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ABSTRACT

We present a large survey with responses from Shdims on their attitudes towards
refugees, regarding hiring, job performance, wagjtrg and discrimination. Generally, firms
report positive experiences of having refugeesgd@yees, but we also document a great
deal of heterogeneity in attitudes. Firms that edds have refugees on the payroll are less
satisfied with their job performance, which seeglated to poor language skills and less
screening of refugees but not to discriminatiothein by staff or customers. While most
firms agree with statements that wage cuts nedgtaféect worker cohesion, effort or the
quality of applicants, employers who consider saats as employment-enhancing tend to not
agree.
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1. Introduction
Labour market integration of refugee immigrants b@some a major issue on the agenda of
many European countries that receive large inflofvasylum seekers. Not only does
exclusion generate costs for the refugees ancetteving country but it is also a cause of
social unrest and undermines the public suppora fgenerous refugee policy. The integration
problems can be identified at, at least, threel¢ewerst, at the individual level, poor language
skills, low education, poor mental or physical hieahnd little experience from work in
advanced countries among refugees are obviousretas for much of the poor
performance. Many of these deficiencies can becovee by investments in schooling and
health care, but will nevertheless imply a longqeiof integration. Secondly, at the firm
level, employers have a crucial role in the hirdegisions and wage setting. Attitudes in the
form of discrimination related to employees or onstrs may be an important part of the
integration problem. Thirdly, at the policy levibour market institutions like for instance

minimum wages or employment support may affecirtbegration process.

In this paper we focus on employers, presentingdhelts of a large survey, which, to the
best of our knowledge, is unique in its focus aemployment of refugees. The survey was
conducted in Sweden, a country with a particullartih rate of refugee immigration. More
than 1,800 employers in a representative samgiena$ responded to questions related to
institutions and attitudes of relevance to refugegloyment. The questionnaire was designed
to reveal the frequency of refugee employment, direxperiences of refugees as employees,
perceptions about how wage setting affects refegegoyment as well as views on the
potential for discrimination from native co-workexsd customers. In particular, several
guestions were aimed at capturing employers’ diguregarding the employment impact of
reducing the collectively agreed minimum wages et attitudes towards pay cuts in
general for low-skilled workers. The size of thevay also allows us to perform quantitative

assessments of the responses.

How does our study relate to the existing liter@@ukost of the research exploring the
mechanisms behind the integration of refugees #met anmigrants has focused on the role
of characteristics of the immigrants themselvés language skills and other types of human
capital (e.g., Algan et al., 2010; Dustmann ancbFiaB003; Rooth and Aslund, 2006; Smith,

2006), cultural differences and other source cquechiaracteristics (e.g., Bisin et al., 2008;



Blau et al., 2011; Manning and Roy, 2010) or thpast of ethnic enclaves (e.g., Edin et al.,
2003; Piil Damm, 2009). The previous literature pail surprisingly little attention to the
attitudes of employers towards immigrants, let alcgfugees. There is some recent work
exploiting the response rate of employers to fatis job applications as a means of revealing
potential discrimination against immigrants anch@thminorities, and these studies tend to
find lower call-back rates to applications filed ‘oymigrants’ than to otherwise identical
applications from ‘natives’ (e.g., Bertrand and Mirlathan, 2004; Carlsson and Rooth,
2007). A related field of study, examining behaviotiemployers in hypothetical choice
experiments, finds that many employers discrimirg@nst applicants of non-European
origin (e.g., Eriksson et al., 2012). While thisdiof research is useful for exploring the extent
to which discrimination against immigrants occltrss silent regarding the mechanisms as to
whyemployers might be reluctant to hire refugees. @raur purposes is to pin down in

somewhat more detail where the discriminatory biehaies.

Studies using survey data on attitudes towards grants among the general public tend to
assume that the same mechanisms determine empltiygdes (Carlsson and Rooth, 2011;
Charles and Guryan, 2008). A shortcoming of thigragch is that it likely capturegeneral
employer attitudes only, providing little guidare®to thespecificattitudes regarding job
performance and the influence of institutions sithese are concerns that rarely apply to the
general public. Our approach is instead explidthgcted towards employers and their hiring

process.

Finally, the part of our study dealing with emplog/aattitudes towards wage cuts also links to
the previous literature. It has been argued tlat Vfage setting’ is important for worker
cohesion and productivity (e.g., Akerlof and Ye|l&890) and that employers expect the
guality of job applicants to be negatively affectgdwage reductions (e.g., Katz and Krueger,
1992). In our survey, we put explicit questiongmnaployers regarding their attitudes to both
the potential employment-enhancing effect of wagls end possible negative consequences
of such cuts. We also examine whether the attitodebese matters differ depending on

whether minimum wages are binding in the firm.

We find that, in general, the attitudes towardsigeks are favourable — most firms report
positive experiences of having refugees on theghlayWhile a majority of firms do not

regard the collectively agreed minimum wages asmgortant obstacle to the hiring of
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refugees, firms that consider that cutting thesesranhances employment tend to disagree
with the arguments suggesting negative consequefeesge reductions for worker
cohesion, work effort and the quality of job apphts. Moreover, we find a strong, negative
association between the employment of refugeesranithum wage levels across sectors, in
line with evidence provided in Lundborg and Skedin@@014). We specifically examine
firms that used to have refugees on the payrotinbdonger do so. It turns out that these
‘discouraged’ firms are less satisfied with the pasformance of refugees, because of poor
language skills and less of screening, but nottdwe-operation problems with other staff or
with customers. Construction stands out as an tngusporting less contentment with the

employment of refugees, but this is not necessdtib/to discrimination.

One reason why Sweden is an appropriate objectuiostudy is the large influx of refugees
into the country. In 2008, Sweden was the counitly the largest influx of refugee
immigrants among the rich countries in relatiofitsgopulation. Moreover, the integration

of refugees is less than satisfactory accordingfftoial statistics (Statistics Sweden, 2009).
The employment rate among refugee immigrants iggd@ent after ten years in Sweden, and
even lower in some groups, like Somalis (35 pet)a@nwell as Iranians and Iraqis (50 per

cent).

The structure of the paper is as follows. The sextion presents the survey design. The

results of the survey are presented in Sectiord3Sattion 4 concludes the paper.

2. Survey design
The survey was administered by the National In&titd Economic Research
(Konjunkturinstitute, a public authority with extensive experienceaflecting information
from representative samples of firms as part af therk on economic forecasting. The
special survey that is the subject of this papes eistributed by mail in 2012, addressed to
the personnel manager of the firm — the executigstrikely to have personal experience
dealing with the recruitment of refugee immigraitsvas sent to 4,588 firms, in both the

private and the public sector. A total of 1,817 pbeted forms were received, implying a

! In absolute numbers Sweden ranked seventh, aéen@y, the UK, the United States, Canada, Frandete
Netherlands (Hatton, 2012).



response rate of 40 per céi/e deleted 6 firms due to obvious misreportingyieg 1,811

employers in the sample we analyse.

Our primary interest is to investigate firms wittnse experience of having refugees on the
payroll. 1t is likely that far from all firms, bun unknown proportion, have such an
experience. This prompted us to distribute theesyte as many firms as possible, so as to
capture responses from a large number of empldlgatdrave or have had refugees on the
payroll. We think we achieved this, since we reedi849 responses from these firms (around
half of all the respondents). For purposes of carapa we thus also have a substantial

number of firms among respondents with no refugeethe payroll.

In Appendix A, Table A.1, we present charactersst€ responding and non-responding
firms, based on register data. Overall, the respotsddo not differ much from the non-
respondents. The main differences are that respgritims are larger on average, less
prevalent in some industries (notably, retail antels and restaurants) and less likely to be
located in the Stockholm region. In much of thelgsia we perform multivariate regression
analysis so that we are able to control for théerdnces in observable characteristics

between responding and non-responding firms.

The full survey, translated into English, is aviaiéain Appendix B. It begins with a simple,

straightforward and consistent definition of a gefa immigrant:

A person is considered a refugee immigrant if hguarrived during the last 20 years from
Afghanistan, the Horn of Africa (Eritrea, Ethiopi@pmalia, the Sudan), Bosnia, Iran, Iraq
and Kosovo. Please note that the concept ‘refugeigrant’ also includes refugees’
relatives who have received permission to staynadgn

These countries account for the vast majority fifgee immigration to Sweden during the
last decades. Since Sweden basically has had aorlabmigration from the listed countries,
this definition effectively rules out the possitylthat the responses were related to labour

immigrants.

2 Response rates in employer surveys tend to ber lihaa in those directed to individuals. At mostesponse
rate of 20-30 per cent is generally found in emptagurveys, according to van Dalen and Henkens3(201

% The number of employed refugees that some emplagported turned out to be larger than the tatailver
of employees, as recorded in register data. Tledyliéxplanation is that some respondents repoigedes for
an entire combine of firms, rather than for thecgpefirm.
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We approached the respondents in two different wHys first one was to let employers
react to questions and statements about their ap@rences of employing refugee
immigrants. The second was to perform a vignettyars, placing the respondent in a
hypothetical employment situation faced with twosoes who basically only differ in terms
of background status, one of them domestically lamchthe other one a refugee immigrant.
The vignette analysis aims at having the resposdeneal their norms, perceptions, and
values in a manner that is more susceptible topreéation than questions focusing on actual
experiences of employees, who may differ in mamgobackground characteristics than

immigrant status.

The survey consists of four parts. Part A inclusieme questions on firm characteristics, for
example the number of refugees employed, the siidosv-skilled workers among them, and
employment at minimum wages. The large numbersgorses enables us to draw

conclusions regarding detailed background charattes of the respondents.

Part B is the vignette analysis. The personnel gersavere presented with the following

vignette:

Assume that you are to employ a person for a lalledob and that you choose between a
person born in Sweden, Johan, and a refugee immigkéahmood. You have not met either
of the two. Both have a three-year high school atias, Johan from Sweden and Mahmood
from his homeland. They have studied the samedsahibeir grades are identical and they
have submitted identical applications, includingragurricular activities, written in
impeccable Swedish.

We then asked the respondents to react to a nushk&atements related to conditions of

importance to employment.

Part C of the survey deals with issues relatediour market institutions and how firms
respond to them. Specifically, we ask about thewg on how refugee employment in their
firm is affected by minimum wages, about possiklgsons for why firms would be reluctant

to lower these minimum wages and about the impoetaf fixed-term contracts.

The final Part D is directed only to the employei® have had some experience in

employing refugees. We ask whether the refugees agproductive as expected, to what



extent they had sufficient language skills, if finms’ customers prefer having contacts with

native-born and if refugees are difficult to intaetgr with other staff.

Besides a few questions of a quantitative natheegtiestionnaire consisted of statements that
personnel managers were asked to react upon bysnoéarLikert scale, with in most cases
seven numerical alternatives. As is usual with skkile, a response of ‘1’ indicates “total
disagreement’, while 7’ indicates ‘total agreenieAtresponse of ‘4’ can be interpreted as
indicating that the respondent cannot give a abedaresponse to the statement (comparable to
no response). It follows that ‘1’ to ‘3’ are integbed as disagreement at decreasing rates and
‘5’ to 7’ as agreement at increasing rates. Atteding the responses, the survey data were
linked to register information on firm charactegst(industry and number of employees) and
data from collective agreements on industry-speaiiinimum wages. The large number of
respondents allows us to break down the analysisbgus subgroups, such as industry, firm

size and region.

3. Survey results

In this section, we present our findings. Sepasatesections are devoted to firms’ experiences of
refugees on the payroll, the impact of minimum vgaged firms’ attitudes towards reducing them,
discrimination and, finally, a detailed analysisditcouraged’ firms, i.e., those that ceased havin
refugees in their employment. Besides simply repgiihe responses of the employers to the different
statements and questions they were confronted weélglso use regression analysis to provide a
deeper understanding of some of the responsédse Iregressions, we use attitude variables both as

explanatory and as dependent variables.

As demonstrated by, e.g., Bertrand and MullainatR@01), there are potential fallacies involved in
including attitude variables in econometric workpEining behaviour by attitude variables could

lead to biases to the extent that these variabéessmeasured. Cognitive problems, related to the
wording and ordering of questions or the mentalrefbf respondents may cause a bias towards zero if
errors are white noise. The respondents in our, thsegh, are professionals who regularly answer
guestionnaires from the National Institute of EaoimResearch and can thus be argued to be less
susceptible to such problems. Social norms, caubimgespondents to avoid ‘looking bad’, may also
bias the results, particularly concerning issuedigdrimination. Consequently, we have been careful
not to pose naive questions in this context, likké employers themselves discriminate, and inlstea

try to capture potential discrimination of refugdéssstaff or customers. Using attitude variables as



dependent variables, white-noise measurement aranise no biases, but other biases could be
present. For example, employers with many refugedse payroll may be more proneréport
specific attitudes towards them (rather than altgaibscribing more to these attitudes). However,
with the multivariate regressions framework, we @bk to control for the number of refugees and

other factors that may impinge on the propensitsepbrting.

3.1 Firms’ experiences of refugees on the payroll
We first wanted to know to what extent the respogdirms have experiences of refugees as
employees. Not all of the 1,811 firms in the fisample answered all questions, but 1,721
reported a figure on the number of refugees thesently had on the payrolilt turned out
that a substantial fraction among responding finad some experience with employing
refugees. Close to half, 849, claimed to haveastlene refugee currently employed.
Similarly, 1,395 firms responded to the questiow meany refugees they have had employed
during the last ten years and out of these 823 (58t cent) answered that they had had at

least one refugee employed during the period.

Firms reported having 7 refugees employed on aegsabich translates into a share of 3.5
per cent of all employees. Among those firms witleast one refugee currently employed,
the average number was 14. Table 1 shows theldistn of refugee employment across
firm size. As is clear, the share of refugees rssaerably higher among small the firms than

among the larger ones.

In general, firms report very positive experienfresn employing refugees. The average
score of statement dOXur experiences from having refugees employed arelyn
favourable, was 5.66 on the 1-7 scale. An overwhelming mijai more than 80 per cent of
employers agrees with the statement to at lease slmgree and a third of them agree fully.
The responses differ significantly across sectwith, the lowest scores for construction
(5.28) and retail (5.30) and the highest for whalke$6.06) and hotels and restaurants (5.92).

Scores for d04,The refugees’ language skills were enough for tteedo a good joh’'were

on average lower than for the statement d03, 4%6o0n-negligible fraction of the

* Swedish law prohibits firms from keeping a recofdhe country of origin of the employees, so wieealsfor
theapproximatenumber of refugees in the firm according to thiniteon above.
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employers, almost a third, disagree to at leasesextent. Again, the responses across
industries differ with the lowest support obtairiemin the wood industry (4.12), construction
(4.18) and hotels and restaurants (4.24) thatrdsfmificantly from the averageThis

finding could be due to different skill requiremgnt

The mainly positive experiences of refugees amongl@yers and the fulfilment of
expectations may be due to extensive and costerarg by the firms prior to hiring. To
shed more light on this possibility, employers wasked to respond to the statement d02,
‘We had to spend more resources on screening fagees prior to hiring than we do for
native applicants for similar jobsThe responses, with an average score of 2.7%lrévest
only a minority of employers agrees with the staatnand more than half of them disagree.
However, as around 20 per cent agree that theghafimefugees requires more costly
screening, there seems to be a cost disadvantagena cases. A breakdown by industry
shows that employers in the more skill-intensivatustry construction report significantly
higher expenditures on screening of refugees (geeseaore 3.60) than is the case in
industries mainly employing low-skilled workersctuas retail (2.70), hotels and restaurants
(2.64) and local government (2.89). Differencefirim size do not explain the different

responses across industries.

3.2 Does experience of having refugees on the payeiter?

As already noted, we obtained responses from erapayith experience of refugees on the
payroll as well as from those without such expergerit is of some interest to see if the
answers to attitude statements differ in a sigaiftavay between these two groups. In
general, this is not the case but responses diff@rd respect to the statement cQ@ur
employment of refugees increases only when weditiilties to fill vacancies by personnel
born in Sweden’'While employers in general disagree with thisesteent, the responses
differed significantly depending on previous expade of refugees on the payroll. An
ordered logit regression, in the first column oblEa2, controlling for industry, region and
firm size, shows that firms without such experiedsagree to a lesser extent with the

statement than other firms. This suggests thasfimthe former group are more prone to sort

® The individual figures reported for d03 and dO4lesle sectors with less than 20 responses.
® This conclusion is based on an ordered logit s=jo@ of the responses, controlling for firm sinelustry and
region.



workers and employ native-born before those witefagee background. Hence, experience

of employing refugees tends to reduce employergatiee attitudes towards them.

3.3Minimum wages and refugees in low-skilled jobs
Each employer was asked about the share of refugideow-skilled jobs (defined as jobs
that do not require tertiary education). We muiiglthese shares by the number of refugees
employed to get the number of low-skilled refugereshe payroll. On average, 58 per cent of

the refugees were in low-skilled jobs (implying Bdv-skilled refugees).

With a majority of refugees employed for low-skilleasks, it is conceivable that minimum
wages constitute a binding restriction for muchesfigee employment. In Sweden, minimum
wages are relatively high by international standanad negotiated in collective agreements,
implying that the rates differ by industry (see &kger, 2010, for more details). For this
reason we asked about the share of the refugedsysadmt the lowest minimum wage, as
stipulated in the collective agreement. The averageber of refugees employed at this
minimum wage was 1.7, which constitutes a sha@9d@ per cent of the average number of
refugees. Our expectation of a positive corretatietween the number of refugees
performing low-skilled tasks and the number of gefes employed at minimum wages was
confirmed by the data (with a correlation coeffitief 0.86). These findings suggest that
minimum wages are indeed binding for refugeeswdailled jobs. To the extent that
minimum wages also exceed the productivity of miafygees, these wages may represent an

obstacle to entering the labour market.

Before proceeding to a formal test of the relabetween minimum wages and refugee
employment, we present the firms’ views on whethgimum wages constitute an
employment obstacle in their firms. To investigdiis issue a number of statements
concerning the consequences of a large reductiomromum wages were put forward to the

employers in the survey. The statements were intred as follows:

Many young natives and refugee immigrants are ut@red today. Specify your attitude
towards the following statements concerning theleympent of low-skilled labour under
collective agreemert.

" Note that young natives are included in the gronger consideration.
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The first statement (c01) readH:the lowest wage of the collective agreement rgdsced
by 20 %, employment of these groups in our compenyd 1) be unchanged 2) increase just
a little 3) increase fairly much 4) increase mujhncrease very much’.

The responses as to the effects of a 20 per cgattien of the minimum wage indicate that
around half of the employers do not think that exgpient in their firm would be affected at
all. The other half states that employment of yonatives and refugees would increase, but a
majority among them responds that the increaskalylto be small. Only about 7 per cent of
all respondents reported that they expect a boatployment with a reduced minimum

wage, by answering that employment would ‘increaseh’ or ‘increase very much’.

There are several possible explanations as to alhjively few employers think that reduced
minimum wages would be strongly favourable to emplent in their firm. One is that if
initially few workers are hired at wages around itmaimum, a reduction of it may be of little
consequence. Another is that minimum wages arangrid a varying extent across
collective agreements, so that industry mattersexXjore these issues in more detail, we ran
an ordered logit regression explaining the responsgarding the expected association
between a minimum wage reduction and employmemd&gns of a set of regressors. These
include the share of refugees on the payroll, laeesof refugees on the payroll employed at
minimum wages, and dummies for industry and regitve sample was restricted to 10
industries on which we have information on minimwages taken from the respective
collective agreements. These industries includeosewith many low-skilled jobs, such as
hotels and restaurants, retail and local governntentalso other important industries in

terms of employment such as engineering and carisiru

As shown in Table 2, column 2, the larger the slo&refugees employed, the more support is
given to the statement that a minimum wage cut doaike employment. Moreover, the
larger the share of those refugees employed ahihienum wage, the higher the propensity

to agree with the statement. We take these ressiésiggestive of an association between the
degree to which minimum wages are binding and eggieas among employers that

lowering these wages would enhance employment. Mesvas discussed previously, a
causal interpretation is not obvious, since we oadetermine whether firms with binding
minimum wages simply are more prone to report tiiaimum wage cuts promote

employment.
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To further explore the issue of the minimum wagegleyment nexus, we ran a regression,
in Table 3, with various measures of the employnaémnéfugees as the dependent variable.
We included minimum and average wages (both inghsgiecific) as separate explanatory

variables in the regressions, along with controtsifm size and region.

As already noted, a large number of firms havegfiogees employed and there could very
well be selection of the firms that do employ refag and to account for this we estimate a
Two-step Heckman model. We first note, in colunof Table 3, that the probit component

of the Heckman model reveals that there is a negassociation between the minimum wage
and the choice of hiring or not hiring refugeese Télation between the minimum wage and
the uncensored variable, i.e., firms’ hiring ofugées given that they already are employed, is
strong. We find a significant elasticity of —1.98ws, given that a firm already has refugees
on the payroll, an increase in the minimum wagessociated with a reduction of the number
of refugees employed. Our results are quantitativeline with those in Lundborg and
Skedinger (2014), in which we use individual regjistata and study the effects of minimum
wages on days in unemployment among refugees. theless, the present findings should
be interpreted with care, since the cross-sectaa grecludes controlling for firm and
industry fixed effects that may be correlated vt minimum wage.

3.4 Firms’ views on negative consequences of watge ¢
Even with binding minimum wages, there are reasdmgemployers may be reluctant to
lower these wages, as discussed in the introdudfientherefore asked the firms about
possible negative effects, concerning worker caimesivork effort, and the quality of job

applicants, of lowering the wage for newly recrdjt®w-skilled workers.

Figure 1.a shows how the employers responded tst#tement (c05)We do not want to cut
wages for newly recruited, low-skilled workers hesmincreased wage dispersion would be
negative for worker cohesion and hence productivityurns out that close to a third of
employers, around 31.8 per cent (541 out of 168§ke with the statement to varying
degrees. The related statement (cO8) ‘do not want to cut wages for newly recruiteds-lo

8 It is worth noting that the employers were noteaslbout their attitudes towardsinoreasein the wage for
newly recruited, low-skilled workers. The responssgarding the employment consequences of suchcagase
need not be symmetric to those concerning a dieinvage.
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skilled workers because this could reduce workiaref resulted in a slightly lower share that
agreed, 23.7 per cent ( 399 out of 1685) as shaviagure 1.b. Finally, in Figure 1.c, the
responses to the statement (cO8Je‘do not want to cut wages for newly recruiteds-lo
skilled workers because this would lower the qualitjob applicantstesulted in a higher

approval rate of 35.4 per cent (603 out of 1,705).

While only a minority, around a third, of employegreed with each of the three statements,
about half of them approved of at least one of ti@hi8 per cent, or 891 out of 1,720). To
see whether employers who were of the opinionatraduction of minimum wages would be
ineffective in increasing employment also refet@these statements, we cross-tabulated the
responses with the responses to question cO1ndeaiih the attitudes towards a reduction of
minimum wages by 20 per cent. Only 26.2 per cetiha$se employers who thought that such
a reduction would increase employment by ‘muchvery much’ agreed to at least one of

the three reasons for opposing wage cuts.

Consequently, there appears to be some heterogémaititudes across firms: those
reporting stronger support for the employment-eshaneffect of minimum wage cuts also
seem to be less prone to believe that wage redhsctice associated with negative effects in
terms of less workplace cohesion, less worker effiolower quality of job applicants. In
addition, concerns regarding wage cuts were lesgfant in certain industries. Employers in
local government (39.3 per cent) and hotels anduesnts (43.0 per cent) were less inclined
to agree with any of the three statements than@yep in wholesale (59.6 per cent) and
engineering (53.8 per cent). We also looked at drethe responses to the statements
regarding negative effects of wage reductions wereelated with the minimum wages being
binding for refugees in the firm. However, theresw® significant correlation between the
number of refugees employed at minimum wages irfithreand any of the responses to the
three statements c05, c08 or c09.
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3.5Discrimination
Though hard to verify with standard regression meésh discrimination towards immigrants
has been demonstrated in several field experinfe@enfronting the staff manager with a
direct question about his or her discriminatorjtutes is, however, likely to involve serious
biases in the responses, as noted previously. Uivesis instead focused on capturing
discrimination in other forms. Preference-basedraisnation could manifest itself as
employee resistance to co-operating with co-workéesparticular ethnic group or by
customers being unwilling to be served by employe®a this group. Hence the employers
were asked about the attitudes of tleenployeesindcustomersowards refugees. It should
be stressed that the answers obtained are the erahpgrception of these attitudes, which
may differ from factual circumstances, but percamdiare still likely to determine the

employers’ behaviour.

Questions about employees’ and customers’ attitu@es given in four forms (see Appendix
B); two under the vignette analysis (b04 and b)) tavo directed strictly to those who have
or have had refugees employed (d05 and d06).

As described in Section 2, the firms were conframgh various vignette statements
concerning a refugee (Mahmood) and a native-bompi@rae (Johan). Generally, firms do

not agree that refugees are hard to integrateotiiter employees (b04 and d05). The average
score for the statement in bOZheére is a greater risk that co-operation amongstadf is

worsened if Mahmood is employed instead of Jolvaas 2.29 and for the statement in d05)e
refugees have been hard to integrate with otherl@eyeps so that co-operation has not
worked satisfactorily’only a slightly higher score of 2.62 was obtairng@dme differences
across industries appear, though: Personnel manageonstruction were more prone to

agree with both statemerifs.

Table 4, columns 1-2, shows the results from oxlrgit regressions based on responses to
the statements b04 and dO5 regarding co-operatithnstaff, in which we control for the size
of the firm, industry and region. Construction skaiout as an industry with more support to

the view that employing refugees is detrimentaltoker co-operation than in other sectors,

° For example, field experiments using fictitioub jpplications show that job searchers with Swesi@imding
names receive more call-backs from employers tloathalse with Arab-sounding names (Carlsson andhRoot
2007).

9 The average score in construction for b04 was ar@bfor d05 3.21 and differ significantly from taeerages.
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both in the sample of all firms and among thosadiwith experience of refugees on the
payroll. These responses do not necessarily infyalydiscrimination is more prevalent in
construction than elsewhere. It could be that wrtkis sector is more demanding in terms
of workplace co-operation than is the case in oimgustries. In construction workers often
work in small groups, may be highly interdependanty communication skills may be of

extra importance.

We now turn to the responses concerning custonaetioms to refugees in the workforce.
There is not much support on average for the setel05, We think our customers prefer
to be served by Johan rather than Mahmowlding a score of 3.06. The personnel
managers’ perception is thus that customers onlg Bamewhat stronger preferences for
dealing with native-born than employees have fewooking with natives. The
corresponding ordered logit regressions, in Tablmiumns 3-4, indicate that firm size
matters: in both samples, the larger the firm #ss is the agreement with the statement that
customers prefer dealing with a native worker. Tusld reflect that a larger fraction of

employees in small firms have contacts with custsme

Again, construction stands out with personnel marsagore prone to agree with the
statements. For customers in construction commtiaicanay be of much more importance
than for customers in, say, retail. For examplgirnmservices from carpenters is a different
thing than buying a pack of cigarettes, implyingsger demands on the refugees’ language
skills in the former sector. Attitudes towards gfe workers in construction may also be
correlated with increasing competition from forempmpanies operating on Swedish soil,
particularly from the new EU member states, whichn unobserved variable in our analysis
(Skedinger, 2010)*

3.6 ‘Discouraged’ firms
The responses delivered by employers that usedu® tefugees on the payroll, but no longer
do so, could be useful sources of information figprioving the employment situation of
refugees. These employers could potentially berdegbas ‘discouraged’ in terms of

employing refugees. About 12 per cent of thosedimith experiences of employing refugees

™ In-migration of posted workers in construction freseased considerably during the recent decaxssijrg
much controversy as exemplified by theval case, in which Swedish unions put a Latvian coestsn firm
under blockade in 2004.
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were classified as ‘discouraged’ by us (102 ou828)* While other explanations than
‘discouragement’ are conceivable for why a firmlowger has refugees on the payroll
(downsizing or voluntary job separation, for exa@)pthe results revealed in this section turn

out to be consistent with this interpretatidn.

To what extent do ‘discouraged’ firms differ frorther firms in their experiences of having
refugees on the payroll and regarding attitudesatda/these workers? Before exploring this
issue it should be noted that small firms, by cartgion of our indicator variable for
‘discouraged’ firms, are more likely to be classifias such than are larger firms (see footnote
19). Hence we control for firm size in Table 5which we regress the probability of being

‘discouraged’ on various attitudes towards the @ymplent of refugees.

It seems reasonable to assume that the fundanvemiables attempting to capture different
dimensions of the productivity of refugees, namahguage skills and co-operation with staff
and customers affect the behaviour of ‘discourafjeds, rather than the other way around.
It is also of interest to examine whether the adiéis regarding various dimensions of
productivity survive when screening costs are aile for. To this end, Table 5 exhibits
regressions with all of these responses includegkpknatory variables. According to the
results, there is a negative relationship betwesaurces devoted to screening and
‘discouragement’. So even if employers in geneoahdt screen refugees more carefully than
natives (as discussed in Section 3.1), such secrgenay prevent some firms from laying off
refugees. Satisfaction with language skills (d0#9 & significantly negative coefficient, even
when screening is accounted for, whereas insufficie-operation with staff (d05), and
customer preference for natives (d06) come in watisignificance. The results are robust to
the inclusion of industry dummies, in column 2. Timelings thus suggest that screening has

not eliminated some employers’ dissatisfaction whth language skills of refugees.

12 Firms that reported that they have had refugegqsayred during the last 10 years, but no longer feaveon
the payroll, are classified as ‘discouraged’. Fitirat reduced the number of refugees in the wockfoo some
positive number are thus not included.

13 As a simple test of the relevance of the termigplaliscouraged’, we ran a logit regression wita th
probability of being ‘discouraged’ on the left-haside and answers to the overall assessment afeesun d03,
‘Our experiences from employing refugees are maio$jtive’, and firm size and its square on the right-hand
side. d03 yielded a highly significant negativeftioent, which we interpret as supporting evideticat the
terminology is appropriate.
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In unreported regressions we also examined whetrestruction stands out, and it does. The
effect of improved language skills (d04) on ‘discagement’ behaviour, all else equal, seems
to be substantially larger in magnitude in thisusitly than elsewhere.

4 Conclusions

Many countries that generously have opened theddre to host refugees escaping war and
conflict have experienced severe integration prokleMore often than not, refugees leave a
less developed economy for a high-tech one withauing the necessary skills, which opens
up for a long integration process. Employers playnaportant role in this process and it is
crucial to understand firms’ behaviour and to doeutrtheir experiences from refugee
employmentBased on an extensive survey, this paper repdrésiaally favourable attitude
on the part of Swedish employers towards refugemgloyers are of the opinion that the
refugees have in general lived up to the expectsiio terms of productivity and language
skills. This high level of contentment with the jpbrformance of refugees seems not to have
been achieved by employers spending more resoarcesreening these workers than other
staff. It should also be stressed that, while weetfaund little indication of generally
negative attitudes among employers towards refygleissshould not be interpreted as

evidence that discrimination against these workeabsent in the Swedish labour market.

Perhaps the most important finding in our survethésheterogeneity in responses across
different types of firms. This heterogeneity masigeitself in a variety of ways: differences in
attitudes towards wage cuts, differences in atisudgarding the job performance of refugees
and differences across industries. We discuss firetiags in more detail below.

In line with much of previous research, we findttimst firms are reluctant to lower wages
for low-skilled workers. These firms tend to agvath at least one of the statements that
wage reductions are detrimental for worker cohesmork effort or the quality of job
applicants. However, among firms that consider sedctions to be employment-enhancing
there is considerably less support for detrimestiigcts of wage cuts. These results suggest
that the implications in the ‘fair wage’ literatuceuld be very different, depending on the

type of firm.

Moreover, despite the satisfaction in general \wdking refugees on the payroll, we

document the presence of ‘discouraged’ firms — eygsk that used to have refugees on the
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payroll but no longer do so because of less pasérperiences of these workers than in other
firms. Poor language skills is one factor stregsethe ‘discouraged’ firms as a source of
lower than expected productivity, but they were mote inclined than other firms to refer to
staff or customer discrimination. Our findings afsgeal that more resources spent on

screening could potentially prevent some of the@sesffrom laying off refugees.

Finally, the survey also reveals heterogeneity ssectors — firms in construction stand out
as reporting less positive experiences of the potddty of refugees. The relations between
refugees on the one hand and customers and stdfeather are reported as being more
problematic in this sector. Whether this refleascdmination or simply more demanding
requirements regarding communication skills withwaarkers and with customers cannot be

determined unambiguously

In one respect we had anticipated heterogeneitsadirms, but did not find any. We
investigated learning effects of having refugeepleged but did not find much difference in
the responses between firms with and without egpeg of refugees in the staff. The only
exception is that employers with no experience tendore often approve of the statement
that they do not employ refugees as long as theyiod native-born workers to hire. This
somewhat negative attitude might decline in impuréawith more experience of having

refugees on the payroll.
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APPENDIX A: Analysis of respondents and non-res@ntsl

Table A.1. Characteristics of respondents and nonespondents

Respondents | Non-responder
No. of employees 337 250
Industry:
Local government 6.8 0.0
Engineering 15.6 10.6
Hotels and restaurarlts 4.9 13.6
Retail trade 15.1 26.1
Wholesale trade 6.8 7.0
Construction 5.9 3.4
Electrical installations 1.1 2.6
Wood 3.8 2.1
Bakeries 0.4 0.7
Slaughter-houses 0.4 0.6
Other 39.2 33.4
Region:
Stockholm 20.3 30.0
Uppsala 2.1 2.1
Sédermanland 2.0 1.5
Ostergétland 3.1 4.1
Jonkoéping 7.3 5.1
Kronoberg 3.0 2.2
Kalmar 3.8 2.0
Gotland 0.4 0.4
Blekinge 1.3 0.6
Skane 12.6 13.9
Halland 3.2 3.5
Vastra Gotaland 17.0 18.0
Varmland 3.3 1.8
Orebro 3.1 2.4
Vastmanland 25 1.7
Dalarna 3.7 1.9
Géavleborg 2.3 2.0
Véasternorrland 1.9 1.9
Jamtland 1.9 1.1
Véasterbotten 2.9 1.7
N 1,791 2,673
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APPENDIX B: The survey

Refugee immigrants in the labour market

A person is considered a refugee immigrant if hgwérrived during the last twenty years from Afglstan, the Horn of Africa (Eritrea,
Ethiopia, Somalia, the Sudan), Bosnia, Iran, Iragl&osovo. Please note that the concept ‘refugeeignant’ also includes refugees’
relatives who have received permission to stayiadgn

Part A Background questions
01.How many employees do you have today that you vetagdify as refugees according to the definitiboae?

02.For what percentage of these refugees have youarriceived some form of employment subsidy?
0-20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100

03.What percentage of the refugees have low- skitibd, ji.e,. jobs that do not require tertiary educa®?
0-20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100

04.What percentage of the refugees were hired attvedt wage stipulated in the collective agreement?
0-20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100

05.How many refugees have you had on your payrolinduttie last ten years?

06.What percentage of the refugees that were employedfixed-term contract have obtained a permapesttion in your firm?
0-20 21-40 41-60 61-80 81-100

Part B.

Assume that you are about to hire a person foma kkilled job and that you have a person bornwe&en, Johan, and a refugee
immigrant, Mahmood, to choose between. You havmabeither of the two. Both have three yearsgif Bchool education, Johan from
Sweden and Mahmood from his home country. Theydtadied the same subjects, their grades are ideintnd they have submitted
identical applications, including extracurriculaictvities, written in impeccable Swedish.

Please indicate how you relate to the followindgesteents, where ‘1’ means ‘I fully disagree’ and iiéans ‘I fully agree’.

01. We know more about Johan’s education than aboutrnivtetu’s.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
02. Johan knows the Swedish language better than Maththoes.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
03. Mahmood cares more about his job than Johan does.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
04. There is a greater risk that co-operation amongdtedf deteriorates if Mahmood is employed insteiadbhan
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
05. Our customers prefer to deal with Johan rather tdth Mahmood.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
06. Mahmood will stay longe r with the firm than Johan.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
07. We choose to employ Mahmood to promote cultur&rdity and integration in the firm.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
08. Mahmood will demand a lower wage than Johan inftitere.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
09. Johan can be used for more work tasks in the firan tMahmood.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Part C.
Many young natives and refugee immigrants are butook today. Please relate to the following stagats concerning the employment of
low-skilled personnel under collective agreement:

01. If the lowest wage minimum wage in the collectiyeeement were to be reduced by 20 %, employmémese groups in our

firm would
be unchanged / increase just a little / incréaisly much / increase much / increase very much
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In the following, ‘1’ means ‘| fully disagree’ arid’ means ‘I fully agree’.

02. If minimum wages in the collective agreements webe reduced, the employment of young nativesdWarrefit more than the
employment of refugees
2 3 4 5 6 7
03. The Employment Protection Act (LAS) does not domestan obstacle to the hiring of refugee immigsasince LAS allows for
fixed-term contracts.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

04. The possibility to use fixed-term contracts is morportant for the employment of refugees thanrisdaction of minimum
wages.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

05. We do not want to cut wages for newly recruited-$killed workers because increased wage dispemsmrid be negative for
worker cohesion and hence productivity

06. Iln orderzto hire3a Iarge4number50f r?afugees, th?gwwould have to be so low that no one would adbepivage.
07. é)ur em;zaloyme:;t of relftlgees ir?cregses only w7herawe difficulties filling vacancies with personnerb in Sweden.
08. \]I-Ve do r?ot Wan?; to cut‘\llvages fir ngwly recruitzw,—kkilled workers because this would lower the tyalf job applicants
09. \]I-Ve do r?ot Wan:j; to cutz\llvages f(5)r ngwly recruitzw,—kkilled workers because this would reduce woefgnrt
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

D. The following questions should be answered @nypu have or have had refugees employed. Plemeste your answer with X’

01. How productive were the refugees compared to yrpe&ations?
Less About the same More

Like before “1” means “disagree fully” and “7” agréully” for the responses to the following staterse
02. We had to spend more resources on screening thgees prior to hiring than we do for native apptitsaifor similar jobs

1 2 3 4 5 6
03. Our experiences from having refugees employed aielyrfavourable
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
04. The refugees’ language skills were adequate fantteedo a god job.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
05. The refugees have been hard to integrate with acthgsloyees so that co-operation has not workedfaatbprily.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Respond to the statement below if the refugees hadeustomer contacts:
06. Our customers preferred contacts with native ermrgeeyrather than with refugees
1 2 3 4 5 6
Respond to statement below if your firm has costadth the refugees’ home countries:
07. The refugees’ knowledge about their home countlégjuage and culture has been beneficial for amntacts with their home
countries.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Table 1. Share of refugees of total employment, dirm size. Per cent

No. of employees| Mean Min. Max. N
0-99 3.43 0 90.91 983
100-199 4.44 0 58.54 382
200-299 2.85 0 24.63 109
300-399 3.15 0 16.08 64
400-599 2.62 0 28.79 55
600-999 1.65 0 7.81 58
1000- 2.07 0 28.20 70
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Table 2. Employer attitudes towards filling vacanaes with refugees and minimum wage
cuts. Ordered logit regressions

We fill vacancies with Minimum wage cut
refugees only when no| increases employment of
natives are available refugees in our firm
(cO7) (c01)
Experience of refugees on -0.2168"
payroll (0.0917)
No. of employees (x P -0.0014
(0.0069)
No. of employees(x 10) 0.0148
(0.0307)
Share of refugees on payroll 1.5708
(0.6608)
Share of refugees on payrall 0.7375"
at minimum wage (0.1958)
Local government 0.5059
(0.2420)
Engineering -0.2322 -0.0302
(0.1472) (0.1720)
Hotels and restaurants 0.0884 0.4456
(0.2320) (0.3195)
Retail trade 0.1547 0.0136
(0.1675) (0.2286)
Wholesale trade 0.0486 -0.2724
(0.2110) (0.3131)
Construction 0.8094 0.2824
(0.1881) (0.3144)
Electrical installations 0.9765 0.0552
(0.4277) (0.7486)
Wood 0.4566 0.4369
(0.2527) (0.4012)
Bakeries 0.0549 0.5556
(0.5984) (0.6463)
Slaughter-houses -15.5914 -0.9644
(789.9653) (0.8020)
N 1,703 849
Log likelihood -2,662.96 -1,054.99
Pseudo R 0.0079 0.0152

Notep-coefficients. The dependent variable is the respda the statement c07 and cO1 in the survey
(see Appendix B). c07: 1-7 Likert s¢dlefully disagree, 7=fully agree. c01: 1=not df &very much.
Constant and coefficients for regiamnies are not shown. Standard errors in parerghese

™ = significance at 1 % level: = 5 %;" = 10 %.
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Table 3. Employment of refugees. Heckman selectionodel

P(Refugees on payroll) Log no. of refugees on
payroll
Log minimum wage -2.1089 -1.5806"
(1.1182) (0.5806)
Log average wage -2.9812 -2.6473"
(1.5490) (0.7027)
Log no. of employees 0.8757 0.9646
(0.6374) (0.1677)
Log no. of employeés -0.0323 -0.0596"
(0.0450) (0.0171)
N 1,421
N-uncensored 702
Mill's & 0.5847
(0.8967)
0 0.5401
c 1.0825

Notep-coefficients in column 1. Minimum wages are indysipecific and average wages
are region- and industry-specifiee also notes to Table 2.
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Table 4. Employer attitudes towards refugees’ co-gration with staff and contacts with
customers. Ordered logit regressions

Co-operation with other | Our customers may

staff may worsen / has | prefer / have preferred

worsened contacts with natives

rather than refugees

All firms Firms with | All firms Firms with

(b04) experience | (b05) experience
of refugees of refugeeg
on payroll on payroll
(d05) (d06)

No. of employees (x p  |-0.0068 -0.0272 -0.0143 -0.0331
(0.0078)  (0.0146)  (0.0075)  (0.0192)

No. of employees(x 10) |-0.0048 0.3530" 0.0130 0.2510
(0.0427)  (0.1360)  (0.0324)  (0.1550)

Local government -0.04946 0.8957" -0.3093 0.1134
(0.2545) (0.3196) (0.2486) (0.3970)
Engineering -0.1514  0.3745 -0.3674"  -0.5584
(0.1454) (0.1966) (0.1417) (0.2445)
Hotels and restaurants -0.3358 0.4650 -0.1659 -0.3136
(0.2327) (0.2873) (0.2294) (0.3330)
Retail trade -0.1001  0.0593 0.1169 -0.0549
(0.1640) (0.2316) (0.1599) (0.2466)
Wholesale trade -0.3374 -0.1466 -0.1398 -0.7317
(0.2166) (0.3090) (0.2054) (0.4004)
Construction 0.6118 1.0866" 0.5265" 0.8911
(0.1880) (0.2787) (0.1827) (0.3662)
Electrical installations 1.0269 1.0496 1.2886" 1.1498
(0.4273) (0.6600) (0.4453) (0.7099)
Wood 0.4296 0.893% 0.2217 -0.9420
(0.2479) (0.3919) (0.2432) (0.9226)
Bakeries -0.0654  0.0764 0.7881 0.4820
(0.7050) (0.7384) (0.6180) (0.7992)
Slaughter-houses -0.2382 1.2685 -0.7693 -14.5067
(0.5965) (0.7190) (0.5941) (679.0078)
N 1,752 971 1,747 557
Log likelihood -2,494.11 -1,584.99  -3,060.38 9.7
Pseudo R 0.0133 0.0245 0.0144 0.0318

Note: The responses to statements b04, d05, b05 anddbé survey (see Appendix B) refer to the Likeit 1
scale, 1=fully disagree, 7=fully agree. See aldesito Table 2.
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Table 5. Attitudes towards the employment of refuges among ‘discouraged’ and other
employers. Logit regressions with the probability 6being ‘discouraged’ as dependent
variable

@) 2
d02. We had to spend more resources on screening0.1732" -0.1554
the refugees prior to hiring than we do for native (0.0712) (0.0726)
applicants for similar jobs
d04. Refugees’ language skills were good enough fo0.1735" -0.1688~
the job (0.0491) (0.0497)
d05. Refugees have been hard to integrate witlr othe0.0745 -0.0542
employees so that co-operation at work has not (0.0741) (0.0761)
worked satisfactorily
d06. Our customers preferred contacts with native| -0.0044 -0.0508
employees rather than with refugees (0.0618) (0.0661)
Industry dummies No Yes
Pseudo R 0.0931 0.1163

Note: All regressions include a constant, the nunolbemployees and its square. The Likert scaledsfor d02,
d04, d05 and d06. See also notes to Table 2.
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Figure 1. Employer views on negative consequencdswage cuts for newly recruited,
low-skilled workers
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Note The responses refer to the Likert scale, 1=fdibagree, 7=fully agree.
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