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Abstract

In June 2016, the Swedish parliament decided to restrict the granting of permanent
residence permits for asylum seekers in Sweden. The new status quo for a refugee
is a temporary rather than permanent residence permit. In a first evaluation, using
a Regression discontinuity analysis, of this reform in which we follow the refugees
over their first year after arrival, we find little evidence that the residence permit
type affects investment in education or short-term welfare and labor market outcomes.
There is some marginally statistically significant evidence suggesting that permanent
permits seem to increase the probability of starting basic Swedish classes. However,
future follow-up research will provide more evidence on whether this increase is due
to a short post-intervention time window or the non-neutrality of the permit type.
Second, we find evidence that the running variable was manipulated, in a regression
discontinuity sense, by the granting officers when possible. The size of the case load
increased dramatically in order to finalize decisions before the expiration of the old
law, and case rationing, i.e., picking the subjects that have the most to lose from the
stricter polices, was observed.
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1 Introduction

Europe is experiencing the largest refugee crisis since World War II. Due to civil wars,

state failures and poverty, more than one million individuals applied for asylum in the

European Union in 2015. Most refugees in European Union countries are coming from

Afghanistan, Iraq and Syria (Hangartner and Sarvimäki 2017). In Sweden, with a pop-

ulation of approximately 10 million, more than 160,000 refugees applied for asylum in

2015. The integration of immigrants and refugees into the labor market is documented

to be a difficult task (e.g., Blau et al. 2011; Bratsberg et al. 2014; Böhlmark 2008;

Cortes 2004; Sarvimäki 2011). A major political task for European Union governments

in the coming years will therefore be to formulate policies that integrate newcomers

into the labor market.

Previous empirical literature on immigration addresses, for example, the question

as to how immigration affect the labor market of natives in the host country (see,

e.g., Borjas 1999, 2003; Card 1990, 2012; Dustmann et al. 2016; Foged and Peri

2016).1 Research on integration policies, such as labor market programs targeted at

immigrants and how the asylum process is formulated, is more rare.2 This gap in the

literature is surprising given that integration policies have been subject to a heated

debate. Many countries such as Austria, Denmark, Germany and Sweden have recently

tried to decrease the number of refugees by imposing a stricter asylum process. A key

policy parameter in this regard is whether asylum seekers are granted a temporary or

a permanent residence permit.3

From a theoretical perspective, a permanent residence permit might increase the

incentive to integrate into the society of the host country. A permanent residence

permit eliminates the fear of deportation and increases the incentive to invest in a

long-lasting future in the receiving country. In addition, employers might be more

willing to hire someone whose residence is secured. However, receiving permanent

residence permits early might reduce the incentives of asylum seekers to integrate and

learn the language of the host country. This in contrary to a temporary residence

1Several studies also analyze how immigration affects political preferences, such as voting behavior and
attitudes toward welfare state spending (see the recent survey by Hangartner and Sarvimäki 2017) in the
host country. Another strand of the literate studies the role of proficiency in the host country’s language
(see, e.g., Tainer 1988; Chiswick and Miller 1995, 2002, 2003; Dustmann and Fabbri 2003; Miranda and Zhu
2013; and Bleakley and Chin 2004, 2010).

2See Hangartner and Sarvimäki (2017) for an overview of these studies.
3Rules for residence permits differ widely across EU members (Hangartner and Sarvimäki 2017).
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permit where a job increases the probability of staying in the country. Hence, the

effect of receiving a temporary rather than a permanent residence permit on labor

market integration is ambiguous. The empirical consequences of receiving a temporary

versus a permanent residence permit have not been investigated. One explanation of

the lack of studies, which holds for integration polices in general, is the difficulty of

finding credible comparison groups since policies in many cases affect all immigrants

in the same way.

In this paper, we analyze how being granted a permanent residence permit instead

of a temporary one affects intermediate labor market outcomes, such as language skills

and education, and short-term labor market outcomes. Sweden changed the rules for

granting permanent residence permits in 2016, and this change offers a great oppor-

tunity to estimate the causal effects of receiving a permanent instead of a temporary

residence permit. The reform allows us to exploit discontinuities in the dates of the

eligibility rules for permanent residence permits in order to obtain comparable groups

with permanent and temporary residence permits. To this end, we make use of the

new Swedish asylum rules and provide the first evaluation of this change in the law.

The reform can be described in the following way. The Swedish government de-

cided that after July 20, 2016, asylum seekers would be granted temporary rather than

permanent residence permits. However, there are exceptions to this rule. The most

important exception is when the application was registered; if it was before November

25, 2015, it exogenously increased the probability of receiving a permanent residence

permit. The probability increased since families with children under the age of 18 at

the time of decision would still get a permanent residence permit if they applied before

November 25, 2015. As the law was discussed and passed after the registration thresh-

old, there cannot be any sorting around this threshold. Reassuringly the standard

sorting tests passes.

In addition, the policy reform creates two other distinct cut-offs determining the

type of residence permits, namely, if a decision was made before July 20, 2016, and the

age of the youngest child on the date of the decision. At first glance, these cut-offs look

promising and would allow us to apply a multi-dimensional regression discontinuity

framework. However, when evaluating the two additional thresholds determined by

the decision dates, we detect clear signs of sorting and imbalance of pre-treatment

characteristics due to the behavior of those making the decisions.
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Using the STATIV population register database for the years 2012-2016, which is

compiled by Statistics Sweden and the Swedish Integration Board, we have information

on all the application and grant dates of residence permits in addition to information

on several demographic variables such as age and education and on various income

types. The intermediate outcome variables in this first draft are the highest achieved

education level, the education field of the highest attained education level, whether the

individual has taken part in the language training program provided by the government

authority, and the results from language studies.4 The use of education and language

skills as outcome variables is motivated based on the observation that these are key

factors in labor market integration (e.g., Carnevale et al. 2001; Dustmann and Fabbri

2003; Bleakley and Chin 2004). The data are constructed so that we can follow the

refugees over time.

Our results are twofold. First, we show some evidence that a permanent residence

permit increases the propensity to take part in language training compared to when

a temporary residence permanent is granted. We do not find any significant effect on

labor market outcomes in the short run. However, finding a job might take time for

the target group under study, which makes our future planned study on middle- and

long-term outcomes important.5 Second, we find evidence that the running variable

was manipulated, in a regression discontinuity sense, by the granting officers when

possible.6 The size of the case load increased dramatically in order to finalize decisions

before the expiration off the old law, and case rationing, i.e., picking the subjects that

have the most to lose from the stricter polices, was observed.

The major contribution of this paper is that it provides the first causal evidence

of how of a permanent versus a temporary residence permit affects language training

and labor market integration. Our paper also contributes more broadly to different

strands of the literature. First, this work is closely related to a small body of literature

that studies the effects of different asylum policies on integration. Hainmueller et

al. (2016a) study the labor market consequences of a lengthier asylum process. By

exploiting variations in wait times and applying panel data covering asylum seekers

4Language training for individuals with residence permits is provided by the Swedish municipalities
through a special language program called Swedish for immigrants (SFI).

5According to our ethical application, approved September 9, 2016, we can follow our subjects to 2026.
In Appendix B, the extensive list of variables from the application is provided. We believe these potential
outcomes should be sufficient to describe educational and labor market success until 2026.

6Our main design was, however, not manipulated.
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who applied for asylum in Switzerland between 1994-2004, the authors find that an

increase in the waiting time for a decision reduces subsequent employment rates.

Hainmueller et al. (2015; 2016b) exploit referendums in Swiss municipalities that

granted citizenship to immigrant applicants in order to investigate labor market effects

of receiving citizenship. The authors find that receiving Swiss citizenship strongly im-

proved long-term political and social integration. The effect of citizenship has also been

studied by Gathmann and Keller (2014), who exploit discontinuities in the eligibility

rules for immigration reforms in Germany that changed the residency requirements

for citizenship. In general, the authors find small effects on labor market integration.

Kuka et al. (2018) show that the high school and college attendance of undocumented

immigrants both increase as a reaction to a policy that deferred deportation for high

school-educated youths.

Second, our paper is also related to a small body of literature that analyzes the

effects of labor market programs targeted at immigrants. Åslund and Engdahl (2012)

study whether performance bonuses in immigrant language training affect average stu-

dent achievement in Sweden and find positive effects. Andersson Joona and Nekby

(2012) study a Swedish program in which newcomers were provided extensive job search

counseling and coaching. The results suggest that intensive coaching significantly in-

creased the share of immigrants in regular employment. Sarvimäki and Hämäläinen

(2016) evaluate the effect of integration plans where participation was determined based

on the date of entry into the population register system. The regression discontinuity

analyses show that the integration plan had significant effects on the labor earnings of

the participants.

Third, our research is also related to a broader set of studies on the effect of pro-

ficiency in the host country’s language on labor market integration. One of our major

variables in this paper is language learning, which we assume works an intermediate

labor market outcome. According to the literature, there seems to be little doubt that

proficiency in the language of the host country is crucial for successful integration.

For example, Ferrer et al. (2006) find that literacy differences between immigrants

and natives explain a significant part of earnings differences. Claussen et al. (2009)

find a large positive effect of language courses on employment (for a recent survey, see

Hangartner and Sarvimäki 2017).

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the Swedish context for
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immigrants. Section 3 describes the change in the asylum regulation. Section 4 builds

our data and empirical strategy. Sections 5 and 6 provide the estimation results, and

Section 7 concludes.

2 The Swedish context

Compensation and activities

The Swedish Employment service is responsible for establishing an introduction pro-

gram for newcomers with residence permits.7 The program consists of several activities

that are supposed to facilitate labor market integration and involves co-operation with

several Swedish authorities. Individuals aged 20-64 and who participate full-time in

the introduction program receive an introduction benefit of approximately e30 per day

for a maximum of two years (for those aged 18-20, compensation is paid only if they do

not have parents in Sweden). This compensation can be compared to the average daily

wage in Sweden, which amounts to approximately e110 (see Statistics Sweden). In

addition to the introduction benefit, individuals can receive housing allowances and/or

maintenance support. These two types of benefits are means tested and vary depending

on the costs of living that the individual faces.8

One important component of the introduction program is basic language training.

Swedish municipalities are required by law to offer a language educational program

called Swedish for immigrants (SFI), which is part of the public education system

for adults. The purpose of this program is to provide adult newcomers with basic

knowledge of the Swedish language. All immigrants without such skills and who are

older than 16 are eligible for the program.9 The program consists of language courses

at four levels, namely, A, B, C and D. Highly educated students with high learning

skills start directly with course C.

Students who lack reading and writing skills in their mother tongue or who have

very short school background (up to approximately 4-6 years) will start with course

A. The courses are graded on a scale from A to F, where F means fail. For courses

B-D, national tests called SFI exams are issued by the Swedish National Agency for

7See https://www.arbetsformedlingen.se/For-arbetssokande/Ny-i-Sverige/html.
8In Sweden, the government calculates a national standard amount that should be available to everyone.

This calculation takes into account reasonable costs for housing, household appliances, electricity, home
insurance, etc.

9SFI is in principle mandatory in order to receive any type of government transfers.
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Education.

Unemployed individuals in Sweden can participate in labor market programs oper-

ated by the employment service. Individuals can receive income-related unemployment

insurance benefits if they are eligible and can receive the basic income if not. Since

income-related unemployment insurance benefits are based on previous earnings, new-

comers often must rely on the basic income amount as many do not have any prior

income. In brief, the basic income system works in the following way. Individuals

who are at least 25 years old receive activity support at the basic income amount (ap-

proximately e22 per day). A person under the age of 25 will receive a development

allowance instead of approximately e14 per day. After January 1, 2018, activity sup-

port, development allowance and introduction benefits will be governed by the same

regulation.10

Immigrants and asylum seekers in Sweden

Sixteen percent of Swedish population is born abroad, which corresponds to just over

1.6 million people. Approximately half of immigrants originate from a European coun-

try, and Finns represent the largest immigrant group. The second-largest group of

immigrants is composed of people from Iraq, followed by Poland.11 Together with the

other European Union members, Sweden has recently experienced the largest inflow of

refugees since World War II.

The number of individuals who applied for asylum in Sweden during the period

2000-2017 is shown in Figure 1. As is shown, 2015 was an extreme year in which more

than 160,000 applied for asylum. More men than women apply for asylum, and there

are more individuals above the age of 18 than below. Figure 2 presents the number

of asylum seekers by country of origin using the largest immigrant groups during the

recent years. As revealed by the figure, Syrians, Afghans and Iraqis are the most

common asylum seekers during the past few years.

10See https://www.arbetsformedlingen.se/
11See https://www.migrationsinfo.se/migration/sverige/
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Figure 1: Number of asylum seekers (in thousands) in Sweden during 2000-2017 by gender and
child versus adult
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Figure 2: Number of asylum seekers (in thousands) in Sweden during 2000-2017 by most common
countries of origin
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3 The change of the asylum regulation

People receive a residence permit for two main reasons. One reason is when the asylum

seeker fulfills the criteria according to the UN convention, in which a person is con-

sidered a refugee when he or she has justifiable reasons to fear persecution based on,

for example, race, nationality, gender or sexual orientation. The other main reasons

are—based on Swedish and EU regulations—when people need subsidiary protection.

This is the case when, for example, people are at risk of being sentenced to death or

tortured or face a serious risk of being injured because of an armed conflict.

On November 24, 2015, the Swedish government announced that it would start to
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work on a new law proposal that would limit the possibility for refugees and people with

protection status to get permanent residence permits.12 Two weeks prior, on November

12, the Swedish government also implemented stricter border controls. Together with

the stricter border controls in other EU countries, the inflow of refugees was reduced

from 39,000 in October 2015 to 14,000 in December 2015.

On June 21, 2016, the parliament passed proposed legislation that establishes the

norm of granting temporary rather than permanent residence permits to asylum seekers

(in addition, the rules for family reunion were affected for some groups). The law came

into force a month later on July 20, 2016. The new law was in stark contrast to the

old law. According to the old law, which was valid until the 19th of July, any person

with the right to asylum was granted a permanent residence permit with the right to

family reunion without having to provide economic support for the newcomer.

With the new law, the norm is to grant temporary residence permits when asylum

decisions are taken by the Swedish Migration Agency on July 20, 2016, or after. The

temporary residency permit lasts for 3 years for refugees and typically 13 months for

a person who is eligible for subsidiary protection. After the termination of the permit,

a new application has to be registered. If there are still grounds for asylum, the

temporary residency permit is renewed as long as the new rules are in place.13 The

new rules are supposed to be temporary and are valid until July 20, 2019. However,

many parties in the parliament, including the two leading parties, have indicated that

these rules should become permanent.

For the empirical design of this paper, there are important exceptions to the new

rules. One exception is when the application was registered before November 25, 2015,

and if the applicant is below the age of 18 or if the applying family has a child below

18 at the time of the decision. In such a case, the old rules apply, implying that a

permanent residence permit is granted. Hence, the application date of November 25,

2015 is an important date that determines the status of residence permits.

Another exception is based on the age at the date when the Swedish Migration

12This information can be found on the home pages of the Swedish Migration Agency, which is the source
guiding this section. See, for example, the following: https://www.migrationsverket.se/English/Private-
individuals/Protection-and-asylum-inSweden/Applying-for-asylum/Asylum-regulations.html.

13With the new rules, individuals also receive a renewed temporary residence permit if the individual
has obtained a permanent job with a contract for at least two years and if the individual meets at least
the minimum requirements in the collective agreement. Additionally, after June 1, 2017, the temporary
residence permits of individuals under the age of 25 attending upper secondary school will automatically
renew. This new exception is not valid in the study period of this work.
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Agency makes the decision about residence permit. If the youngest person in the

family is below 18 at the decision date and if the application was registered before

November 25, 2015, a permanent residence permit is granted. Hence, a third threshold

is the youngest person being either above or below 18 at the time of the decision. Taken

together, there are three thresholds that determine whether a refugee or a person who

needs subsidiary protection receives a permanent rather than a temporary residence

permit: (i) the decision about the type of residence permit is made by the Swedish Mi-

gration Agency before July, 20, 2016; (ii) the application is registered before November

25, 2015; and (iii) the applicant or the youngest child in the applicant family is below

the age of 18. Table 1 summarizes the different treatments based on these threshold

rules.

In theory, these thresholds give us the opportunity to use three different regression

discontinuity designs (RDD). However, as the key identification assumption of RDD is

that there is no perfect manipulation or sorting, it is important to indicate that the

three designs differ in terms of sorting possibilities. The July 20 threshold and the age

18 cut-off are based on the decisions of the granting officers at the Swedish Migration

Agency. Thus, sorting is feasible if bureaucracies adjust their behavior because of the

new law and since they have the potential to perfectly observe the assignment variables.

This setting is in stark contrast to that for the application date threshold of November

25 for two reasons. First, it is impossible for the asylum seeker to exactly control when

they arrive in Sweden and hence have the possibility of applying. Second, and most

importantly, as the threshold was postulated in retrospective, the asylum seekers did

not know about the rules when they applied for a residence permit. For this reason,

using application dates around the threshold date of November 25, 2015, will be our

main strategy.
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Table 1: Rules deciding type of residence permit

Asylum granted Registered before Individual or Type Family
before July 20th, Nov 24th, family of reunion

2016 2015 member < 18 residence rules
Panel A: Refugee Status

Yes Not relevant Not relevant Permanent Full right, no cost

No Yes Yes Permanent Full right, no cost1

No Yes No Temporary, Full right, cost2

3 years

No No Yes Temporary, Full right, no cost1

3 years

No No No Temporary, Full right, no cost2

3 years

Panel B: Subsidiary protection status

Yes Not relevant Not relevant Permanent Full right, no cost

No Yes Yes Permanent Full right, no cost1

No Yes No Temporary, Full right, cost2

13 months

No No Yes Temporary, No right
13 months

No No No Temporary, No right
13 months

1 If the partner of the adult is not the parent of the minor, then there is also an effect of having to provide for the partner.

2 If the family member is applying within 3 months after being granted a permit, then there is no need to provide economic means.

4 Data and empirical setting

4.1 Data

Our data come from the STATIV database, which is compiled by Statistics Sweden.

STATIV is a collection of registers that includes all individuals who at some point have

been granted asylum in Sweden (individuals who applied for but never received asylum

are not included).14 This database includes information on the time of application for

asylum, the time of the decision, the exact date of birth, the kind of asylum granted

14STATIV only includes information of residence type for subjects if they have been assigned a host
municipality. This is true for a majority of the refugees. In this draft we include only those with an assigned
municipality but we are at the moment adding subjects that have not been assigned a host municipality
from the register of migration and asylum (MOA).
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and a large set of labor market and education outcomes.

STATIV includes several register data sources, allowing us access to a rich set of

individual characteristics such as age, education level, and different types of income

variables. Most importantly, STATIV includes several relevant outcome variables for

our study. In this first draft, we will first evaluate the effects of temporary versus

permanent residence permits on whether the refugee has started the Swedish language

skill program, SFI. We will also use the total number of hours that the refugee has

participated in the SFI program. The second outcome we analyze is an indicator

for whether the refugee has completed Swedish education programs other than SFI.

Third, we use four different outcomes representing different activity states: (i) housing

allowance, (ii) introduction benefit, (iii) maintenance support, and (iv) the number of

days registered at the employment service. Fourth, we also use labor force attachment

as an outcome. This is an indicator for whether the individual has earned any type of

taxable labor earnings.15 Table 2 reports the summary statistics.

15For the midterm evaluation, a longer list of outcomes, as presented in Appendix B, can be studied.
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4.2 Empirical setting

Regression discontinuity design is the empirical strategy used in this paper. As dis-

cussed in Section 2, three treatment variables determine the probability of receiving

a temporary permit if a particular threshold is surpassed. There has been a recent

debate on which time can be used as the running variable without invalidating the

standard regression discontinuity design. If we can use small time windows around

the threshold, for example, using daily data, the treatment is not ex ante inevitable,

and the data generating process cannot be perfectly manipulated, or anticipated, as

when the rules are retroactively implemented, then, we can employ standard regression

discontinuity techniques (see, e.g., Hausman and Rapson 2017 and Lee and Lemieux

2010). Our main design, which uses the application date as the running variable, fits

into this description. Moreover, there is no reason to believe that there is perfect

control over this variable. Below, we will focus on describing our main design.

We argue that our RD approach is a fuzzy design in which the probability of

granting a permanent permit is affected if the threshold is exceeded.16 Thus, we will

estimate standard RD specifications of the form

Yi = α+ τDi + f(Xi − c) + εi (1)

where Yi is a labor market integration outcome, such as language training, educational

or labor market success, for individual i. f(Xi − c) represents a continuous function

of the normalized running variable, which is defined as the distance in days from the

threshold date of November 24, andDi is an indicator with a value of one if a permanent

permit is granted and zero if a temporary permit is granted. Thus, τ represents the

treatment effect of being assigned a permanent instead of a temporary permit and is

the parameter of interest. As Di is generally endogenous, we will use the threshold as

an instrument. For example, we will use the eligibility rule Zi = 1[X ≥ November24]

as an instrument for treatment status Di (e.g., Hahn et al. 2001, Imbens and Lemieux

16As we will show, we can rule out the possibility that refugee/subsidiary status in our main design is
affected by the new rules. Moreover family reunion rules are only marginally affected and only for some
subgroups.. Moreover, if we could have used the other two thresholds based on the date of the decision,
we could view our empirical setup as having three treatment terming variables and could have applied a
multi-dimensional RD or boundary RD design. A multi-dimensional RD design can be implemented in many
ways, for example, as separate scalar RD designs or reduced to a scalar design (for example, see Imbens and
Zajonc 2011; Reardon and Robinson 2010; Wong et al. 2010; Papay et al. 2011; Tyrefors Hinnerich and
Pettersson-Lidbom 2014).
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2008). We will recover our causal effect by estimating a first-stage equation (Equation

(2)) and a reduced-form outcome equation (Equation (3)), which are described in the

following way:

Di = φ0 + φ1Zi + f(Xi − c) + vi (2)

Yi = α0 + α1Zi + f(Xi − c) + ui (3)

where the estimated treatment effect τ̂ is the ratio between the estimates of α1

and φ1. Equation (1) is estimated by nonparametric local linear regressions (LLR),

as suggested by Hahn et al. (2001) and Porter (2003), and we follow the suggestion

of Imbens and Lemieux (2008) and Lee and Lemieux (2010) to use a uniform kernel.

The bandwidth is selected by Calonico et al. (2014a, 2014b), but we always display a

number of bandwidths. In particular, we follow the advice in Lee and Lemieux (2010)

and graphically present the estimates over a large range of bandwidths. We cluster the

standard errors on the forcing variable because it is discrete (Card and Lee 2008).

Following the recommendations of McCrary (2008) and Cattaneo et al. (2017), the

validity of the RDD is evaluated by analyzing the density of the running variable (i.e.,

the registered application date or the decision date). Here, we test the null hypothesis

of continuity around the cut-off value of the dates determining type of residence permit

in which a discontinuity suggest violations of the no-manipulation assumption. Since a

density discontinuity is not conclusive evidence of violations of the RDD assumptions,

we also display an example of a covariate that should be continuous around the cut-off

if manipulation and sorting are not problems. Then, if sorting is not found, we can

continue and analyze outcome measures, presenting both first-stage and reduced-form

estimations.
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Table 2: Summary statistics for the sample of individual who applied for asylum during the period
November 24, 2014 to November 24, 2016.

Variable Mean SD Min Max

Panel A: First stage variable

Temporary residence (0,1) 0.18 0.38 0 1

Panel B: Outcome variables

Swedish for immigrants (0,1) 0.311 0.46 0 1

Hours completed, Swedish for immigrants 65.18 139.21 0 1,533

Completed further education (0,1) 0.008 0.88 0 1

Started upper secondary education (0,1) 0.08 0.26 0 1

Housing allowance (0,1) 0.083 0.28 0 1

Introduction benefit (100 SEK) 121.50 205.09 0 960

Maintenance support (100 SEK) 98.51 156.01 0 2,280

Unemployment (in days) 107.41 145.44 0 1,984

Positive earnings (0,1) 0.03 0.18 0 1

Panel C: Pre-treatment variables

Refugee (0,1) 0.28 0.45 0 1

Birth year 1990.85 15.37 1920 2016

Female (0,1) 0.37 0.48 0 1

Somalia (0,1) 0.03 0.17 0 1

Syria (0,1) 0.66 0.48 0 1

Eritrea (0,1) 0.09 0.28 0 1

Iraq (0,1) 0.03 0.16 0 1

Mother elementary educ (0,1) 0.09 0.29 0 1

Mother secondary educ (0,1) 0.04 0.20 0 1

Father elementary educ (0,1) 0.08 0.27 0 1

Father secondary educ (0,1) 0.03 0.17 0 1

Number of individuals 47,898

Notes: The outcome variables are measured in November 2016.
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5 Results

In this Section we present the results when using the registered application date for

asylum as the running variable.17 In Section 5.1 we present standard graphical evi-

dence. In Section 5.2, the regression results are presented and in Section 5.3 we perform

a subgroup analysis.

5.1 Graphical evidence

5.1.1 Sorting around the registered application date

In panel A of Figure 3, the graphical version of the density test developed by Cattaneo

et al. (2017) is presented. The figure presents a distribution of applications dates, and

November 24, 2015, is normalized to zero. The shaded area in panel A shows a 95 %

confidence interval.18 As shown in Figure 3, there is no sign of discontinuity in the

density of application dates. The null hypothesis of no discontinuity cannot be rejected

at any conventional significance level (the p-value is 0.549). This result suggests that

there is no systemic sorting of asylum seekers around the date that determines whether

a temporary or permanent residence permit is granted. As a complementary analysis,

we zoom in close to the threshold and analyze the number of observations for each

application date. Once again, according to panel B of Figure 3, we find no sign of the

number of asylum seekers being sorted around the cut-off application date (the p-value

for test of no discontinuity is 0.442).

Moving to the balance test of background characteristics such as age and the share

of females among asylum seekers, the results support the hypothesis that these char-

acteristics are balanced around the threshold (see panels C and D of Figure 3). In

Appendix A, we show the results of the balance tests for other pretreatment char-

acteristics of the asylum seekers (education levels of parents and country of origin).

The results from this analysis also support the hypothesis that pre-characteristics are

balanced (see Figures A1 and A2).

Taken together, the empirical evidence presented above supports our a priori rea-

soning that it is not possible for either asylum seekers or granting officers to manipulate

17In Section 6 we present the results from the regression discontinuity designs when the decision dates
made by the Swedish immigration board are used as running variables.

18We restrict the Stata rddensity package to test for a discontinuity using 400 days before and after
November 24, 2015. The method in Cattaneo et al. (2017) uses a local polynomial density estimation
technique that avoids pre-binning of the data and calculates robust bias-corrected standard errors.
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the running variable (i.e., the registered application date). Thus, the research design

using the registered application as the running variable within an RDD framework can

be used to study the causal effects of permanent versus temporary residence permits.

17



Figure 3: Testing for the continuity of density and the balance of covariates
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5.1.2 First stage effect

In this Subsection we analyse the probability of receiving a permanent residence permit

instead of a temporary residence permit, i.e.,the first stage effect. According to Figure

4, the probability of receiving a permanent residence permit decrease by approximately

30 percentage points at the threshold. As shown in panel A of Figure A3 in the

Appendix A, this is a strong and robust first-stage estimate.19

The reason that the first stage is not equal to one prior to November 24, 2015,

is that adults with no kids below the age of 18 at the date of the decision receive

temporary residence permits if the decision was made after July 20, 2016. To verify this

characteristic, Figure A4 displays the probability of receiving a permanent residence

permit for adults with no children below the age of 18 on the decision date (panel A)

and children below 18 (panel B). Note that this age is endogenous because the granting

officer has full control over it as he/she can choose which files to handle. However, given

a chosen file, the asylum rules still apply, even though the assignment cannot be used

empirically due to endogeneity.

19As described in Section 3 and presented in Table 1, a successful asylum seeker is either classified as a
refugee or is granted subsidiary protected status. Although the rules (i.e., the UN convention) did not change
at the same time, we cannot rule out ex ante that the interpretation of the rules could have changed. As
refugee and subsidiary protected status matters for treatment, investigating whether the interpretation of the
rules could have changed, thereby inducing a simultaneous jump on November 24, 2015 and hence invalidating
the exclusion restriction, is important. Therefore, we would like to rule out increases in classification as a
refugee or a subsidiary protected person. If there are such increases, then this increase is also a potential
first stage that is correlated with the treatment permanent/temporary permit. To investigate this question,
we estimated the effect on the probability of being classified as a refugee. Reassuringly, Figure A2, Panel A
show no evidence of a jump
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Figure 4: The probability of receiving a permanent residence permit, by application dates (first
stage relationship
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Notes: The plotted points are conditional means with a binwidth of 6 using Stata routine rdrobust (Calonico et al., 2017). The
solid line is the predicted values of a local linear estimation with a rectangular kernel.

5.1.3 Reduced-form outcome effects

Learning basic Swedish

Turning to the estimations of the reduced-form outcome effects given by Equation

(3), we start by analyzing Swedish language training. First, in panel A of Figure 5,

we present the estimation results from a linear probability model where the outcome

is whether the asylum seekers have started to learn basic Swedish within the SFI

program. We can measure this outcome until November 2016 in this draft. A first

observation is that relatively few refugees had begun basic language training—the

share is approximately 5-10 percent.20 There is some evidence of a negative reduced-

form effect of approximately 2-5 percentage points, implying that those who applying

just after the 24th of November are less likely to start language training compared just

before. According to the results presented in Figure A3 in Appendix A, the effect is

rather robust across different bandwidths, although there sometimes seems to be lack

of power.

In panel B of Figure 5, we analyze the total number of hours for which refugees

attended the Swedish language program. The effect on the total number of hours is

negative but not statistically significant.

20One explanation for the low SFI rates is that a large fraction of the asylum seekers in our study were
granted the residence permit after July 20, 2016, implying that we observe if they have started SFI only
within three months after the granting date. It could also be the case that the municipalities have not yet
been able to provide SFI to the large inflow of immigrants that took place in 2015.
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Figure 5: Effect of temporary residence permits on Swedish language training
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Other educational outcomes

For the short-term evaluation performed in this paper, we have access to two educa-

tional outcomes. First, we can observe whether the refugees have completed education

other than that on basic language skills. In panel A of Figure 6, we present the results

using a linear probability model in which the outcome variable is whether the indi-

vidual has completed any type of education (except for learning Swedish within SFI).

The results show a positive reduced-form effect. Notably, however, there are very few

individuals who have completed any education (i.e., very few non-zeros in the outcome

variable). As shown in Appendix A, Figure A3, the effect is not statistically significant.

Turning to the probability of enrolling in upper secondary education, the results

once again show that there is no statistically significant reduced-form effect, as is

presented in Figure 6. When analyzing a wider range of bandwidths, as shown in

Figure A3 in Appendix A, the results show that there are no statistically significant

reduced-form effects.
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Figure 6: Effect of temporary residence permits on educational outcomes
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Welfare benefits and day at the employment office

Here, we present the results from the four different activity states: (i) housing al-

lowance, (ii) introduction benefit, (iii) maintenance support, and (iv) the number of

days registered with the employment service. The result presented in Figures 7 and

A5 in Appendix A show no reduced-form effects.
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Figure 7: Effect of temporary residence permits on welfare benefits and days at Employment
service
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Labor market attachment

Last, we turn to the probability of having any type of labor earnings. As indicated in

Figure 8 and A5 in Appendix A, there are no robust reduced-form effects. Note that

Figure 8 also shows that there are only 1 percent of the sample around the cut-off that

is working.
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Figure 8: Effect of temporary residence permits on the probability of working
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Placebo results

Lastly, in Figure A6 in Appendix A, placebo results are reported when defining Novem-

ber 24, 2014 as a placebo threshold date. Importantly, there are no signs of any effect

at this threshold.
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5.2 Regression results for the probability of starting basic

Swedish education

According to the results presented in the previous Subsection, basic Swedish language

education is the only outcome in which we find some significant effects.21 In this

section, we therefore continue to explore the effect of temporary residence permits on

the probability of starting basic Swedish language education. We start by presenting

first-stage and reduced-form estimates for different bandwidths (including the optimal

ones, as in Calonico et al. (2017)) and with different degrees of polynomials. Then, we

also add pretreatment characteristics, and finally, we estimate the treatment effect.

In Table 3, we present the results of the first stage effects. We report results for

different bandwidths using a linear specification in the local linear regression both with

and without control variables (see panels A and B of Table 3, respectively). In panels C

and D of Table 3, we report the corresponding results but with a quadratic specification

of the local linear regression.

The probability of receiving a permanent residence permit is reduced by approxi-

mately 30 percentage points due to the stricter rules for being granted a permanent

residence permit. The first-stage effect is robust to different bandwidths, to the num-

ber of polynomials in the local linear regression, and to whether controls are included

in the regression.

In Table 4, we present the reduced form effects on the probability of starting the

basic Swedish language program. The effects are estimated with large standard errors

but in general the effects are negative and around 2-5 percentage points.

In Table 5, we present the results of the treatment effect of receiving a permanent

residence permit instead of a temporary residence permit on the probability of starting

the basic Swedish language program. The structure of the specification is the same as

that for the results reported in Table 3. According to the results, the estimated effect

varies from -0.02 to 0.17 depending on the specification used. In seven out of 28 cases,

the effect is statistically significant from zero and positive. For example, the coefficient

estimate of 0.174, as shown in the second column in panel C, means that receiving

a permanent residence permit instead of a temporary residence permit increases the

likelihood of participating in the basic language program by 17.4 percentage points.

21As Swedish for immigrants is an immediate and key intervention aimed at newcomers, this seems natural
given the short post intervention period of about half a year.
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Table 3: First-stage regressions: the probability of receiving a permanent residence permit. Cut-
off = November 24, 2015

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

MSE- CER- 21 28 35 42 70
optimal optimal days days days days days

Panel A: Local linear, no controls

First stage -0.315∗∗∗ -0.296∗∗∗ -0.278∗∗∗ -0.309∗∗∗ -0.292∗∗∗ -0.289∗∗∗ -0.307∗∗∗

(0.040) (0.045) (0.049) (0.049) (0.043) (0.042) (0.036)

Bandwidth 49.75 33.89 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 8,930 5,411 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Panel B: Local linear, with controls

First stage -0.329∗∗∗ -0.325∗∗∗ -0.317∗∗∗ -0.337∗∗∗ -0.326∗∗∗ -0.318∗∗∗ -0.332∗∗∗

(0.038) (0.043) (0.044) (0.044) (0.040) (0.037) (0.032)

Bandwidth 45.57 31.04 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 8,054 5,111 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Panel C: Local quadratic, no controls

First stage -0.313∗∗∗ -0.260∗∗∗ -0.261∗∗∗ -0.242∗∗∗ -0.286∗∗∗ -0.280∗∗∗ -0.307∗∗∗

(0.047) (0.045) (0.051) (0.071) (0.056) (0.055) (0.046)

Bandwidth 68.40 44.11 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 13,848 7,945 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Panel D: Local quadratic, with controls

First stage -0.323∗∗∗ -0.286∗∗∗ -0.266∗∗∗ -0.273∗∗∗ -0.303∗∗∗ -0.306∗∗∗ -0.318∗∗∗

(0.043) (0.046) (0.056) (0.050) (0.048) (0.050) (0.042)

Bandwidth 68.98 44.48 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 13,848 7,945 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the running variable.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 4: Reduced form regressions: the probability of starting SFI. Cut-off = November 24, 2015

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

MSE- CER- 21 28 35 42 70
optimal optimal days days days days days

Panel A: Local linear, no controls

SFI (extensive) -0.004 -0.033 -0.025 -0.039∗∗ -0.034∗∗ -0.012 -0.007
(0.016) (0.017) (0.019) (0.018) (0.016) (0.016) (0.015)

Bandwidth 48.26 32.87 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 8,595 5,198 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Panel B: Local linear, with controls

SFI (extensive) -0.012 -0.042∗∗ -0.326∗ -0.047∗∗∗ -0.041∗∗ -0.021 -0.001
(0.016) (0.017) (0.019) (0.018) (0.017) (0.016) (0.015)

Bandwidth 47.59 32.42 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 8,352 5,198 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Panel C: Local quadratic, no controls

SFI (extensive) -0.013 -0.036∗∗ -0.022 -0.009 -0.028 -0.049∗∗ -0.009
(0.017) (0.018) (0.025) (0.024) (0.023) (0.020) (0.018)

Bandwidth 87.74 56.58 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 18,927 10,627 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Panel D: Local quadratic, with controls

SFI (extensive) -0.019 -0.049∗∗ -0.020 -0.012 -0.034 -0.052∗∗∗ -0.018
(0.017) (0.020) (0.026) (0.025) (0.023) (0.020) (0.018)

Bandwidth 72.28 46.61 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 15,586 8,142 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the running variable.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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Table 5: The treatment effect of permanent residence permits on the probability of starting the
Swedish for immigrants (SFI) program, Nov 24 cut-off

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

MSE- CER- 21 28 35 42 70
optimal optimal days days days days days

Panel A: Local linear, no controls

SFI (extensive) 0.015 0.026 0.089 0.127∗∗ 0.116∗∗ 0.042 0.024
(0.040) (0.051) (0.053) (0.071) (0.058) (0.057) (0.049)

Bandwidth 67.60 46.05 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 13,512 8,142 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Panel B: Local linear, with controls

SFI (extensive) 0.022 0.035 0.103 0.139∗∗ 0.126∗∗ 0.066 0.022
(0.046) (0.048) (0.065) (0.057) (0.053) (0.051) (0.046)

Bandwidth 70.39 47.95 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 14,729 8,352 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Panel C: Local quadratic, no controls

SFI (extensive) 0.047 0.174∗∗ 0.084 0.035 0.098 0.174∗∗ 0.028
(0.061) (0.081) (0.099) (0.101) (0.087) (0.082) (0.058)

Bandwidth 65.40 42.17 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 12,999 7,410 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Panel D: Local quadratic, with controls

SFI (extensive) -0.019 0.056 0.074 0.043 0.112 0.169∗∗ 0.056
(0.062) (0.056) (0.101) (0.091) (0.080) (0.071) (0.056)

Bandwidth 109.4 70.53 21 28 35 42 70

Observations 23,570 14,729 3,472 4,617 5,921 7,410 14,729

Standard errors in parentheses, clustered at the running variable.
∗ p < 0.10, ∗∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗∗ p < 0.01
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5.3 Analyses of subgroups

To further understand the mechanisms and the validity of the exclusion restriction, we

analyze some subgroups. First, for now, we have only outcome variables that vary for

individuals of high school age and above because children below high school age do

not work and school is mandatory before high school. For this reason, it makes sense

in this draft to restrict our sample to the cohorts that are eligible for high school and

older. We begin by studying the group of individuals born in 2000, which will be the

best age proxy for high school eligibility or earlier near the threshold of November 24,

2015.

As shown in Figure A4 , children below 18 and thus also below high school age

always receive permanent permits if the application is registered before the 24th. Thus,

dropping children below high school age should decrease the first-stage estimation as

the group dropped always received a permanent permit if registered before the 24th.

Panel A in Figure A7 in Appendix A confirms exactly this suggestion as the first-stage

estimation is robustly evaluated to be approximately 0.2 instead of 0.3.

However, as the members of the dropped group are not eligible to take basic Swedish

courses and should not be disproportionately close to the threshold, the reduced-form

effect on the probability of starting Swedish should be unaffected. Comparing the

estimates in Figure A7 panel B with the estimates in Figure A3 panel C confirms that

this is the case.

Panels A-D of Figure A8 in Appendix A present the treatment effects of permanent

permits on the probability of starting Swedish courses for a variety of bandwidths for

females and males and for refugees and subsidiary protected persons. There is a trend

of stronger effects for males and for refugees, but again, the standard errors are large.

Panels A-D of Figure A9 in Appendix A present the treatment effects of permanent

permits on the probability of starting upper secondary school for a variety of band-

widths of minors: unaccompanied refugee minors, unaccompanied protected minors,

accompanied refugee minors and accompanied protected minors. There is a trend of

stronger effects for unaccompanied refugee minors, but again, the standard errors are

large.

We have also a group consisting of adults with children below and above 18 years.

First, for the groups where the law prescribes no change in the probability of receiving

a permanent residence permit (adults with no children below 18 years old), we find
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that the law is followed as there is no first-stage effect. Moreover, there are no signs

of reduced-form effects. Thus, this group passes the placebo test. Furthermore, as the

subsidiary group did experience a change in the family reunion rules, there could po-

tentially be an effect for this group. As there is no reduced-form effect, this suggestion

is consistent with the fact that the exclusion restriction holds, i.e., that a permanent

residence permit is the only channel that affects investments in human capital. Of

course, this suggestion is also consistent with heterogeneous effects as any subgroup

analysis result could be driven only by heterogeneous effects. Such an effect cannot be

tested in our case.

Second, with respect to refugee adults with minors, we know that for refugees,

the permit type is what is changing across the threshold, but for subsidiary protected

persons with minors, there is also a sharp change in the overall possibility of family

reunion. So far, we have found no sign of robust effects for these groups, and we

do acknowledge that studying these groups is problematic as the age restrictions are

partly endogenous to the behavior of the granting officers. In follow-up studies, we will

elaborate more on these groups.
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6 RD using decision date as running variable

In this section, we analyze the effect of temporary residence permits using the two

other thresholds that determine whether a permanent or a temporary residence permit

is granted. One threshold uses the date of the decision made by the Swedish Migration

Agency. Decisions made before July 20 imply permanent permits, while those made

after July 20 imply a temporary residence permit. The other threshold uses the age of

the applicant, where those under the age of 18 are more likely to receive a permanent

residence permit. Figure 9 shows the density test of the two thresholds based on the

decision date. We can clearly reject the null hypothesis of the continuity of the density

function (the p values are below 1 percent). For the first threshold, the decision date of

the 20th of July, the rejection of the density null hypothesis might not be of importance

if the officers front-loaded the workload with no respect to underlying characteristics.

Then, groups across the threshold would still be balanced. However, as depicted in

Panel C, significantly older people are chosen (7 years older), and fewer females are

chosen. The same conclusions hold for the age 18 threshold except for by construction,

there cannot be a jump in age or birth date. To further probe this result, it should

follow that most of the age gap is driven by choosing people above 18 as of the 20th

of July as this group would have much more to lose from having a decision after the

20th.

Figure 10 shows the fraction of applicants above the age of 18 and fraction below

this age. It is clear that the granting officers chose to prioritize cases in which the

applicants were above 18 years old.

To conclude, based on our analysis of the dates of the decisions made by the granting

officers, it seems that the decision date has been manipulated by the officers. The

officers do not only choose a certain volume of applicants before the important cut-off

date but also choose different types of individuals. This behavior is consistent with

the goal of maximizing the total number of permanent permits, which would decrease

future workloads since officers don’t have to deal with renewed applications from the

refugees. As there was a boom in the number of cases around this time, there is a

debate as to whether the managers at the Swedish Migration Agency encouraged the

officers to handle as many cases as possible. One natural strategy in this respect is

to maximize the number of permanent residence permits since these cases would not

return after 13 months or 3 years.
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Figure 9: Test of density continuity and balance when the forcing variable depends on the date
of the decision
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q = 3 polynomial, with different bandwidths with polynomial order p = 2 (Cattaneo et al., 2017). In Panel B-D the Stata
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Figure 10: Test of balance when the forcing variable depends on the date of the decision
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7 Conclusion

This paper provides the first causal evidence of how of a permanent residence per-

mit versus a temporary permit affects intermediate labor market outcomes such as

language skills and education and short-term labor market outcomes. Our analyses

are based on a 2016 Swedish reform that the rules for granting permanent residence

permits. The Swedish government decided that from July 20, 2016, asylum seekers
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would be granted temporary rather than permanent residence permits. However, there

are exceptions to this rule for asylum seekers who are granted temporary residence

permits after this date. The most important exception is when a residence permit

application is registered before or on November 24, 2015, which exogenously increased

the probability of receiving a permanent residence permit. As the law was discussed

and passed after the registration threshold, there could not be any sorting around this

threshold. As such, the reform allows us to exploit the discontinuity on this date and

apply a regression discontinuity design.

Our short-term results show that a permanent residence permit increases the propen-

sity of taking part in language training compared to the situation when a temporary

residence permit is granted. We do not find any significant effect on labor market

outcomes in the short run. However, finding a job might take time for the target group

under study, which makes our future planned study on middle- and long-term outcomes

important.
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Böhlmark, A. (2008), ”Age at immigration and school performance: A siblings analysis using

Swedish register data,” Journal of Labor Economics, 15(6), 1366-1387.

Card, D. (1990), ”The Impact of the Mariel Boatlift on the Miami Labor Market,” Industrial

and Labor Relations Review, 43, 245-257.

Card, D. 2012. ”Comment: The Elusive Search For Negative Wage Impacts of Immigration,”

Journal of European Economics Association, 10(1), 211-215.

Card, D. and Lee, D S. (2008), ”Regression discontinuity inference with specification error,”

Journal of Econometrics, 142(2), 655-674.

Carnevale, A P., Fry, R A., and Lowell, B L. (2001), Understanding, speaking, reading, writing,

and earnings in the immigrant labor market,” American Economic Review, 91(2), 159-163.

Calonico, C. and Titiunik, R. (2014a), ”Robust Data-Driven Inference in the Regression-

Discontinuity Design”, Stata Journal, 14(4): 909-946.

35



Calonico, C. Cattaneo, M D. and Titiunik, R. (2014b), ”Robust Nonparametric Confidence

Intervals for Regression-Discontinuity Designs,” Econometrica, 82(6): 2295-2326.

Calonico, C., Cattaneo, M D. Farrell, M H. and Titiunik, R. (2017), ”rdrobust: Software for

Regression Discontinuity Designs,” Stata Journal, 17(2), 372-404.

Cattaneo, M D., Jansson, M. and Ma, X. (2017), ”Manipulation Testing Based on Density

Discontinuity,” The Stata Journal, forthcoming.

Chiswick, B R. 1978. ”The Effect of Americanization on the Earnings of Foreign-Born Men,”

Journal of Political Economy, 86(5), 897-921.

Chiswick, B R., and Miller, P W. 1995. ”The Endogeneity between Language and Earnings:

International Analyses,” Journal of Labor Economics, 13(2), pp.246-288.

Chiswick, B R., and Miller, P W. 2002. ”Immigrant Earnings: Language Skills, Linguistic

Concentrations and the Business Cycle,” Journal of Population Economics, 15, pp.31-57.

Chiswick, B R., and Miller, P W. (2010), ”Occupational language requirements and the value

of english in the us labor market,” Journal of Population Economics, 23(1), 353-372.

Clausen, J., Heinesen, E., Hummelgaard, H., Husted, L., and Rosholm, M. 2009. ”The effect

of integration policies on the time until regular employment of newly arrived immigrants: evi-

dence from Denmark,” Labor Economics, 16 (4), 409-417.

Cortes, K E. (2004), ”Are refugees different from economic immigrants? some empirical ev-

idence on the heterogeneity of immigrant groups in the united states,” Review of Economics

and Statistics, 86(2), 465-480.

Damm, A P. and Dustmann, C. (2014), ”Does growing up in a high crime neighborhood affect

youth criminal behavior?,” The American Economic Review, 104(6), 1806-1832.

Dustmann, C. and Fabbri, F. (2003), ”Language profciency and labour market performance of

immigrants in the UK,” The Economic Journal , 113(489), 695-717.

Dustmann, C., (1994), ”Speaking fluency, writing fluency and earnings of migrants,” Journal

of Population Economics, 7, pp.133-156.

Dustmann, C. and Preston, I. (2001), ”Attitudes to ethnic minorities, ethnic context and lo-

cation decisions,” The Economic Journal, 111(470), pp.353-373.

Dustmann, C., Schönberg, U. and Stuhler, J., (2016), ”The Impact of Immigration: Why Do

Studies Reach Such Different Results?,” Journal of Economic Perspectives, 30(4): pp.31-56.

Dustmann, C., and Van Soest, A. (2002), ”Language and the Earnings of Immigrants,” Indus-

trial and Labor Relations Review, 55(3), pp.473-492.

Dustmann, C., Vasiljeva, K., and Damm, A P. (2016), ”Refugee Migration and Electoral Out-

comes,”CReAM Discussion Paper Series, 1619.

36
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Appendix A. Tables

Figure A1. Pre-characteristics by normalized application dates
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Figure A2. The probability of being classified as a refugee and
pre-characteristics by normalized application dates
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Figure A3. First stage and reduced forms
outcome effects at different bandwidths
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Figure A4. First stage relations for two sub groups
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Figure A5. Reduced form effects at different bandwidths.
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Figure A6. Placebo results
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Figure A7. Reduced-form treatment effects.
Different bandwidths. Sample >16 years.
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Figure A8. First stage. Treatment effects. Different bandwidths. Subgroups.
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Figure A9. Treatment effects. Different bandwidths. Subgroups.
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Appendix B: Variable list

Variable Description Källa  

Löpnummer (PersonNr) Identifier. Stativ  

Kön (Kon) Sex. Stativ  

Civilstånd (Civil) Marital status. Stativ  

Löpnummer maka/partner/sambo 

(PersonNrMakPartSam) 

Identifier of partner. Stativ  

Familj (FamId) Identifier of family (excluding 

unwed, childless partners). 

Stativ  

Födelseland (FodelseLandNamn) Country of birth. Stativ  

Biologisk/adoption far 

(AdBioKodFar) 

Father (biologic or adoptive). Stativ  

Biologisk/adoption mor 

(AdBioKodMor) 

Mother (biologic or adoptive). Stativ  

Boendeform (BoForm) Form of housing (precise 

categories). 

Stativ  

Boendeform grupperad 

(BoFormGrupp) 

Form of housing (coarse categories; 

i.e. renting). 

Stativ  

Grund för bosättning, gruppering 

(GFB_KlassGrupp) 

Reason for residence (refugee, 

subsidiary protection, work etc.). 

Stativ  

Ensamkommande barn 

(Ensamkommande) 

Unaccompanied minor. Stativ  

Ärenderegistreringsdatum 

(AreRegDatum) 

Date of arrival/date when asylum 

application was registered. 

Stativ  

Beslutsdatum (BeslDatum) Date of decision. Stativ  

Inreseår (InreAr) Year when applicant arrived in 

Sweden to apply for residence 

permit/asylum. 

Stativ  

Mottagningsår (MotAr) Year when the individual was 

placed in a municipality. 

Stativ  

Mottagningsdatum (MotDatum) Date when the individual was 

placed in a municipality. 

Stativ  

Beslutsår för uppehållstillstånd 

som föranledde mottagning 

(UTAr) 

Year when residency was granted 

which led to placement in a 

municipality. 

Stativ  

Beslutsdatum för 

uppehållstillstånd som föranledde 

mottagning 

(UTDatum) 

Date when residency was granted 

which led to placement in a 

municipality. 

Stativ  

Beslutstyp (UTTyp) Type of residency (permanent, 

temporary, work permit). 

Stativ  

Flyktingkategori (FlyKat) Type of refugee. Stativ  

Bostadens kommun (Kommun) The municipality the individual 

were registered in that year. 

Stativ  

Tid i sfi-undervisning 

(SFITimKurs) 

Hours of SFI education for last 

started course during the calendar 

year. 

Stativ  

Tid i sfi-undervisning 

(SFITimTot) 

Total sum of hours of SFI 

education.   

Stativ  

Orsak till avslut/avbrott 

(SFIOrsak) 

Reason for completing/dropping out  

of the SFI course during a calendar 

year. 

Stativ  

Sfi-betyg (SFIBetyg) Grade in the highest completed SFI Stativ  
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course. 

Utbildningsnivå, högsta enligt 

SUN (Sun2000Niva_old) 

Highest level of  completed 

education (old variable). 

Stativ  

Utbildningsnivå, högsta enligt 

SUN 2000 (Sun2000Niva) 

Highest level of  completed 

education. 

Stativ  

Utbildningsinriktning, högsta 

enligt SUN 2000 (Sun2000Inr) 

Educational branch/category 

(humanities, social science etc.). 

Stativ  

Utbildningsgrupp, högsta enligt 

SUN 2000 (Sun2000Grp) 

Educational category and highest 

completed education. 

Stativ  

Utbildningsår, avslutningsår för 

högsta utbildningen (ExamAr) 

Year of highest completed 

education. 

Stativ  

Källkod för högsta utbildning 

(KallKod) 

Source of highest education 

information. 

Stativ  

Skolform för studerande 

(registrering/närvaro) (StudDelt) 

Registered/attending school in year 

of measurement, and what level 

(primary, upper secondary etc.) 15-

74 year olds. 

Stativ  

Grundskola studiekod 

(StKodGrund) 

Dummy if completed primary 

school in spring in year of 

measurement. 

Stativ  

Grundskola meritvärde 

(MeritvGrund) 

Grade credit in primary school. Stativ  

Grundskola behörighet gymnasiet 

(GymnBeh_Npgm) 

Dummy if qualified to start upper 

secondary school. 

Stativ  

Grundskola behörighet 

(GymnBeh_Betyg) 

Dummy if qualified to start upper 

secondary school. 

Stativ  

Grundskola huvudman 

(HManGrund) 

Indicate if the primary school was 

private (independent) or public. 

Stativ  

Gymnasieskola studiekod elev 

(StKodGy) 

Indicate if the individual were 

registerd in upper secondary school 

at time of measurement. 

Stativ  

Gymnasieskola studiekod 

avgångna (StKodGyAvg) 

Indicate if the individual have 

finished upper secondary school 

during the spring of the year of 

measurement. 

Stativ  

Gymnasieskola studieväg elev 

(StVagGy) 

Study path of upper secondary 

school. 

Stativ  

Gymnasieskola huvudman elev 

(HManGy) 

Indicate if the upper secondary 

school was private (independent) or 

public. 

Stativ  

Gymnasieskola år elev (AkGy) Indicate the current year in upper 

secondary school. 

Stativ  

Gymnasieskola genomsnitt 

betygspoäng avgångna 

(JmftalGyAvg) 

Avearage grade credit for students 

that completed upper secondary 

education in spring of the year of 

measurement. 

Stativ  

Gymnasieskola behörighet 

högskola (HogskBeh) 

Indicate if the individual have basic 

eligibility to enroll in 

college/university. 

Stativ  

Gymnasieskola studieväg 

avgångna (StVagGyAvg) 

Study path of completed upper 

secondary school in spring of the 

year of measurement. 

Stativ  
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Moderns löpnummer 

(PersonNrAdBioMor) 

Identifier of mother. Stativ  

Faderns löpnummer 

(PersonNrAdBioFar) 

Identifier of father. Stativ  

Moderns invandringsår 

(SenInvArMor) 

Year of immigration for mother. Stativ  

Faderns invandringsår 

(SenInvArFar) 

Year of immigration for father. Stativ  

Faderns grund för bosättning, 

grupperad (GFB_KlassGruppFar) 

Father’s reason for residence 

(refugee, subsidiary protection, 

work etc.). 

Stativ  

Moderns grund för bosättning, 

grupperad 

(GFB_KlassGruppMor) 

Mother’s reason for residence 

(refugee, subsidiary protection, 

work etc.). 

Stativ  

Moderns utbildningsnivå, högsta 

enligt SUN 2000 

(Sun2000Niva_oldMor) 

Mother’s highest level of education. Stativ  

Faderns utbildningsnivå, högsta 

enligt SUN 2000 

(Sun2000Niva_oldFar) 

Father’s highest level of education. Stativ  

Sysselsättningsstatus (SyssStat) Indicate if the individual is 

employed or not. 

Stativ  

Yrkesställning (YrkStalln) Type of employment (employee, 

self-employed etc.). 

Stativ  

Yrke enligt SSYK 2012, 3-

siffernivå (SSYK3_2012) 

Occupational classification. Stativ  

Kontant bruttolön (LoneInk) Earned income (before tax). Stativ  

Inkomst av näringsverksamhet 

(FInk) 

Business income (before tax). Stativ  

Nettoinkomst av 

näringsverksamhet (InkFNetto) 

Business income (after tax). Stativ  

Nettoinkomst av aktiv 

näringsverksamhet (InkFNettoA) 

Active business income (after tax) 

(Business counts as active if at least 

a third of regular full-time 

employment hours are dedicated to 

the business). 

Stativ  

Förvärvsinkomst och 

arbetsrelaterade ersättningar 

(ForvErs) 

Work related income (including 

business income, sick- and parental 

leave payments etc.). 

Stativ  

Sjukpenning (SjukPP) Sickness benefit. Stativ  

Sjukfall (SjukFall_Antal) Sum of days on sick leave during 

year of measurement. 

Stativ  

Sjukfall bruttodagar 

(SjukSum_Bdag) 

Sum of days on sick leave. 

Employed are counted from the 

15th consecutive day of sickness, 

while unemployed are counted from 

the second day. This is due to 

employers paying for the first 14 

days. 

Stativ  

Sjukfall nettodagar 

(SjukSum_Ndag) 

Net sum of days on sick leave. 

Same as above, but counted in full-

time equivalence. 

Stativ  
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Sfi-bonus (Sfibonus) Indicate if an immigrant got a bonus 

for completing SFI education within 

a certain time. 

Stativ  

Arbetslöshetskassa/-försäkring 

(AKassa) 

Unemployment benefit. Stativ  

Summa inkomst föranledd av 

arbetsmarknadspolitisk åtgärd 

(AmPol) 

Income from being in a labor 

market program. 

Stativ  

Aktivitetsstöd/Utbildningsbidrag 

(UtbBidr) 

Income from a specific labor market 

program, targeted toward long term 

unemployed. 

Stativ  

Summa inkomst föranledd av 

förtidspension/sjukbidrag 

/sjukersättning/aktivitetsersättning 

(ForTid) 

Early retirement pension. Stativ  

Summa kapitalinkomst 

(SumKapInk) 

Unearned income (passively owned 

stocks etc.). 

Stativ  

Föräldrapenning vid barns födelse 

eller adoption (ForPeng) 

Parental leave income. Stativ  

Vårdnadsbidrag (VardBidr) Compensation for being home with 

children (alternative to daycare). 

Stativ  

Vårdnadsbidrag antal månader 

(VardBidrMan) 

Months staying home with children 

(instead of daycare, not parental 

leave). 

Stativ  

Etableringsersättning (EtablErs) Income for participating in labor 

market programs targeted toward 

immigrants. 

Stativ  

Etableringstillägg (EtablTill) Additional benefit for immigrants 

with children, participating in labor 

market programs. 

Stativ  

Bostadsersättning (BostadErs) Additional housing benefits for 

immigrants. 

Stativ  

Sammanräknad förvärvsinkomst 

(SamRakFInk) 

Sum of income from wages, 

pension, sick leave, welfare, 

business etc. Net of deductions. 

Stativ  

Typ av ekonomiskt bistånd 

(SocBidrSlag) 

Indicate type of welfare benefit. Stativ  

Belopp ekonomiskt bistånd 

(SocBidrForStod) 

Sum of social benefits and welfare 

received. 

Stativ  

Disponibel inkomst/levnadsnivå 

(DispInkLevN) 

Disposable income in percent of 

reasonable standard of living level. 

Stativ  

Inskriven vid Arbetsförmedlingen 

(AfInskr) 

Registered in an unemployment 

office. 

Stativ  

Inskriven vid Arbetsförmedlingen 

antal dagar (AfDagarAr) 

Days registered as unemployed 

during the year of measurement. 

Stativ  

Inskriven vid Arbetsförmedlingen 

antal dagar totalt 

(AfDagarArSum) 

Days registered as unemployed in 

total from 1991 and forward. 

Stativ  

Långtidsarbetslös (AfLang) Indicate if individual is classified as 

long term unemployed or not. 

Stativ  
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