fall in category 2 or category 1 follow straightforward from (3-a) and
{3-b).
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Table6: Decomposition of Differences in Language Skills

CATEGORY j  Priy =i  Priy= j)¥ ! AP AP AP
Probabilities Decomposition
3 18.85 2427 458 1315 145
SPEAKING | 2 41.24 a7.96 3.28 0.82 246
1 19.91 3777 -17.8¢ -13.93 -3.03
3 16.16 7.8 8.3% 7.81 0.49
WRITING § 2 26.43 15.12 10.31 LT 5.54
1 o741 76.02 -i18.61 1259 -6.02

SOURCE: 1Socio-Economic Panel, wave 1, 1684,

Table § presents the decompositions for writing and speaking abilities. The esti-
mated parataeter vectors stem from the basic specifications {columns 1 1n tables 3 and
5), where the variable NEVERWF was not included for the female sampie. The first
three rows in table 6 report decompositions for speaking abilities, where the numbers
ndicate the respective categories. The overall predicted difference in the average prob-
ability to fall in category 3 between the male and the female sample 15 14.58 percent,
where 13.13 percent are due to different endowments and only 1.45 percent to different
pararneter estimates.

The fast three rows 1 table 6 refer to writing abilitics. Again, the relative contribu-
tion of A? P to explain the overall predicied difference A P to fall in category 3 is very
targe: Of the totai difference of 8.30 percent, 7.81 percent are explained by differences
1 characteristics,

For the probabilities to fall in the ather two categories, Tesults of the decomposition
mdicate that differences i parameters explam more of the overall difference than for
category 3. This 1s true for both writing and speaking proficiency. However, the major

part of the tolal difference 15 still explamed by differences in average characteristics.

Accordingly, these simple calculations show that the considerable differences i lan-
guage abilities between the male and the female sample population are mamiy due to
differences in characteristics and only to a small extend due to differences in param-
aters. If female mugrants exhibited the same endowments than male migrants, their

distribution of language abilities would be similar to that of the maie population.
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5 Language and Earnings

This section analyzes the effect of writing- and speaking proficiency on the earmings
position of maie and female mmgranis. As above, the sample 15 restricted to those
wiho arc between 15 and 55 years old upon catry to Germany. After excluding afl
those who have missing values in relevant varizbles, the female sampie reduces to a475
observations, of whose 420 are employed. To avoid biased estimates due to selective
sampling into the group of employed women, the appropriate selechion variable will
be constructed from parameter estimates of a reduced form participation probit and
added as an additional regressor Lo the wage cquations, The mate sample reduces
to 056 observations, where 143 had to be deleted because they were not employed or
unemployed at the time of the mierview and 160 becanse they had missing values 1n

relevant variables,

The specified earmngs eguations mclude the standard human capital variables and
control for marital status and for hours worked. The vaniable LHWORKED 15 the natural
logarithm of the variable Hwonrken.t' The vanable EXPSQ 15 the square of years of
tabor market experience BXP, caleutated as years of part-time or fuil-time employment
after the age of 14. The dependent variable 1s the logarithm of monthly gross earnings,
Additionally, dummy variables for speaking and writing abilities are introduced. Since
a migrant who is flueat or very fluent 1n German writing should also be quite flueat
n spoken German, both indicators for langnage proficiency are likely to mteract with
each olher, so Lhat results of the OLS regresston analysis for the male sample {table 7)
and sclectivity corrected regression resuils for the femaie sample {Lable 8} are reporied
sequentially. Estimations in the male sample suffer from heleroscedasticity. Standard
errors are Lherclore calenlated by using a consistent estimator as suggested by White
{1980). For the femaic sample, L-statistics are based on consistent standard errors
which are ralculated as snggested by Heckman (1979).'2

L Phe varable HWORKED 15 constructed as follows: Individuals report average normal weekly hours
of work and actual hours ol work (including overume work, but excluding wrregularities in hours
worked due to illness ete.) for the month preceding the mterview. Additionally, mformation are
provided about whether mdividuals are paid lor overtime work. Since reported monthly earmings
jnchide overtime payments, the effective pumber of hours worked which matters for the earnings
calestation {HWoRKED) 15 caleulated as follows: if the mdividual's aciual mutuber of hours worked
1s lower or equal to the normal number of hours worked, hours worked per month are suaply normat
hours worked, multiplied by 4. If, on the other hand, actual hours of work are higher than normal
hours of work, and if additionally the mndividual reports that overtime work s paid for, then hours
worked per month equal actual sumber of hours worked multiptied by 4.

P Regressors 1 the reduced form parhicipation equation for female mugrants are as follows: years
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TableT: Earnings Equations, Male Migrant Workers, 1984.

VARIABLE n (2) (3) {4)
ConsT 5.813 5.747 5.751 5,702
(10392} { 10.288) ( 10.160 } { 10.155 )
Ysa 0.0080 0.0071 0.6076 0.0071
{8.917)  {3481) (3.757) { 3.301 )
Exp 5.0176 0.0172 0.0172 0.6171
{ 5.078) (4.830) [ 4.071) ( 4.817 )
Exrsg -0.0004 -0.0083  .0.0003 -8.00032
(6.037) [5.481) (5.738) £ 5.475)
Scuoor 0.60093 0.0086 00070 0.0072
{2.394)  (2.290) ([ 1.850) { £.853)
TRAIN G.0113 0.0110 6.0108 0.01080
(2811} (2814} {2.760) [ 2.807 }
MarmiEp 0.1004  8.1029 0.1016 0.1828
[ 3.595) (3.682) (3503 { 3.670)
Lewonxen 0.3280  0.3339 0.3389 0.3428
£2921) (2981) (2.993) { 5.058)
Gsekd 0.8689 0.052%
{ 2.979} ¢ 2.008)
Gspr?2 0.0385 0.0400
1 1.801) { £.812)
Gwal 0.0736 0.0534
{3.156) { £.581)
Gwp? 0.0105 -B.0045
[0.627) { .20 )
No.of Obs. 956 956 956 956
R 0.12 5.13 0.13 814

SOURCE: Souio-Economic Panel, wave 1, 1984.
Absolute t-ratios in parenthests. Reported t-statistics are based on
standazd errors which are corrected for heteroskedasticity.



Table§: Earnings Equations, Female Migrant Workers, 1984.

WVARIABLE {1} [Ha} [3) {4}

Const 3.8388 3.8200 3.TT60 3.7841
(10494) ¢ 10.308) (10397} 16.317)

Ysat 0.00868  0.80725 0.00848 .0DTGH
{2.048) (1643} (L1990} 1.748 }

Exp® -0.35844 (.0BB11 0.00343 0.2094%
{0282} (90.067) {0.00% Y {0.162)
ExrsQ® 000776 0.80054 6.00158 -0.00248
(0g24) {0022 {0066} £0.062)

S¢itool 0.03510  D.03245 0.02565 0.02574
{4.460) {4.151) (3.057 ) {3.4083)

TRAIR .0.01838 -0.01825 -0.01722 -D.01G83
(L746) {L774) [ 1.683) (1.651)

ALARRIED 0.01473  0.01429 0.61825  0.01847
(0.457) (0.336) (0456) (0.467)

LEWORKED 0.%¥1637  G.5D398 071508 0.T0480
(11.057) (10.863) (11166} ({10.956)

Gsrxd 0.67107 0.05832
[ 1.753) {8346

GspPK2 (01446 0.02387
{0.399) {0.673)

Gwid 8.15350 0.12242
{2922} ¢2.108)

Gwr2 -0.01452 -0.03157

(0985 (0.825)
INVERSE MiLie  -0.12039 -0.77803 -0.08189 -0.06134
(1.346) (08113 [8896) (0.651)
No.of Obs. 499 420 420 420
Rr? .96 0.27 0.28 0.28

SOURCE: Socio-Economic Patel, wave I, 1984,

Nole: Absolute t-ratios m parcnthess. Reported t-statistics are
based o consistent standard errors.

2. Cpefficsents multiplied by 100.

(2]
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The estimated coeflicients of the inverse milis ratios i table § are all not significantly
different from zero, sndicating that those female rugranis who participaie in the labor
market are nol a self sclected sample from the overall population. The coefficient on
the logarithm of hours worked is substantially smaller than 1 m Lhe regressions for male
migrants. This depressing effect of more hours, however, is aiso found in other studies
{see, for instance, Hartog and Oosterbeck (1993}). The discussion wil} now concentrate
on the dummy varsables for language abilities. Columns 2 include dummy vanabies for
speaking German well or very well {GsPK3) and speaking German on an intermediate
level {GSPK2). The base group consists of those who speak German badly or not at
all. For both subsamples, tiose who report 1o speak German good or very good have
earmings which are considerably higher than earmngs of Lhe base group (7.1 percent
for females and 6.9 perceni for males). This advantage disappears lor female workers
whose fluency 1n German 1s only intermediale, as indicated by the dummy vanable
GsPK2. The carmings advanlage reduees 1o size to 3.85 percent for male workers, but
it 15 stiil significantly different from zero at the 10 percent level.

Columns 3 include dummy vaniables for writing abilities, Agam, the base group
are those with bad or no skills writing in German. The earmngs advantage of
migranis who report to have good or very good writing abilities 1n German 1s quite
large: 15.3 percent for females and 7.3 percent for males, For both subgroups, good or
very gzood proficiency in wriling German seems to be a more impartant determinant for
a favorable earmings position than good or very good proficiency in speaking German.
The eflect of being good or very good in writing German is particularly strong for
females. The coefficients of GWR? are wmsignificant for both samples. This indjcatos
that only mtermediate skills in writing in German are not sufficient to improve the
carmngs sibaation of a migrant worker, relative to a magraant with poor or no skills 1n

writing in German.

Columas 4 report resulis when meluding dummues for both speaking abilitios and
writing abilities. For femaie migranis, only earnings of Lthose who report good or very
Eood abilities 1n writing German (GWR3} are significantly tigher (12.2 percentage
points) than earnings of the hase group (bad knowledge or no knowledge at all). The
coeflicients for both indicators of speaking fluency become msigaificant, Accordingly,
controlling additionally for writing abilities reveals that fluency in spoken German is
not sufficient for femaie mugrants to ymprove their earnags position In the German

e migration, age, age squared, exXpenence, expericnce squated, vears of schooling and job-specific
education, a dummy varable for marital states, dummy vanables for children above and below the
age of § and, corresponding to the the specification of the wage EEgressians, respective varables on
language proficiency.




labor market. These results suggests thai. if only mlormation about speaking ability
is available, one may wrongly conclude that migrants who are more flueat n speaking
have mere favorable carnings positions, although this effect 15 actually due to writing
proficiency. Consequently, conciusions of empirical studies concerning the impacl of
spoken language on carmings of migrast workers may be nusieading and have lo be

evaluated with cantion, if other aspects of language ability are not controiled for.

For males, the clnsion of indicators for wriling abilities slightly reduces size and
sigaificance fevels of Lhe variable which represents speaking abililies at a high level
{GsPr3). The variable GspK2 still explains significantiy carnings differences (at the
10 percent tevel of significance). The coefficrent of the variable GWR3 reduces fikewise
i sign and significance level. The resulls 1mply Lhat a migrant with good or very
good speaking abilities and soad or very good writing abilities receives earnings which
are 10.5 percentage poimts higher than those of a mugrant with poer abilities 1n both

aspects of language proficiency.

To summarize, Lie above analysis shows tiat language profictiency 1s an important
human capital lactor which has some considerabic impaet on the earsmngs pasition of a
rigrant worker, The rosulls show quite clearly thai writing proficiency 15 more 1mpos-
tant for a favorable econoniic pesition than speaking proficiency. Language variables
may, however, partly capture Lize elfect of other qualtifications on the earmings position
which are not observed. Rivera - Batiz (1993) powts out that language proficiency may

e & proxy for the effect of quantitative skills on earmngs.

6 Summary and Conclusions

This paper studies the determunants of language proficiency and the effect of language
on carnings of migrani workers in Germany. Two features of language proficiency are
analyzed: Speaking fluency and writing fluency. Both writing and speaking abilities
are mvestigated by estimating ordered probit medels, where the dependent variable
may fall in one of three categories: Good or very good, intermediate, quite bad or very
bad.

The resubs support findings of other studics that years of residence 1 the host
couniry have a pasitive impact on fanguage abilitics. A higher age at the pomt of entry
reduces the probability ol a mgrant to be highly proficient n the foreign language.
Furthermore, the educational background of a ymgrant is an tmportant delermmant for
boths writing and speaking fluency. However, the clfect of educational varmables 1s more

umportant for writing fluency than for speaking luency. Writing fiueney 1s not advanced
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by the fact that the migrant 1s participating 1n the labor market. This suggests that the
acquisition of writing skills reqmires a systematic way of learning, which 15 promoted by
a higher educational level, while speaking flueney 1s rather acquired by communication.

Indicators for the degree of illiteracy are found 1o be mmportant for the determina-
tion of both speaking and writing abilities. Being illiterate s a ma)or constraint for the
acquisition of foreign language skills. Language abilities are further found 1o be ¢cor-
related with the family context, Being married seems to constramn women to acquire
skills 1n speaking German. This may reflect a stronger isolation of marned wornen,
hindermg social contacts with German native speakers. For males, the propensity to
speak the German lenguage well or very well 1s positively correlated with having a
partner of German nationality. For both sampies, those who have a partner who is
fluent in German are more likely to exhibit stronger skills 1n the German language.

Female migrants are considerably weaker 1n bolh forms of language fluency. To
mvestigate how much of this difference 15 due to different sample charactenstics, the
overall difference m average predicted probabilities to fall in a respoctive category be-
tween 2 male and a female migrant 15 decomposed into two components, one measuring
the difference due to different eharacteristics and one measuring the difference due io
different parameters. It is shown that the major part of the difference in language
ability between the male and the female sample can be explaimed by differences 1
characteristics,

The estimation of carnings equaiions reveals that language profictency 15 an m-
portant determinant for the earmings positios of migrant workers 1 Germaay. The
results show that for femaie workers speaking fluency alone 1s not sufficient for having
an earmngs advantage in the German labor market. For males, writing fluency is like-
wise more tmportant as 2 determinant for a favorable earnings position than speaking
proficiency. Here speaking fluency alone suffices Lo improve the earnings position sig-
nificantly. The resuits support those of other studies which show Lhat language has
quite an important impact on the earnings of migrant workers., However, as shown in
this study, one has to be cautious if interpreting the results, Parameter estirates of
variables which represent abilities in speaking may lead to wrong conclusions about, the
impact of spoken language on earnings if not controlling for other aspects of fanguage
proficiency, like writing fluency.



REFERENCES

Begas, J.J. anp Bl Cuarsax (1989): “Immigrant Wage Adjustment Australia:
Cross Sectton and Tine-Series Estimates,” Economie Record, 161-167

BeENSTOCK, M. (1993): “Learning lebrew and Finding a Job: Econometric Analysis of
Immigrant Absorption i Isracl” Paper presented at the cEPR-conference The Ero-
nomics of International Migrelion: Feonometric Fvidence, Konstanz, 26/27 February

1993

Boltias, G.J. (1985): *Assimilation, Changes m Cobort Quality, and the Earpags of
immagrants,” Journal of Labor Economaics, 3. $63-18%

Boulas, G.J.(1987% “Self-Sciection and the Earnings of Immugrants,” American Economie

Review, 77, 531-553

Borias, G.J. {1989): “lmimgrant and Prgrant Barungs: A Longitudinal Study,” Ero-

nomte Ingurry, 27, 21-37

CARLINER, G. (1981} “Wage Differences by Language Group and the Market for Language
Skilis i Canada,” Journal of ITuman Resources, 16, 384-399

Cantiver, G. (1080): “Wages, Earnmgs and Hours of First, Second and Third Generation
American Males,” Feonomuc Inguiry, 87-102

Cuiswick, B.C. (1978): “The Effect of Americanization on the Earnings of Foreign-Born
Men,” Journal of Political Economy, 56, 897-921

Chswick, B.R. (1991): “Reading, Speaking, and Farnings among Low-5killed Imm-
grants.” Journal of Laber Economics, &, 149-170

Cusswick, B.R. anp P. MitLer (1992): “Langeage m the lmmigrant Labor Market,”
fortheoming m Immigration, Language and Ethnierty: Canada and the United States,
B. R. Chiswick, editor

Cinswick, B.R. anb P, MiLLer (1985} “{mmigrant Generation and Income i Austratia,”

Feonomic Record, 3-40-553

Cimiswick, B.R. axp P MitLER (1093} “The Endogeneity Between Langaage and Earn-
mgs: An International Analysis™ Paper presented at the cepr-conference The Eco-
nowmics of International Migraton: Evonemetrie Fvidence. Konstanz, 26/27 February

1993



DuystMmany, C. (1991): “Temporary Migration and the Investment into Human Capital "
European University Institute Working Paper No. ECO 81/47

Dustmany, C. {1993): “Earaings Adjustment of Temporary Migrants " Journal of Pop-
ulation Economics, 6, 153-168

Grenier, G. (1984): “The Effect of Langnage Characteristics on the Wages of Hispanic
Amencan Males,” Journal of Human Ressources, 19, 35-52

Harrog, J. anp H. Oosrerprck {1993): © Public and Private Sector Wages mn the
Netherlands |» Esropean Fconomic Rewew, 37, 97-114

Heckuman, 1.1, {1979): “Sample Selection Bias as a Specification Error,” Econometricn,
47, 153-161

Kossounit, S.A. (1988): “English Language Ability and the Labor Market Opportunities
of Hispanic and East Asian Immigrant Men,” Journal of Labor Economucs, 6, 202-298

LoxG, J.E. (1980): “The Effect of Amenicamization on Earamngs: Some Evidence for
Women,” Journal of Political Economy, 88, 620-629

MoMasus, W, ET AL (1983} “Earnmngs of Hispanic Men: The Role of English Language
Proficiency,” Journat of Labor Economies, 1, 101-130

MEeNG, R. (1887} “The Earnings of Canadian Immigrants and Native-Born Maites,” Appiied
Economics, 19, 1107-1119

PiscHKE, J. §. (1993} “Assimilation and the Earnings of Guestworkers in Germany,”
Discussion Paper, Unrversity of Mannkerm

Prarr, JLW. (1981): “Concavity of the Log-Likelihood” Journar of the Amerean Statis-
tical Association, 76, 103-1686

RivEra-Batiz, F. [1990): “English Language Proficiency and the Fronomic Progress of
Immigrants,” Eronomies Letlers, 34, 995-308

Rivera-Batiz, F. £1992): “English Language Proficiency ané the Earnings of Young Im-
migraats i 1.5, Labor Markets,” Policy Studies Review, 11, 165-175

Rivera-BaTiz, F.(1993): “English Language Proficiency, Quaztitative Skills and the Bea.
nomic Progress of Immigrants,” Paper presented at the Middlebury College Conference
on-immigration, Middiebury, Vermont

Scrmor, C.M. {1892}): “Country-of Ornigin Differences in the Earmngs of German Immi-
grants” Discussion Paper, Untuversity of Munich, No.82-29

o]
-




LicnT, G. AXD V. STEINER (1992): “ Asmimilation, Labour Market Experience, and Earn-
ings Profiles of Temporary and Permanent Migrant Workers in Germany”, Mimeo,
ZEW, Mannhemm

Tainer, E. (1088): “English Language Proficiency and the Determunation of Earmngs
atnong Foreign-Born Men,” Journal of Ifuman Resourees. 23, 108-122

VELTMAK, C. (1988): “Modeliing the Language Shift Process of Hispanic Immigrants,”

Faternational AMigration Review, 22, 545-562

winrre, H. {1930): “A Heteroscedasticity-Consistent Covanance Matrix Estimator and a
Direct Test for Heteroscedasticity 7 Eronometrica, 48, 817-838



