
J Occup Health. 2020;62:e12166.     |  1 of 11
https://doi.org/10.1002/1348-9585.12166

wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/joh2

Received: 28 January 2020 | Revised: 10 July 2020 | Accepted: 22 August 2020

DOI: 10.1002/1348-9585.12166  

O R I G I N A L  A R T I C L E

Subjective employment perspective among older workers with 
and without migrant background in Germany—Results of the 
lidA cohort study

Chloé Charlotte Schröder1  |   Hans Martin Hasselhorn1  |   Jean-Baptist du Prel1 |   
Jürgen Breckenkamp2

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided the original 
work is properly cited.
© 2020 The Authors. Journal of Occupational Health published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd on behalf of The Japan Society for Occupational Health

1Department of Occupational Health 
Science, University of Wuppertal, 
Wuppertal, Germany
2Department of Epidemiology & 
International Public Health, School of 
Public Health, Bielefeld University, 
Bielefeld, Germany

Correspondence
Chloé Charlotte Schröder, Department of 
Occupational Health Science, University 
of Wuppertal, Gaußstraße 20, D-42119 
Wuppertal, Germany.
Email: cschroeder@uni-wuppertal.de

Funding information
Deutsche Rentenversicherung Bund, Grant/
Award Number: 0421 /40-64-50-61 lidA

Abstract
Objectives: The aim of this study was to investigate the subjective employment 
perspective in higher working age for different employee groups with migrant back-
ground (EMB) and without (non-EMB), meaning willing, being able, and planning 
to work until the individual state pension age (iSPA).
Methods: A representative sample of socially insured employees born in 1959 or 
1965 was surveyed in 2011, 2014, and 2018 with computer-assisted personal in-
terviews. The current cross-sectional analysis is based on data from the third study 
wave (n = 3286) of the lidA cohort study. EMB were differentiated via generation 
(first generation, G1, vs second generation, G2) or nationality (German vs foreign). 
Applying bivariate statistics with the tests of independence and block-wise logis-
tic regressions, group differences were investigated. Sex, age, educational level, net 
household income, health, and work factors were considered as covariates.
Results: When comparing subgroups of EMB, significant differences appeared in 
bivariate analyses for willing and planning to work. G1 were to a higher degree plan-
ning to work longer than G2 and those with foreign nationality were more willing 
and planning than those with German nationality. Multivariate analyses revealed sig-
nificant differences of G1 and non-EMB for planning, being significant in the fully 
adjusted model, but not for willing.
Conclusion: The findings underline the need for differentiation of migrant groups in 
social research and policy. When it comes to extended working lives, the first-gen-
eration migrant group, as well as foreigners may constitute risk groups and require 
increased attention from a work, health, and economic point of view.

K E Y W O R D S

emigrants and immigrants, employee participation, finances, motivation, older workers, retirement

[Correction added on 25/9/2020, after first 
online publication: Projekt Deal funding 
statement has been added.]  

www.wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/joh2
mailto:
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4259-5319
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0317-6218
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
mailto:cschroeder@uni-wuppertal.de
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1002%2F1348-9585.12166&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2020-09-09


2 of 11 |   SCHRÖDER Et al.

1 |  INTRODUCTION

In many European welfare states the extension of working 
lives (EWL) is regarded as an instrument to maintain wealth 
and social stability in times of population aging. Thus, many 
European states have reduced pathways and incentives for 
early exit from work and raised official pension entitlement 
age.1 Retirement research has addressed the issue of extend-
ing working lives by investigating determinants for early or 
late exit from employment and by identifying typical path-
ways from work to retirement. One group, however, has been 
virtually ignored by retirement research: those with migrant 
background.2

In general, migrants are a highly heterogeneous and di-
verse group with regard to their origin, culture, religion, and 
education.3,4 On average, migrants may be assumed to be 
more vulnerable, compared to nonmigrants, from a social, 
employment, and economic perspective.2,5 Regarding health 
status in migrants, it cannot be said that they are more or less 
healthy in general than nonmigrants. Findings are not consis-
tent, as different definitions to identify migrants are used and 
migrant subgroups may differ in this respect. Additionally, 
observations substantially depend on the health outcome cho-
sen.6 It was observed that migrants usually are healthier than 
nonmigrants, resulting in better health and lower mortality in 
the target country (“healthy migrant effect”). However, this 
finding is mostly based on the fact that usually healthier peo-
ple emigrate. With increased duration of stay, the observed 
benefits in terms of health are gradually reduced, partly due 
to adaption of health-related behavior and social status in the 
host country.6

In Germany, the proportion of employees with migrant 
background (EMB) is continuously growing, for example 
from 16.2% in 2010 to 23.9% in 2018.7,8 The largest propor-
tion of persons with migrant background are resettlers with 
German ancestry from Eastern Europe and the former Soviet 
Union, as well as persons of Turkish and Polish origin.8 They 
are overrepresented in jobs affected by economic restructur-
ing, such as manual and un/semi-skilled blue-collar work.8-11 
Employees with foreign nationality more frequently suffer 
from occupational accidents and diseases, as well as retire 
earlier in the form of disability pension, compared to employ-
ees with German nationality.10,12 Such health risks may be 
attributed to more physically demanding work, but also to 
lower utilization of health services.5,12,13

In the coming years, large groups of EMB will reach pen-
sionable age. In 2018, 3.7 million EMB were 45 to 64 years 
old. This accounted for 17.9% of all workers of that age 
group and 37.3% of all 10 million EMB in Germany.8 Older 
EMB mainly work in blue-collar positions (55%), 32% in 
white-collar occupations, about 13% are sworn civil servants 
or self-employed; this pattern is found for all age groups in 
EMB. The average monthly net income of EMB is 1965 € 

compared to 2470 € among employees without migrant back-
ground (non-EMB).8

What generalized statements do not reflect, however, is 
the substantial variation within the group of EMB. In a recent 
empirically based summary report, the European Agency 
Eurofound records substantial differences in working condi-
tions between EMB of first- and second generation and calls 
for differentiation between these groups in policymaking.14 
The first generation (G1 EMB) is born in another country 
than the host country, whereas the second generation (G2 
EMB) has one or two parents who are foreign-born, but no 
own migration experience. Hence, Eurofound and others sug-
gest that G2 EMB may be more similar to non-EMB due to 
adaptation processes while growing up in the host country, 
than G1 EMB.14 In German representative surveys, older G1 
EMB were found more frequently in unskilled blue-collar po-
sitions than older G2 EMB,8,11 and to a higher extent exposed 
to adverse work factors with increased health risks, such as 
adverse work postures and low influence at work.11 Mean 
monthly net income was lower (1904 €) for G1 EMB than for 
G2 EMB (2630 €), which is even higher than for non-EMB 
(see above).8

Such group differences may be of relevance for policy-
making and organizations in the context of EWL, when inter-
ventions aimed to promote work participation are considered. 
Concerns have been brought forward that current EWL pol-
icies relocate additional health and social risks to different 
groups of older EMB.15 The subjective employment perspec-
tive of EMB and non-EMB discussed here may represent an 
early indicator of employment participation in the coming 
years. A crucial question will be whether the subjective em-
ployment perspective of the G2 EMB resembles that of G1 
EMB or non-EMB.

In our study, the subjective employment perspective is op-
erationalized by willing, able, and planning to work until a 
certain age, to capture a range of indicators. Conceptual dif-
ferences between these three outcomes may be assumed.16,17 
Planning as expected and willing as preferred retirement age 
were found to be good indicators for future retirement be-
havior.18,19 The employment perspective is influenced by a 
wide range of factors during the process of retirement, such 
as personal factors and social and occupational contexts.18,20 
It was found that older employees in precarious job positions 
with low education and income, where for example G1 EMB 
might be part of, would like to retire earlier than they plan to, 
probably due to financial reasons.20,21 The aspect of able to 
work is likewise essential, as EMB might not be able to work 
as long as they plan to or should, because of their working 
conditions which affect their health status.16

Research on the work-retirement transition considering 
migrant subgroups is rare. In a German study of older em-
ployees, G1 EMB were found to be significantly less will-
ing to retire before the age of 65.20 A Canadian study found 
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that immigrants (first generation) planned to retire later than 
native Canadians.22 Representative studies systematically 
investigating the employment perspective in older employ-
ees with distinct differentiation of migrant background are 
largely lacking. Large quantitative studies on migrants’ work, 
health, and/or employment in Germany often suffer from se-
vere limitations when they are based on secondary data.10,23 
In most such datasets, migrant background is solely indicated 
by “nationality,” thus not permitting a differentiation of mi-
grant background and misclassifying about half of all people 
with migrant background as nonmigrants; as 9.7 million, of 
a total 19.6 million people with migrant background, were 
Germans in 2018.8

Instead, the third wave of the lidA study allows for dif-
ferentiating distinct groups with migrant background among 
older workers and relating them to different aspects of the 
subjective employment perspective.

1.1 | Research question

The aim of this study was to investigate the subjective em-
ployment perspective in higher working age for different 
groups with and without migrant background, meaning will-
ing, able to, and planning to work until the individual state 
pension age (iSPA). Group differences should be determined 
and the impact of sociodemographic, health, and work fac-
tors should be investigated.

2 |  METHODS

2.1 | Study design and participants

The lidA (leben in der Arbeit) cohort study investigates 
work, health, and work participation in the older workforce 
in Germany. This study examines a representative sample of 
older employees, who were born in 1959 or 1965 and socially 
insured during sampling in 2009. Due to this sampling speci-
fication, sworn civil servants and self-employed were not in-
cluded. The participants were interviewed at home for each 
assessment wave by computer-assisted personal interviews 
(CAPI), covering topics such as work, health, private life, 
and employment perspective. The baseline survey took place 
in 2011 (n = 6585), the second wave in 2014 (n = 4244), and 
the third wave in 2018 (n = 3586). A detailed description of 
the lidA cohort study and its sampling process can be found 
elsewhere.24 The lidA datasets of the first and second wave 
are available as a Scientific Use File,25 data from the third 
wave will be added by 2023.

Results of attrition analysis showed for all waves a widely 
selection-free realization of the sample in relation to the 
sociodemographic characteristics used in the analyses.26-28 

However, attrition from the first to the third wave was 47% 
for the total sample, for low educational level it was 76% in 
G1 EMB compared to about 53% in non-EMB and G2 EMB. 
Since this report is based on data from the third study wave, 
we performed inverse probability weighting for subgroups of 
migrant status and educational level.

The sample was restricted to those being employed at 
least 1h/week. Due to the weighting, cases with missing 
values in migrant background or educational level were ex-
cluded as well. Consequently, the final sample consisted of 
3286 individuals.

2.2 | Operationalization

2.2.1 | Outcomes

The main outcome of the analysis is the subjective employ-
ment perspective which was parameterized by three single 
outcomes: willing, able, and planning to work until the indi-
vidual state pension age (iSPA). Participants were asked until 
what age they would like (willing), they think they would be 
able to (able), and they plan to work (planning). Responses 
given had to be years of age. For the analyses in this study, 
the answers were dichotomized into less than vs at least until 
the current iSPA in Germany, which is 66 years of age for 
the 1959-cohort and 67 years of age for the 1965-cohort. The 
outcomes have only been surveyed in such detail in the third 
wave so far.

2.2.2 | Migrant background

The lidA cohort study allows to distinguish between migrant 
groups by means of different specific indicators as proposed 
by Schenk et al.29 EMB were defined based on the partici-
pants’ self-reported country of birth and nationality and on 
the country of birth of each of their parents. Participants born 
in Germany, with German citizenship and with both parents 
being born in Germany constitute the reference group (non-
EMB). To investigate the group of EMB, two different op-
erationalizations were adopted: The first operationalization 
is based on a definition provided by the German Federal 
Statistical Office,7,8 where EMB are separated by generation 
into first generation (G1 EMB) and second generation (G2 
EMB), as described before. For some analyses, the group of 
G2 EMB was further separated into participants with one or 
two parents born outside Germany to investigate potential 
differences between unilateral and bilateral foreign descent. 
The second operationalization of EMB is based on nation-
ality (German/dual vs foreign) to reflect the more detailed 
differentiation level in contrast to process data as indicated 
above.
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2.2.3 | Covariates

As the three outcome variables might be influenced by fur-
ther factors besides the migrant background,2 the following 
variables were considered as potential confounders. Year 
of birth (1959/1965), sex (male/female), education, and fi-
nancial situation comprise the sociodemographic factors. 

Education was parameterized with the help of a score com-
bining educational and vocational training and then classified 
in three categories from high to low level.30 To measure the 
financial situation, the net equivalent household income was 
used. It represents the mean net income of each person in a 
household weighted for the number and age of the persons 
living in the household. The square root scale of the OECD 

T A B L E  1  Characterization of study population, weighted and unweighted sample

Weighted sampled  (n = 3286) Unweighted sample (n = 3324)

Non-EMB
(n = 2703)

G1 EMB
(n = 346)

G2 EMB
(n = 236) P-valuea 

Non-EMB
(n = 2828)

G1 EMB
(n = 244)

G2 EMB
(n = 252) P-valuea 

Sex [n (%)]

Male 1228 (45.4) 184 (53.2) 105 (44.5) .021 1274 (45.0) 125 (51.2) 112 (44.4) .168

Female 1475 (54.6) 162 (46.8) 131 (55.5) 1554 (55.0) 119 (48.8) 140 (55.6)

Year of birth [n (%)]

1959 1214 (44.9) 155 (44.7) 94 (39.7) .296 1265 (44.7) 110 (45.1) 101 (40.1) .354

1965 1489 (55.1) 192 (55.3) 143 (60.3) 1563 (55.3) 134 (54.9) 151 (59.9)

Combined education level [n (%)]

High 551 (20.4) 74 (21.3) 51 (21.6) <.001 620 (22.0) 70 (30.0) 60 (23.8) .003

Medium 1505 (55.7) 148 (42.7) 118 (50.0) 1627 (57.7) 106 (45.5) 131 (52.0)

Low 647 (23.9) 125 (36.0) 67 (28.4) 572 (20.3) 57 (24.5) 61 (24.2)

Net household income [n (%)], m = 119

>150% (>3374.00€) 303 (11.6) 15 (4.5) 32 (14.0) <.001 328 (12.1) 11 (4.7) 35 (14.3) <.001

<150% (2249.80€-3373.90€) 859 (33.0) 85 (25.3) 78 (34.1) 909 (33.4) 62 (26.3) 85 (34.8)

<100% (1799.60€-2249.75€) 558 (21.4) 58 (17.3) 49 (21.4) 581 (21.4) 42 (17.8) 51 (20.9)

<80% (1799.50€-1350.00€) 577 (22.2) 97 (28.9) 45 (19.7) 596 (21.9) 66 (28.0) 46 (18.9)

<60% (<1349.90€) 305 (11.7) 81 (24.1) 25 (10.9) 306 (11.3) 55 (23.3) 27 (11.1)

SF-12: physical health [M (SD)], 
m = 11

48.1 (9.2) 46.2 (9.4) 46.9 (8.5) <.004b 48.2 (9.2) 46.6 (9.4) 47.1 (8.4) .008b 

SF-12: mental health [M (SD)], 
m = 11

51.8 (9.8) 51.4 (10.4) 52.2 (9.3) .248b 51.7 (9.9) 50.7 (10.3) 51.9 (9.4) .243b 

COPSOQ: Influence at work [M 
(SD)], m = 3

37.4 (26.2) 32.9 (27.0) 37.9 (26.2) .002b 37.5 (26.1) 34.0 (26.5) 37.8 (25.8) .129b 

Work stress, ERI [Mdn (IQR)], 
m = 24

0.50 (0.38) 0.42 (0.33) 0.50 (0.40) <.001c 0.50 (0.38) 0.42 (0.30) 0.50 (0.39) .004c 

Cumulative physical work exposure

No physical exposure 556 (20.6) 50 (14.5) 49 (20.7) .001 597 (21.1) 37 (15.2) 54 (21.4) .03

One exposure 963 (35.6) 102 (29.5) 73 (30.8) 1019 (36.0) 76 (31.1) 80 (31.7)

Two exposures 586 (21.7) 105 (30.3) 52 (21.9) 607 (21.5) 69 (28.3) 55 (21.8)

Three exposures 598 (22.1) 89 (25.7) 63 (26.6) 605 (21.4) 62 (25.4) 63 (25.0)

Note: Bold print indicates significance, P < .05.
Abbreviation: EMB, employees with migrant background; G1, first generation; G2, second generation; IQR, Interquartile range; M, Mean; Mdn, Median; m, number 
of missing values due to respondents not responding to the item, from weighted results; SD, Standard deviation.
aTested with chi-squared test if not otherwise specified. 
bTested with ANOVA. 
cTested with Kruskal-Wallis test. 
dWeighting factors: for non-EMB/low 1.134, for non-EMB/medium 0.927, for non-EMB/high 0.896, for G1 EMB/low 2.229, for G1 EMB/medium 1.438, for G1 
EMB/high 1.081, for G2 EMB/low 1.101, for G2 EMB/medium 0.907, for G2 EMB/high 0.869. 
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was applied.31 The net income variable was grouped into cat-
egories of < 60%, <80%, <100%, <150%, and >150% of the 
sample median (2249.75€), where <60% may indicate risk 
of poverty.32

Physical and mental health were considered as further co-
variates. These were assessed by two established scales of 
the SF-12 Health Survey33 in an adapted German version.34 
The physical component summary scale (PCS-12) considers 
physical health and the mental component summary scale 
(MCS-12) considers the respondents’ mental health; higher 
scores indicate better health.

Further control variables were added to adjust for dif-
ferent occupational exposures of potential relevance for the 
outcomes of interest.18,20,35 Influence at work was assessed 
with three items (influence on with whom, what, and how 
much one works, COPSOQ II, middle version), with a mean 
ranging from 0 (no influence) to 100 (high influence).36 
Work-related stress was assessed with the effort-reward im-
balance (ERI) scale which was used as a continuous measure. 
Imbalance was measured with the ERI ratio, the quotient of 
the effort and the reward scale by adding a weighting factor to 
adjust for the different numbers of items in the nominator and 
denominator. Values close to minimum of 0.2 express low 
work stress while values above 1.0 indicate a very high ERI 
imbalance, meaning higher personal work stress.37

For physical work load, a cumulative measure was drawn 
up from exposure to adverse postures, heavy lifting or carry-
ing and one-sided movements at work. The answer categories 
corresponded to proportions of working time (never, up to 
one quarter, up to half, up to three quarters, (almost) always). 
Any exposure greater than "never" was counted as one "ex-
posure" in total.38

2.3 | Statistical analysis

Due to group differences in attrition between the first and 
the third study wave, inverse probability weighting was done 
for subgroups of migrant status and educational level. All re-
ported results are based on weighted analyses; however, in 
Table 1 additionally unweighted characteristics are presented 
for comparison. Descriptive and bivariate statistics including 
chi-squared and Kruskal-Wallis tests, as well as ANOVAs 
were used to characterize the full sample and specifically 
investigate differences between groups and the outcomes. 
To investigate potential differences between EMB and non-
EMB, multivariate logistic regressions were performed while 
adjusting block-wise for sociodemographic, health, and work 
factors. For migrant background as the main independent 
variable, differentiation by migrant generation was chosen. 
Regressions were performed for each outcome, respectively, 
using complete-case analysis. In addition, average marginal 
effects (AMEs) were computed for all logistic regressions 

with SAS 9.4. They allow us to compare the results of nested 
models that otherwise may be biased by unobserved hetero-
geneity. The AME shows for each variable in a regression 
model how much the event probability changes when the in-
dependent variable increases by one unit, or rather when a 
binary independent variable changes its level.39

In all statistical tests P-values (two-tailed) <.05 were con-
sidered to be statistically significant. Within the logistic re-
gressions Nagelkerke's pseudo-R2 was used as a measure for 
comparing competing models. All statistical analyses (other 
than AMEs) were performed using SPSS version 25.0 (IBM 
Corp.).

3 |  RESULTS

3.1 | Descriptive and bivariate analysis

Baseline characteristics of all participants included in the 
analyses are given in Table 1, shown as weighted (n = 3286) 
and unweighted results (n = 3224). Due to deliberate over-
sampling, participants born in 1965 were overrepresented in 
all subgroups. The following summary of findings refers to 
significant and weighted results only. The proportion of men 
was higher in G1 EMB than in non-EMB or G2 EMB. The 
distribution of educational level differed between the three 
groups (P =< .001); the proportion of workers with low edu-
cational level was highest among G1 EMB (36.0%) compared 
to non-EMB or G2 EMB. But there were no significant group 
differences when comparing non-EMB with G2 EMB only 
(P = .202, chi-squared test, not shown). The distribution of in-
come groups differed between the three groups (P =< .001), 
yet it was rather similar for non-EMB and G2 EMB. In G1 
EMB, 53% had a household income below 80% of the median 
vs 34% in non-EMB and 31% in G2 EMB. The mean score 
for physical health was lowest for G1 EMB (46.2), followed 
by G2 EMB (46.9) and non-EMB (48.1, P = .004). G1 EMB 
had lower influence on their own work (32.9) than G2 EMB 
(37.9) and non-EMB (37.4, P  =  .002). However, concern-
ing work stress, G1 EMB had lower work stress with a me-
dian of the ERI ratio of 0.42 and 0.5 for the other two groups 
(P=<0.001). Among the G1 EMB, 85% experienced at least 
one adverse physical exposure at work compared to 79% 
among the non-EMB and G2 EMB, respectively, P = .001).

Table  2 displays the outcomes by different subgroups. 
There were no significant group differences between non-
EMB and EMB with respect to willing, able, and planning 
to work until one's iSPA. When comparing EMB subgroups, 
G1 were to a higher degree planning to work longer than G2 
(25% vs 16%) and those with foreign nationality were more 
willing and planning than those with German nationality 
(18% vs 9% for willing, 29% vs 20% for planning). No dif-
ferences, however, were found for able to work until iSPA. 



6 of 11 |   SCHRÖDER Et al.

The subdivision of the EMB G2 group into those with one or 
two parents of foreign origin did not indicate any significant 
differences between the two groups.

3.2 | Multivariate analysis for 
willing and planning

Throughout all models, G1 EMB exhibited higher and G2 
EMB exhibited somewhat lower odds ratios (OR) for willing 
to work until iSPA than non-EMB. Nevertheless, these group 
differences were not significant, although when adjusting 
for health factors in model 3, the P-value for G1 EMB was 
closely above .05.

With respect to planning to work until iSPA (Table 3), sig-
nificantly higher OR were found for G1 EMB than for non-
EMB in the null model (OR = 1.34, 95%-CI 1.03-1.74). The 
probability for planning to work until iSPA was increased by 
3.9%-points in G1 EMB. Adjusting for sex, age, physical and 
mental health even further increased significance as well as 
the probability up to 5.3%-points. When additionally consid-
ering further covariates in models 3 and 4, the probabilities 
and odds ratios declined, but were still significant. Between 
G2 EMB and non-EMB, no significant differences were 
found in any model. Respective findings for the outcome able 
to work were not shown or discussed as there were no statis-
tically significant group differences.

Secondary findings within multivariate analyses indi-
cated that the following covariates were significantly associ-
ated with willing and planning to work until iSPA (data not 
shown): Belonging to the 1959-cohort was associated with 

higher OR for willing, while having less than 60% mean net 
household income showed higher OR (around 2) for both out-
comes, willing and planning. In contrast, significantly lower 
OR for willing and planning were found for those with me-
dium and low educational level. Also, the ERI ratio was sig-
nificantly associated with willing to work until iSPA in the 
expected direction.

4 |  DISCUSSION

In the present study, we analyzed the subjective employment 
perspective in higher working age for different groups of EMB 
and non-EMB, meaning willing, able to, and planning to work 
until the individual state pension age. For “able to work” no 
group differences were found. When comparing all EMB with 
non-EMB in bivariate analyses, no significant differences were 
observed for any of the three outcomes. However, when com-
paring migrant subgroups, significant differences appeared for 
willing and planning to work until iSPA. Among EMB, those 
with foreign nationality were, to a higher degree, willing and 
planning to work until iSPA than those of German nationality. 
Likewise, G1 EMB were more planning to work until iSPA 
than G2 EMB. Multivariate analyses revealed significantly 
higher odds ratios for planning among G1 EMB compared to 
non-EMB, even when considering potential confounders, while 
there were no significant group differences for willing.

In all groups considered in the analyses, the propor-
tion of those “able” to work until iSPA was clearly higher 
than that of planning and finally, followed by willing. This 
is in line with findings from Sweden, where 54% of the 

T A B L E  2  Willing, able, and planning to work until individual state pension age by migrant status (n = 3286), weighted results

Willing Able Planning

n% (95% CI) P-valuea % (95% CI) P-valuea % (95% CI) P-valuea 

All EMB vs Non-EMB

Non-EMB 10 (9-11) .497 32 (30-33) .097 21 (19-22) .706 2703

EMB 11 (8-13) 28 (24-32) 22 (18-25) 583

EMB by generation

First generation (G1) 12 (09-16) .128 27 (22-31) .387 25 (20-30) .014 346

Second generation (G2) 8 (5-12) 30 (24-36) 16 (12-21) 236

EMB by nationality

German or dual 9 (6-12) .004 28 (23-32) .564 20 (16-23) .035 464

Foreign 18 (11-25) 30 (22-39) 29 (20-37) 119

EMB G2 by foreign descent

Unilateral 9 (5-13) .892 29 (22-35) .399 17 (11-22) .677 187

Bilateral 7 (0-15) 35 (21-49) 15 (5-25) 50

Note: Bold print indicates significance, P < .05.
Abbreviation: EMB, employees with migrant background; G1, first generation; G2, second generation.
aTested with chi-squared test. 
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workers aged 55-64 years stated that they “can” and 38% 
that they “want to” work until age 65  years or beyond.16 
The low prevalence for planning and willing is indicative 
of an “early exit culture” still prevailing in Germany.40 The 
absence of significant group differences for able may re-
flect an even distribution of the individuals’ perception of 
their mental and physical resources between the groups. 
However, the larger group differences found for willing 
and especially planning may be indicative of migrant sta-
tus differences with respect to the older workers’ subjective 
valuation of their last period of working life. The relatively 
high prevalence for willing among older workers with for-
eign nationality might thereby express a higher pressure 
felt to retire late among those financially less well off.15 In 
Germany, workers of foreign nationality more frequently 
work in un/semi-skilled positions11 and consequently, have 
lower income than German EMB (own results, data not 
shown). Hess21 has found among older workers in Germany 
that financial needs were associated with a higher expected 

retirement age. As “expected retirement age” and “planned 
retirement age” may be conceptually closely related, one 
may conclude that finances might also contribute to the 
higher prevalence for planning found among non-German 
EMB and G1 EMB. However, the significantly higher OR 
for G1 EMB for planning throughout all multivariate logis-
tic regression models also imply inherent or further migrant 
status group differences. It is noticeable that in our study, 
the results for G2 EMB are more similar to non-EMB than 
to G1 EMB. This may indicate a high degree of social inte-
gration of this generation.

The scientific literature on migrant status and employ-
ment perspective and behavior, respectively, is scarce. We 
are not aware of any further study investigating the outcome 
“planning” among older workers with respect to migrant 
background. In the only study known to us, investigating the 
outcome willing among older employees, it was found that 
G1 EMB were significantly more willing to work longer than 
non-EMB.20 This analysis was based on the same sample as 

T A B L E  3  Association for willing and planning to work until the individual state pension age with migrant status, weighted results

Model 0: Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4:

Crude M0 + sex, age M1 + health
M2 + education,
net household income

M3 + physical work exposure, 
work stress, influence at work

Willing (n = 3135/ nevents = 314)

OR (95% CI)

Non-EMB Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

G1 EMB 1.30 (0.91-1.85) 1.30 (0.91-1.86) 1.42 (0.99-2.04) 1.29 (0.90-1.86) 1.26 (0.87-1.82)

G2 EMB 0.82 (0.51-1.35) 0.84 (0.51-1.37) 0.85 (0.52-1.40) 0.87 (0.53-1.43) 0.88 (0.53-1.45)

AME

Non-EMB Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

G1 EMB +0.0236 +0.0234 +0.0332 +0.0208 +0.0199

G2 EMB −0.0157 −0.0139 −0.0108 −0.0077 −0.0115

R2 0.002 0.008 0.035 0.063 0.084

Planning (n = 3132/ nevents = 662)

OR (95% CI)

Non-EMB Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

G1 EMB 1.34 (1.03-1.74)* 1.35 (1.03-1.76)* 1.42 (1.09-1.86)** 1.38 (1.04-1.82)* 1.38 (1.04-1.82)*

G2 EMB 0.76 (0.53-1.09) 0.76 (0.53-1.09) 0.76 (0.53-1.10) 0.77 (0.54-1.12) 0.78 (0.54-1.13)

AME

Non-EMB Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref. Ref.

G1 EMB +0.0392 +0.0397 +0.0526 +0.0488 +0.0513

G2 EMB −0.0473 −0.0487 −0.0450 −0.0425 −0.0392

R2 0.004 0.006 0.018 0.071 0.074

Note: Bold print indicates significance.
Abbreviation: AME, average marginal effects; CI, confidence interval; M, Model; nevents, number of events where the outcome = 1 in the logistic regression; OR, Odds 
Ratio; P, P-value; Ref., Reference; R2, Nagelkerke pseudo-R2.
*P < .05, 
**P < .01, 
***P < .001. 
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ours, but on an earlier study wave, which did not provide the 
possibility to compare the effects of the three outcomes of 
the employment perspective. Canadian research has identi-
fied that immigrants (first generation) intended to retire later 
than natives, which is in line with our findings. Concerning 
actual retirement, immigrants were found to be less likely to 
leave work early, except for involuntary early retirement such 
as disability pension due to poor health, which immigrants 
were more likely to receive than nonimmigrants.22 In an ear-
lier German study, it was observed that migrants retired sig-
nificantly later compared to West-Germans when controlling 
for employment status at the age of 50 years and before retire-
ment entry.41 However, the operationalization of the migrant 
status was not mentioned in the study.

By considering migrant background when investigating 
the work-retirement transition, our study contributes to fill-
ing in the research gap, addressed in earlier reviews.2 The 
findings confirm the necessity emphasized by Eurofound14 to 
differentiate between migrant subgroups in the work force, as 
different subgroups do not experience the same problems in 
daily life and behave differently. One conclusion of their re-
search was that policy should consider distinct approaches to 
meet the needs of different migrant subgroups. Unlike most 
other German datasets, the lidA cohort study has the poten-
tial to identify different migrant groups based on several in-
dicators and not only by nationality, so that recommendations 
for mapping of migrant status could be followed.29

In retirement research, health is considered as a key deter-
minant of early retirement.42,43 In line with this, physical and 
mental health were found to be important factors in our analy-
ses, influencing whether older employees are willing and plan-
ning to work until iSPA. When controlling for these aspects in 
multivariate analyses, effect estimates for G1 EMB increased 
for both willing and for planning to work until iSPA. This indi-
cates that among older employees, G1 EMB were more likely 
to plan to work longer if they had a comparably good health 
status as non-EBM (cf. Table 1 for physical health).

Further important factors in our study seemed to be the 
household income and the educational level, as effect esti-
mates were somewhat decreasing for G1 and G2 EMB when 
additionally adjusting for these two factors. However, con-
cerning planning, significant differences remained after full 
adjustment. In previous research about these sociodemo-
graphic characteristics, EMB were found to be at a higher risk 
of becoming unemployed or having low-paid employment 
positions. During recruitment of so called “guest workers” to 
Germany from the late 1950s to the early 1970s, employees 
with low education and qualification were predominantly re-
cruited, indicating lower income levels for G1 EMB in later 
life.44 Likewise, in our weighted sample, a comparably high 
percentage of G1 EMB indicated lower education and re-
ported poorer working conditions, such as physical exposures 
and lower income, than non-EMB.

Overall, not only migrants with foreign nationality, but 
also G1 EMB might constitute a special group to focus upon 
for the coming years until retirement in research and policy. In 
our weighted sample, this group has, on average, a lower edu-
cational level, lower household income, poor physical health, 
higher physical work exposures, but nonetheless reports fairly 
low work stress. Our findings indicate that in Germany in 
times of extending working lives, certain migrant groups ap-
proaching retirement age might constitute risk groups locked 
in lower working positions, poor health and economics where 
the “planning” does not reflect a choice, but a forced deci-
sion to work longer. To offset negative effects of extended 
working lives expected for vulnerable groups of older work-
ers, scientists increasingly call for an improvement of work 
quality, job security, and also the promotion of lifelong learn-
ing as preconditions for policies aimed at extending working 
lives.15 Phillipson45 proposed work and retirement policies 
acknowledging the processes of cumulative advantage and 
disadvantage operating over the life course.

This study has several strengths. First, the use of a sam-
ple being representative for the socially insured employees 
of the considered two age cohorts. Socially insured employ-
ees cover about 80% of the German working population.26 
Second, the lidA cohort study has the potential to distinguish 
between different migrant groups.29 Additionally, the lidA 
study questionnaire from the third wave allows for the differ-
entiated assessment of the employment perspective. Another 
strength of this study is the consideration of different con-
founding sociodemographic, health, and work variables that 
may disguise differences in the outcomes between the inves-
tigated groups.

However, the present study also has limitations. The 
study design was cross-sectional and it remains an open 
question to what extent the willing, able, and planning to 
work until a certain age might be stable until retirement, not 
least in times of extended working life policies. Concerning 
migrant status, we were not able to differentiate further rel-
evant migrant groups, such as labor migrants vs resettlers 
vs refugees. An additional limitation is a potential bias 
into participant selection, as the study was conducted in 
German and therefore EMB could potentially be excluded 
due to language problems. However, we assumed for these 
participants certain German language skills when working 
in socially insured positions. In addition, the lidA cohort 
study uses two birth cohorts and is sampled within socially 
insured employees, which excludes sworn civil servants 
and self-employed. As a result, the findings and conclu-
sions drawn are limited to this group of older employees, 
only. Finally, the percentage of employees of G1 EMB was 
considerably lower than that in the first study wave. The 
latter could indicate a healthy worker survivor effect and 
selection bias, as individuals might have left the work-
force due to poorer health and/or precarious job positions. 
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However, we used inverse probability weighting to adjust 
panel attrition in migrant groups and educational levels.

5 |  CONCLUSION

Our findings underline the need for differentiation of mi-
grant groups in social research and policy. When it comes 
to extended working lives, the first-generation migrant 
group and foreigners may constitute risk groups and re-
quire increased attention from a work, health, and eco-
nomic point of view.
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