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Governments face persistent challenges in integrating refugees into the local labor 
market, and many past interventions have shown limited impact. This study examines 
the Job-Turbo program, a large-scale initiative launched by the German government in 
2023 to accelerate employment among refugees—primarily individuals from Ukraine 
and eight other major countries of origin. Using monthly administrative panel data 
from Germany’s network of public employment service offices and a difference-in-
differences design, we find that the program significantly increased both caseworker– 
refugee contact and job placements over a 23-mo follow-up period. Among Ukrainian 
refugees, the exit-to-job rate nearly doubled. Effects were broad-based—spanning 
demographic subgroups, unemployment durations, skill levels, regions, and local labor-
market conditions—and were concentrated in regular, unsubsidized employment. The 
program also raised both the rate and share of placements followed by sustained 
employment, consistent with improved placement quality. Other refugee groups saw 
meaningful gains as well, but increases in job placements were concentrated among 
males and in low-skilled jobs, with only limited effects for females. We detect no 
negative spillovers on contact rates or exit-to-job rates for unemployed German or other 
immigrant job seekers, finding no evidence of resource reallocation or displacement. 
The results offer insights for governments responding to displacement crises. They 
indicate that intensified job-search assistance—embedded within the early stage of 
integration and implemented at scale through public employment infrastructure—can 
meaningfully improve refugees’ labor-market outcomes, even amid significant arrivals. 

refugee integration | labor market policy | job search assistance 

Over recent decades, Europe and other regions have repeatedly confronted large-scale displacement, 
marked by pronounced rises in the number of people fleeing conflict and persecution (1). The 
issue of refugee integration has regained urgency following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, which 
displaced over 11 million Ukrainians, with around 6 million seeking refuge across Europe (2). 

Labor market integration constitutes a central—and often protracted—challenge in the 
resettlement process. Refugees typically face a range of structural and informational barriers to 
employment, including limited host-country language proficiency, nonrecognition of foreign 
credentials, weak social networks, and unfamiliarity with local job search norms (3, 4). In 
addition, psychological distress resulting from forced displacement may inhibit job readiness and 
employment stability (5). Consequently, refugees typically experience longer job search durations 
and lower employment rates than both native-born individuals and other migrant populations (3). 

These disadvantages can have lasting consequences. Research highlights the importance of an 
“integration window”—a critical early period after arrival that strongly predicts long-term outcomes 
(6). Missing this window due to prolonged unemployment can hinder future employment prospects 
and depress wages, leading to enduring effects for both refugees and host societies (7–9). 

Designing integration policies that are both effective and cost-efficient remains a persistent 
policy challenge. Many well-intentioned programs have produced limited results. Large-scale job 
training initiatives, for example, often fail to generate sustained employment effects and are costly 
to administer (10, 11). Wage subsidies—while among the more effective short-term instruments— 
are constrained by substantial fiscal costs and limited uptake among both employers and refugees 
(10, 12–14). 

Given the importance of host-country language proficiency for employment, many European 
countries prioritize intensive language and integration courses before labor market entry. These 
programs can improve job-finding rates, especially for low-skilled and subsidized jobs (15–18), 
but they are costly, delay employment, and are hard to scale during large and sudden arrivals 
(17). Some governments have also introduced “integration contracts” to incentivize engagement 
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with host-country norms and improve employment. Yet, evidence shows 
limited and short-lived economic effects (19). Others have adopted 
punitive approaches—such as cutting benefits—to spur job search, 
but these have shown minimal employment impact and may have 
unintended consequences, including heightened refugee poverty and 
increases in subsistence crime (20–22). 

In this study, we examine the effects of the Job-Turbo initiative—a 
program designed to accelerate refugees’ entry into the labor market 
after having finished the integration courses. Launched by the German 
Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (BMAS) and the Federal 
Employment Agency (BA) in response to hosting over 1.2 million 
Ukrainian refugees, the program targets employable refugees who have 
completed an integration course and are receiving basic income support. 
The core feature of the Job-Turbo program is intensified engagement 
between Public Employment Service (PES) caseworkers and refugee 
jobseekers, with the aim of increasing both the frequency and quality 
of employment counseling to facilitate transitions from unemployment 
into work (23, 24). 

Studying the impact of the Job-Turbo is important for both 
theoretical and policy reasons. From a theoretical perspective, our 
study contributes to the growing literature on the role of employment 
counseling. Existing research has shown that intensified counseling can 
improve job search outcomes in a variety of settings (25–32). Some 
studies find that early, mandatory counseling is particularly effective— 
especially for low-skilled jobseekers (33, 34). In the German context, 
ref. 35 find that improving the ratio of PES caseworkers to jobseekers in 
a pilot program significantly increased employment rates. 

However, aside from two studies of small pilot programs that 
provided intensified counseling to refugees in Germany and Sweden and 
documented positive employment effects (36, 37), the existing literature 
has focused primarily on citizens or long-term residents. Whether 
these findings generalize to refugees remains uncertain. Refugees often 
face more substantial barriers to employment, including language 
obstacles, unrecognized qualifications, and trauma, which may limit 
the effectiveness of counseling interventions. At the same time, while 
refugees may be unfamiliar with the host country’s job search processes, 
they may be highly motivated to enter the labor market quickly— 
among other reasons to facilitate family reunification—suggesting that 
caseworker support could play an especially effective role in helping 
them navigate a new and complex labor market. 

From a policy perspective, the Job-Turbo program is notable for its 
scale and ambition. Unlike the small pilots studied by refs. 36 and 37, 
the Job-Turbo targeted about 400,000 registered unemployed refugees 
across Germany’s nationwide network of job centers during our study 
period (23). It represents an innovative public investment by a leading 
European refugee-host country to accelerate labor-market integration 
amid a large-scale displacement crisis. 

The program is particularly significant because it marked a modest 
paradigm shift in Germany’s integration strategy. It departed both 
from Germany’s earlier approach and from Scandinavian models (e.g., 
Norway and Sweden) that typically prioritize education and language 
acquisition before labor-market entry (38). By contrast, Job–Turbo 
adopted a middle path between “qualification-first” and “work-first” 
models (23, 39). Evidence on its effects therefore offers valuable lessons 
for countries seeking effective strategies to integrate refugees and other 
migrant jobseekers. 

1. Materials and Methods 

1.1. Setting. 
1.1.1. Job centers. Germany’s job centers are public agencies that help 
jobseekers—particularly unemployed recipients of Citizen’s Benefit (Bürgergeld) 
under Social Code Book II (SGB II), the country’s basic income support—find work 
and receive training. Operated by the BA in partnership with local municipalities, 

they are distributed throughout the country (SI Appendix, Fig. A.1). Job centers 
offer services such as job placement, career counseling, and financial support. 
They also assist with enrollment in vocational training, and language and 
integration programs, particularly for migrants and refugees. At the frontline are 
PES caseworkers (Arbeitsvermittler or Fallmanager), who develop personalized 
employment plans with clients and provide ongoing guidance. Meetings 
typically occur as needed to track progress and adjust strategies. Caseworkers act 
as both advisors and enforcers—supporting clients while ensuring participation 
in work-related activities. Caseworker–client interactions at job centers occur 
through multiple channels, including phone and video calls, as well as in-person 
meetings for initial assessments and guidance on qualifications, integration, and 
job placement. Contacts at job centers often involve translators or other forms of 
language support, especially when working with refugees or immigrants who 
may not yet be fluent in German. 
1.1.2. The Job-Turbo program. The arrival of more than one million Ukrainian 
refugees placed significant pressure on Germany’s labor market and social 
services. Under the European Union’s Temporary Protection Directive, Ukrainian 
refugees were granted access to employment, welfare, and education services. 
Job centers played a central role in supporting their integration into the labor 
market. 

To accelerate this process, the German government launched the Job-Turbo 
initiative. The program was formally announced at a press conference on October 
18, 2023, by the BMAS and the BA, which also appointed a special representative 
to oversee implementation (40). At the job center level, the initiative targeted 
all refugees receiving benefits under Social Code Book II (SGB II) who were 
completing, or had nearly completed, an integration course. These courses 
consist of 700 teaching units (each 45 min), comprising 600 units of language 
instruction and 100 units of social, political, and cultural orientation in Germany 
(23, 41). Besides Ukrainians, the main refugee groups were from Afghanistan, 
Eritrea, Iran, Iraq, Nigeria, Pakistan, Somalia, and Syria. 

The Job-Turbo restructured the conventional German integration pathway 
by encouraging immediate labor market entry upon course completion, even 
without full recognition of foreign qualifications or without achieving the B2 
language certificate. Participants were expected to pursue additional training 
while employed, thereby adopting a hybrid “work-first” and “qualification-first” 
approach (23, 39). 

The program was designed around three phases: 1) orientation and early 
language acquisition, primarily through integration courses; 2) rapid entry into 
employment or training to reinforce language skills and gain experience; and 3) 
progression toward skilled employment. The core emphasis was on phase two— 
job placement. At the October 2023 press conference, BMAS and BA announced 
that job centers should intensify counseling for refugees immediately after 
completion of their integration course and prioritize rapid job placement. This 
announcement was followed by an internal mandatory directive issued by the BA 
on January 5, 2024. The directive stipulated that, after completing the language 
training portion of the course, refugees should enter a structured follow-up 
process with their caseworkers to facilitate labor market entry. Counseling 
was to be significantly intensified for six months, with contacts scheduled 
approximately every six weeks. The first counseling session was to occur between 
four weeks before and four weeks after the end of the integration course (24). 
Implementation was centrally monitored by the special representative, who 
convened monthly meetings with all job center directors. 

The policy shift embodied in the Job-Turbo—emphasizing intensified 
counseling and immediate labor market entry after the integration course— 
was intended as a permanent reform. The initiative remains in effect, though the 
mandate of the special representative and centralized monitoring concluded in 
July 2024 (SI Appendix, Table A.1 presents a timeline of the Job-Turbo program). 

1.2. Data. We use monthly administrative panel data from the BA, covering 
job placement services and labor market outcomes at the job center level. 
Our study period spans from October 2022—one year prior to the program’s 
launch—through August 2025, providing 23 monthly follow-up observations 
starting when the Job-Turbo began in October 2023. Additional data details are 
provided in SI Appendix. Our main analysis focuses on the full population 
of 300 BA-operated job centers. We exclude the 104 job centers that are 
operated independently by local municipalities (so-called Optionskommunen) 
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due to missing data on counseling contacts and uncertainty about program 
participation. However, we report limited results for these centers in SI Appendix. 

For the main analysis, we focus on individuals officially registered as 
unemployed under SGB II, dividing them into four mutually exclusive groups. 
The treatment groups consist of unemployed individuals from Ukraine and from 
eight major refugee-origin countries, referred to as Ukrainian refugees and other 
refugees, respectively.Forcomparison,weemploytwocontrolgroupsthatarenot 
eligible for the Job-Turbo program. Our primary control group comprises other 
immigrants—unemployed individuals with citizenship from countries outside 
the principal refugee origins, primarily migrants from both EU and non-EU 
countries. 

As a secondary control group, we include Germans, encompassing both 
native-born and naturalized citizens who are unemployed. By comparing labor-
market outcomes before and after the introduction of the Job-Turbo across these 
groups, we estimate the program’s impact on refugee integration. 

1.3. Statistical Analysis. We estimate the average treatment effect on the 
treated (ATT) of the Job-Turbo program using a difference-in-differences 
framework. Let Di,j,t indicate whether group i in job center j is treated in month 
t (coded 1 in posttreatment months for the treated groups and 0 otherwise). Let 
Yi,j,t (1) and Yi,j,t (0) denote the potential outcomes with and without treatment, 
respectively. The ATT for group i in month t is 

ATTi,t = 𝔼 
 

Yi,j,t (1) − Yi,j,t (0) 
   Di,j,t = 1 

 
. 

To estimate the ATT, we employ the interactive fixed-effects (IFE) imputation 
estimator (42), which models untreated potential outcomes as 

Yi,j,t(0) = 𝛼 + 𝛾i,j + 𝜉t + 𝜆  i,j ft + 𝜀i,j,t , 

where 𝛾i,j are job-center-by-group fixed effects, 𝜉t are month fixed effects, 
and 𝜆 i,j ft are interactive fixed effects capturing heterogeneous loadings 𝜆i,j on 

latent common factors ft (43). We fit this model on the untreated observations 
(Di,j,t = 0), use it to impute the counterfactualYi,j,t (0) for treated observations, 
and then estimate unit-by-time treatment effects 𝜏i,j,t = Yi,j,t (1) − Yi,j,t (0). 
The ATT is obtained by averaging 𝜏i,j,t over the treated observations (Di,j,t = 1). 
This estimator allows treatment effects to vary across units and time. We define 
the treatment indicator Di,j,t so that October 2023 is coded as the first month in 
which the Job-Turbo is active for the treatment groups, reflecting the program’s 
launch at the press conference on October 18, 2023. 

This specification addresses three broad sources of confounding: i) unob-
served time-invariant group-job-center heterogeneity via 𝛾i,j; ii) month-specific 
shocks common to all units via 𝜉t ; and iii) unobserved, time-varying forces 
with heterogeneous impacts captured by the low-rank factor term 𝜆 i,j ft (43). 
Importantly, the IFE imputation estimator generalizes the simpler two-way fixed-
effects (TWFE) imputation model (42, 44), 

Yi,j,t (0) = 𝛼 + 𝛾i,j + 𝜉t + 𝜀i,j,t , 

which requires the parallel trends assumption that treated units are on the same 
trajectory as the untreated units. By augmenting TWFE with the factor component 
𝜆

i,j ft , the IFE specification relaxes this requirement, allowing common shocks 
(e.g., macro or sectoral shocks) to load differently across groups and job centers. 
Operationally, IFE imputesYi,j,t (0) in a way that embeds each unit’s estimated 

exposure to these factors and then forms 𝜏i,j,t = Yi,j,t (1) −Yi,j,t (0); averaging 
𝜏i,j,t yields the ATT after being purged of heterogeneous responses to common 
shocks. Therefore, although the IFE estimator introduces additional complexity, 
we prefer it over the TWFE estimator because it offers greater robustness to 
accommodate time-varying confounders. Similar low-rank structures are used 
in synthetic control and matrix-completion approaches to address time-varying 
confounders (45–47). 

The key identifying assumption is conditional parallel trends for untreated 
potential outcomes: conditional on 𝛾i,j, 𝜉t , and the factor structure 𝜆

i,j ft , treated 

and control groups would have followed parallel trends in the absence of the Job-
Turbo. Substantively, net of potential deviations captured by the factor structure, 
unemployed Ukrainians and other refugees would have exhibited trajectories 
in contact and exit-to-job rates similar to those of the control groups (e.g., other 
unemployed immigrants and, in robustness checks, unemployed Germans) 
within the same job centers and months. This assumption is plausible because 
both treated and control samples consist of individuals who are registered 
as unemployed and face similar local labor-market conditions. We assess the 
validity of this assumption by examining pretreatment deviations from parallel 
trends in all plots and also a series of placebo checks. 

In implementation, we estimate factors and loadings using pretreatment 
and never-treated observations, and select the optimal number of factors r by 
cross-validation to minimize mean squared prediction error (see SI Appendix 
for details). Across specifications, cross-validation selects at most one factor, 
and most often selects zero. When r = 0 is chosen, the estimator reduces 
to the TWFE model. Uncertainty is quantified via a block bootstrap with 500 
replications (42). 

Finally, we assess robustness by replicating the core specifications using 
alternative estimators, including the simpler TWFE imputation estimator and 
the matrix completion estimator (46). 

1.4. Outcomes. We analyze several outcome measures. To assess whether 
the program increased counseling intensity between caseworkers and the 
unemployed, we examine the contact rate, defined as the number of registered 
unemployed job-center clients with at least one contact in a given month, divided 
by the stock of unemployed individuals in the previous month. To evaluate 
job-placement success, we use the exit-to-job rate, defined as the number of 
individuals transitioning from unemployment into employment, divided by the 
unemployed stock in the previous month (28, 35, 48, 49). This metric captures 
placements into Germany’s regular, competitive labor market and excludes fully 
subsidized positions. 

Beyond overall placements, we disaggregate exits by job-skill level (low-
skilled, skilled, high-skilled), employment type (regular versus marginal), and 
subsidy status. We also examine exits by sustained-employment outcomes, 
prior unemployment duration, and transitions to other statuses such as training, 
apprenticeships, or labor-force exit. Heterogeneity analyses cover gender, age, 
and region. Data for exits by skill level, employment type, subsidy status, and 
unemployment duration are available through June 2025 (two months shorter 
than the main outcomes). Sustained-employment outcomes require observing 
employment status 3, 6, or 12 mo after placement, so the observation window is 
correspondingly shorter: through March 2025 for 3-mo sustained employment, 
December2024for6-mo,andJune2024for12-mo. Detailedvariabledefinitions 
appear in SI Appendix, section C. 

1.5. Descriptive Statistics. SI Appendix, Table A.2 presents descriptive 
statistics for all 300 job centers operated by the BA. In 2023, prior to the launch 
of the Job-Turbo, the average job center served approximately 4,347 registered 
unemployed persons with 185 full-time equivalent (FTE) staff—corresponding 
to an average caseload of 23 unemployed per staff member. On average, the 
population of unemployed consisted of 11% Ukrainian refugees, 13% other 
refugees, 20% other immigrants, and 56% German nationals. The average 
vacancy-to-unemployedratiowas0.37,reflectingweaklabordemand.Additional 
descriptive statistics are provided in SI Appendix, Table A.3 and Fig. A.2. 

2. Results 

2.1. Main Eects. We begin by estimating the effects of the Job-Turbo 
program on the contact and exit-to-job rates for unemployed Ukrainian 
and other refugees, using other unemployed immigrants as the control 
group. Fig. 1 presents the ATT estimates from the IFE model, and 
SI Appendix, Tables A.4 and A.5 provide the corresponding numerical 
results. 

For unemployed Ukrainian refugees, the Job-Turbo increased the 
contact rate by 15 percentage points per month (95% CI: [8.3, 21.6]), 
a 54% rise relative to the preprogram average of 28%. Over the 23-mo 
follow-up period, this corresponds to roughly 490,588 additional 
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Fig. 1. Eects of the Job–Turbo on contact and exit-to-job rates for Ukrainian and other refugees. Panels report ATT estimates with 95% CIs from the 
IFE estimator for the contact rate (Left) and the exit-to-job rate (Right), by refugee group. Treatment groups are unemployed Ukrainian refugees (Top) and 
unemployed other refugees (Bottom); the control group is unemployed other immigrants. Estimates use data from 300 BA-operated job centers. Cross-
validated optimal factor counts for the IFE models (Top-Left to Bottom-Right) are r ∗ = 1, r ∗ = 0, r ∗ = 0, and r ∗ = 0. The dashed vertical line marks the launch of 
the Job–Turbo in October 2023. Baseline Y is the average outcome for the treatment group in September 2023. The ATT reported in each text box is the average 
treatment eect on the treated over the full posttreatment period with its 95% CI. 

instances of unemployed clients being reached by a caseworker across the 
300 BA-operated job centers (see SI Appendix, section F for details on 
the estimation of totals). The effect on the exit-to-job rate is an increase 
of 1.8 percentage points per month (95% CI: [1.7, 1.9]), representing 
a 113% increase over the pretreatment average of 1.6% and yielding an 
estimated 58,270 additional job placements across these centers during 
the 23-mo follow-up. 

These effects build gradually after the program’s launch in October 
2023, rise further following the internal directive issued to job centers 
in January 2024, and remain elevated through August 2025. A slight 
decline in the contact rate effects emerges beginning in July 2024, when 
centralized monitoring ended, but the effects remain. Contact rates 
increase first, followed by gains in employment—consistent with the idea 
that intensified counseling takes time to translate into job placements. 
The persistent pattern indicates that the Job-Turbo produced not only 
a rapid but also a sustained impact on exit-to-job rates over the 23-mo 
follow-up, rather than simply triggering a short-term spike in engage-
ment or employment transitions. 

For other refugees, the Job-Turbo increased the contact rate by 2.4 
percentage points per month (95% CI: [1.8, 3.1]), an 8% increase 
over the 29% baseline. The exit-to-job rate rose by 1 percentage point 
(95% CI: [0.9, 1.2]), or 28% above the pretreatment mean of 3.7%. 
These effects translate into approximately 101,088 additional instances 
of clients being reached and 43,532 job exits over the 23-mo follow-up 
period. While smaller than those for Ukrainian refugees, these impacts 
remain substantial and statistically significant. In the Mechanisms section 
below, we further analyze the differences in effects on the contact rate 
and exit rates across the two groups. 

Our main findings remain robust across a range of alternative 
specifications. Using unemployed Germans as a secondary control 
group produces similar results (SI Appendix, Fig. A.3). The one notable 
difference is that the effect on the contact rate for Ukrainian refugees is 
somewhat smaller in magnitude. 

Estimates from simpler two-way fixed effects models (SI Appendix, 
Figs. A.4 and A.5) and from matrix-completion methods (SI Appendix, 
Figs. A.6 and A.7) align with those from the IFE model. Results are 
also robust to holding the denominator fixed at its pretreatment value 
(SI Appendix, Figs. A.12 and A.13), confirming that findings are not 

driven by posttreatment changes in the size of the unemployment pool. 
Effects are also consistent across job centers with differing volumes 
of unemployed individuals (SI Appendix, Figs. A.14–A.17), ruling out 
the possibility that estimates are driven by unusually small or large 
centers. We also conduct a series of placebo checks in which the Job-
Turbo program is artificially assumed to have begun prior to its actual 
implementation. Across all specifications, the placebo ATT estimates are 
substantially smaller than their corresponding posttreatment estimates. 
Some pretrends appear in the contact-rate outcomes for Ukrainian 
refugees and in the exit-to-job outcomes for other refugees, particularly in 
specifications with extended placebo windows, though the posttreatment 
estimates remain considerably larger in all cases (see SI Appendix for 
details; SI Appendix, Figs. A.18–A.25). 

2.2. Heterogeneous Eects by Age and Gender. How did the Job-
Turbo program affect different subgroups of refugees? Prior research 
highlights the particular challenges older and female refugees face when 
integrating into host-country labor markets (4, 50–53). 

Fig. 2 presents ATT estimates for unemployed Ukrainian refugees 
(compared with other unemployed immigrants), disaggregated by 
age and gender. In the preprogram period, the female share was 
about 68% among unemployed Ukrainian refugees, 42% among other 
unemployed refugees, 51% among other unemployed immigrants, and 
42% among unemployed German nationals. Age distributions were 
broadly comparable across the four groups—most had the smallest share 
at ages 15 to 25 and the largest in the mid-career bands (25 to 45)—with 
only modest deviations: Other refugees skewed slightly younger (with 
their smallest share at ages 55 to 65 rather than 15 to 25), while German 
nationals were relatively even but somewhat higher in the oldest group 
(55 to 65). 

For Ukrainian refugees, the program significantly increased both 
contact and exit-to-job rates across all subgroups. Effects were somewhat 
smaller for the youngest (15 to 25) and oldest (55 to 65) cohorts, but 
otherwise similar across genders. Among female Ukrainian refugees, the 
monthly exit-to-job rate rose by 1.2 percentage points (95% CI: [0.9, 
1.6]) for ages 15 to 25, 1.5 points (95% CI: [1.3, 1.7]) for ages 25 to 
35, 2.0 points (95% CI: [1.8, 2.1]) for ages 35 to 45, 2.0 points (95% 
CI: [1.8, 2.2]) for ages 45 to 55, and 1.0 point (95% CI: [0.9, 1.1]) for 
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Fig. 2. Eects of the Job–Turbo by gender and age for Ukrainian refugees. Panels report ATT estimates with 95% CIs from the IFE estimator for the contact 
rate (Left) and the exit-to-job rate (Right), disaggregated by age and gender. The treatment group is unemployed Ukrainian refugees; the control group is 
unemployed other immigrants. Estimates use data from 300 BA-operated job centers. 

ages 55 to 65. For male Ukrainian refugees, the corresponding increases 
were 1.6 percentage points (95% CI: [1.1, 2.1]) for ages 15 to 25, 1.3 
points (95% CI: [0.9, 1.6]) for ages 25 to 35, 2.3 points (95% CI: [2.0, 
2.5]) for ages 35 to 45, 1.7 points (95% CI: [1.4, 2.0]) for ages 45 to 
55, and 0.9 points (95% CI: [0.7, 1.1]) for ages 55 to 65. 

For other refugees (SI Appendix, Fig. A.26), contact-rate effects are 
fairly uniform across subgroups. Exit-to-job effects are more heteroge-
neous, with the largest gains among younger men: 2.2 percentage points 
(95% CI: [1.7, 2.7]) for ages 15 to 25, 1.8 points (95% CI: [1.4, 2.2]) 
for ages 25 to 35, and 1.1 points (95% CI: [0.8, 1.4]) for ages 35 
to 45; impacts taper at older ages but remain statistically significant. 
Effects for women are much smaller, with CIs that include zero for 
ages 25 to 35 and 35 to 45; women aged 45 to 55 show a statistically 
significant but economically modest increase of 0.3 percentage points 
(95% CI: [0.2, 0.5]), while the youngest female cohort (15 to 25) 
exhibits a modest gain of about 0.5 points (95% CI: [0.1, 0.8]). Overall, 
these findings indicate that among other refugees, men—especially 
those under 45—benefited most from the Job-Turbo in terms of 
rapid transitions from unemployment to regular employment, whereas 
female refugees experienced much smaller and often statistically in-
significant improvements. Similar patterns appear when unemployed 
German nationals are used as the control group (SI Appendix, Figs. A.27 
and A.28). 

2.3. Heterogeneous Eects by Region and Labor Market Tight-
ness. Next, we examine whether the Job-Turbo’s effects vary across 
job centers. As shown in SI Appendix, Figs. A.29–A.32, the program 
produced consistently positive impacts on both contact and exit-to-job 
rates across the ten administrative regions (Regionaldirektionsbezirke). 

For unemployed Ukrainian refugees, the estimated increase in the 
contact rate ranges from 8.9 percentage points (95% CI: [7.3, 10.5]) 
in Bavaria to 15.2 percentage points (95% CI: [13.2, 17.2]) in North 
Rhine–Westphalia. The exit-to-job rate effects range from 1.2 percentage 
points (95% CI: [0.9, 1.4]) in Berlin–Brandenburg to 2.2 percentage 
points (95% CI: [1.9, 2.5]) in Bavaria. The largest percentage gains 
over baseline occur in Baden-Württemberg and the smallest in Nord. 
Comparable regional patterns emerge for other refugees and when 
Germans are used as the control group. 

We also examine variation by labor market tightness, measured by 
the vacancy-to-unemployed ratio. Job centers are grouped into terciles 
based on their pretreatment ratios: low (0.18), medium (0.29), and 
high (0.62). As shown in SI Appendix, Figs. A.33–A.36, the program’s 
effects were consistent across all terciles. Exit-to-job rate impacts were 
slightly larger in tighter labor markets, while contact rate increases were 
somewhat smaller. 

For unemployed Ukrainian refugees, the program increased the 
monthly contact rate by 12.4 percentage points (95% CI: [11.1, 13.7]), 
12.3 percentage points (95% CI: [8.1, 16.4]), and 8.6 percentage points 
(95% CI: [6.9, 10.3]) in the low, medium, and high labor market 
tightness terciles, respectively. Correspondingly, the exit-to-job rate 
increased by 1.5 percentage points (95% CI: [1.3, 1.6]) in the low tercile, 
1.7 percentage points (95% CI: [1.5, 1.8]) in the medium tercile, and 
2.2 percentage points (95% CI: [2.0, 2.5]) in the high tercile, indicating 
that stronger labor demand may amplify the employment effects of 
intensified counseling. Similar patterns appear for other unemployed 
refugees and when unemployed Germans are used as the control group. 

2.4. Heterogeneous Eects by Job Skill Levels and Employment 
Types. Did the Job-Turbo disproportionately direct refugees into 
low-skilled employment? Prior research shows that refugees often 
experience substantial skill downgrading, working in jobs well below 
their qualifications and competencies (4, 54). To assess this concern, we 
examine the program’s impact on exit-to-job rates by job skill level—low-
skilled, skilled, and high-skilled—as shown in Fig. 3. The classification 
of job skill levels follows the German Classification of Occupations (55): 
low-skilled jobs involve routine work with no formal training; skilled jobs 
require vocational training; and high-skilled jobs encompass complex 
and highly complex tasks requiring advanced technical qualifications or 
a university degree. 

For Ukrainian refugees, the Job-Turbo significantly increased exits 
across all job skill levels: 0.84 percentage points (95% CI: [0.75, 0.93]) 
for low-skilled jobs, 0.75 percentage points (95% CI: [0.70, 0.80]) for 
skilled jobs, and 0.1 percentage points (95% CI: [0.08, 0.12]) for high-
skilled jobs. These correspond to relative increases of 102%, 170%, and 
60% over pretreatment rates, respectively. For other refugees, the effects 
were smaller and concentrated in low-skilled jobs. The effects were 0.68 
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Fig. 3. Eects of the Job–Turbo by job-skill level for Ukrainian and other refugees. Panels report ATT estimates with 95% CIs from the IFE estimator for 
the exit-to-job rate, disaggregated by job-skill level: low-skilled (Top), skilled (Middle), and high-skilled (Bottom). Treatment groups are unemployed Ukrainian 
refugees (Left) and unemployed other refugees (Right); the control group is unemployed other immigrants. Estimates use data from 300 BA-operated job 
centers. 

percentage points (95% CI: [0.59, 0.78]) for low-skilled jobs (a 31% 
increase) and 0.16 percentage points (95% CI: [0.11, 0.21]) for skilled 
jobs (a 15% increase), with no discernible effect on high-skilled job exits. 
Results are similar when using German nationals as the control group 
(SI Appendix, Fig. A.37). 

We also examine program impacts by employment type— 
distinguishing between regular jobs subject to social security contri-
butions and marginal employment (so-called Mini-Jobs, where earnings 
do not exceed the marginal earnings threshold). SI Appendix, Fig. A.38 
shows that for Ukrainian refugees, the Job-Turbo increased exits to 
regular employment by 1.7 percentage points (95% CI: [1.5, 1.8]) and to 
marginal employment by 0.03 percentage points (95% CI: [0.02, 0.04]). 
These effects represent relative increases of 119% and 92%, respectively, 
compared to pretreatment baselines—though the vast majority of exits 
occurred into regular jobs. For other refugee groups, the program raised 
exits to regular employment by 0.8 percentage points (95% CI: [0.7, 
1.0]), corresponding to a 25% increase, and to marginal employment 
by 0.02 percentage points (95% CI: [0.01, 0.03]), a 27% increase. 
Results are similar when using German nationals as the control group 
(SI Appendix, Fig. A.39). 

2.5. Eects on Exits to Non-Job Outcomes. A potential concern 
with the Job-Turbo—as with any active labor market program—is that 
it may have raised exit-to-job rates by prompting some refugees to 
leave the labor force, thereby systematically shrinking the number of 
jobseekers. 

SI Appendix, Fig. A.40 shows ATT estimates for nonjob exits, 
including exits from the labor force, apprenticeships, training programs, 
and for other reasons (comprising mostly the termination of need 
for assistance). We find no significant effect on labor force exits 
or apprenticeships for either Ukrainian or other refugees. However, 
the program somewhat increased exits into training programs: by 
1.0 percentage points (95% CI: [0.6, 1.4]) for Ukrainian refugees— 
equivalent to a 7% increase over the baseline—and by 0.7 percentage 
points (95% CI: [0.5, 0.9]) for other refugees, representing a 10% 
increase. These effects taper over time. For Ukrainian refugees, the Job-
Turbo also reduced exits for other reasons by −1.0 percentage points 

(95% CI: [−1.1, −0.9]), which is consistent with a shift toward job 
placements. For other refugees, effects on exits for other reasons were 
close to zero and statistically insignificant. 

These findings suggest that Job-Turbo boosted both employment 
and training participation without encouraging labor force withdrawal. 
Results are broadly similar when Germans are used as the control group 
(SI Appendix, Fig. A.41), with one notable difference being a small but 
statistically significant decrease in labor-force exits with this secondary 
control group. 

2.6. Eects by Sustained Employment. Did the Job-Turbo facili-
tate sustained employment or primarily lead to short-term placements? 
One potential concern is that caseworkers, under pressure to boost 
placement rates, may have prioritized speed over placement quality— 
resulting in early job separations. 

We assess two outcomes related to sustained employment. First, we 
examine the exit-to-job rate conditional on continuous employment— 
that is, transitions into employment followed by at least 3, 6, or 12 mo of 
uninterrupted employment (which may include job switches without an 
intervening spell of unemployment). As shown in Fig. 4, the Job-Turbo 
increased exit rates for Ukrainian refugees by 1.4 percentage points 
(95% CI: [1.3, 1.5]) for exits followed by at least 3 mo of continuous 
employment (116% above baseline), 1.2 percentage points (95% CI: 
[1.1, 1.3]) for 6 mo (118%), and 0.8 percentage points (95% CI: [0.7, 
0.9]) for 12 mo (93%). 

For other refugees, the respective increases were 0.6 percentage points 
(95% CI: [0.5, 0.7]), 0.4 percentage points (95% CI: [0.3, 0.5]), and 
0.2 percentage points (95% CI: [0.1, 0.2]), corresponding to gains of 
21%, 18%, and 9%, respectively. Similar patterns are observed when 
using German nationals as the control group (SI Appendix, Fig. A.42). 

Second, we analyze the share of job exits resulting in sustained 
employment—a proxy for placement quality, indicating whether the 
marginal placement induced by the Job-Turbo is more likely to lead to 
lasting employment. If placement quality had declined, we would expect 
this share to fall. SI Appendix, Fig. A.43 shows, if anything, the opposite: 
For Ukrainian refugees, sustained employment shares increased by 3.0 
percentage points (95% CI: [1.9, 4.1]) at 3 mo, 5.4 percentage points 
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Outcome: Exit−to−Job Rate by Sustained Employment 

Fig. 4. Eects of the Job–Turbo by sustained employment for Ukrainian and other refugees. Panels report ATT estimates with 95% CIs from the IFE estimator 
for the exit-to-job rate, conditional on minimum continuous employment durations. The Top panel considers exits followed by at least 3 mo of continuous 
employment; the Middle, at least 6 mo; and the Bottom, at least 12 mo. Treatment groups are unemployed Ukrainian refugees (Left) and unemployed other 
refugees (Right); the control group is unemployed other immigrants. Estimates use data from 300 BA-operated job centers. 

(95% CI: [4.0, 6.9]) at 6 mo, and 7.0 percentage points (95% CI: [5.3, 
8.6]) at 12 mo—corresponding to relative gains of 3.5%, 7.4%, and 
11.2%, respectively. For other refugees, we find no statistically significant 
effects on sustained employment shares at 3 or 6 mo, and a borderline 
insignificant negative effect of −1.5 percentage points (95% CI: [−3.1, 
0.2]) at 12 mo, suggesting slightly weaker employment durability at 
the intensive margin. Results are similar when using German nationals 
as the secondary control group (SI Appendix, Fig. A.44), with one 
difference: For other refugees, there is a very small but statistically 
significant negative effect on sustained employment shares at both 
6 and 12 mo. 

Overall, these findings indicate that the Job-Turbo not only raised 
initial job placements but also improved the durability of employment, 
particularly for Ukrainian refugees. The program’s impacts thus reflect 
genuine gains in sustained employment rather than short-lived or low-
quality placements. 

2.7. Eects by Duration of Unemployment. Was the Job-Turbo 
equally effective for individuals with varying lengths of prior unem-
ployment? Duration dependence is well documented: The likelihood of 
re-employment declines as unemployment lengthens, due to factors like 
skill loss, lower search intensity, and negative employer perceptions 
(56, 57). Analyzing heterogeneous effects by duration helps assess 
whether the program mitigated these structural barriers. 

We estimate program impacts on exit-to-job rates by baseline 
unemployment duration. This also serves as a robustness check by 
controlling for differences in unemployment history across groups. 
This is important because, on average, Ukrainian refugees—and to a 
lesser extent other refugees—have been unemployed for a shorter period 
than the other groups. We define four categories: short-term (under 
3 mo), moderately short-term (3 to under 6 mo), medium-term (6 to 
12 mo), and long-term unemployed (over 12 mo). Results, shown in 
Fig. 5, indicate that the Job-Turbo was effective across a wide range of 
unemployment durations. 

For Ukrainian refugees, the Job-Turbo program significantly in-
creased exit-to-job rates across all unemployment durations. Specifically, 
it raised exit rates by 1.8 percentage points (95% CI: [1.6, 2.0]) for those 
unemployed less than 3 mo, 1.8 percentage points (95% CI: [1.6, 2.0]) 
for 3 to 6 mo, 1.5 percentage points (95% CI: [1.3, 1.6]) for 6 to 12 mo, 
and 0.7 percentage points (95% CI: [0.6, 0.8]) for those unemployed for 
over 12 mo. These effects correspond to relative gains of 99%, 126%, 
133%, and 114%, respectively, compared to pretreatment levels. 

Effects for other refugees follow a similar pattern, though somewhat 
smaller in magnitude. The Job-Turbo increased exit-to-job rates by 1.3 
percentage points (95% CI: [1.1, 1.5]) for those unemployed for less 
than 3 mo, 1.0 percentage points (95% CI: [0.8, 1.2]) for 3 to 6 mo, 
0.6 percentage points (95% CI: [0.5, 0.8]) for 6 to 12 mo, and 0.2 
percentage points (95% CI: [0.1, 0.3]) for those unemployed longer 
than 12 mo. These effects correspond to relative gains of 26%, 28%, 
24%, and 15%, respectively, compared to pretreatment levels. Similar 
patterns hold when using Germans as the control group (SI Appendix, 
Fig. A.45). 

2.8. Spillover Eects. Could the gains from the Job-Turbo program 
for refugees have come at the expense of nonrefugee job seekers— 
namely, German nationals and other immigrants? We focus on two 
potential spillover mechanisms. First, resource reallocation: If job centers 
were operating near capacity, they may have redirected counseling and 
placement resources toward refugees without proportional increases 
in staffing. Second, competition-induced displacement: Increased job 
search activity among refugees may have intensified competition for 
available jobs, potentially crowding out other job seekers when local 
labor demand is relatively inelastic. While such spillovers are important 
for understanding overall program impacts, they are rarely quantified. 
Notable exceptions include (35, 48, 58, 59), who find mixed evidence 
on displacement effects. 

To examine spillovers, we leverage the idea that any negative 
externalities—via resource reallocation or displacement—should be 
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Outcome: Exit−to−Job Rate By Duration of Unemployment

Fig. 5. Eects of the Job–Turbo by unemployment duration for Ukrainian and other refugees. Panels report ATT estimates with 95% CIs from the IFE estimator 
for the exit-to-job rate, disaggregated by unemployment duration. From Top to Bottom: under 3 mo; 3 to under 6 mo; 6 to under 12 mo; and 12 mo or more. 
Treatment groups are unemployed Ukrainian refugees (Left) and unemployed other refugees (Right); the control group is unemployed other immigrants. 
Estimates use data from 300 BA-operated job centers. 

most pronounced in job centers with a higher pretreatment share of 
refugee clients. These centers faced a larger, refugee-focused operational 
shock, diverting counselor time and channeling more refugee applicants 
into the same local vacancy pool; using pretreatment shares proxies for 
exposure without postprogram contamination. If spillovers exist, out-
comes for nonrefugees—such as contact and exit-to-job rates—should 
deteriorate more in these centers following the rollout of the Job–Turbo. 

To test for spillover effects, we estimate separate regression models 
for German nationals and for other immigrants. Each model includes 
an interaction between the pretreatment refugee client share and a 
posttreatment indicator, along with controls for the interaction of the 
posttreatment indicator with other pretreatment job center character-
istics: overall size (total clients), labor market tightness (vacancy-to-
unemployed ratio), workload (client-to-staff FTE ratio), and baseline 
performance (pretreatment contact and exit rates). All specifications 
incorporate job center and year-month fixed effects (see SI Appendix for 
details). Evidence of negative spillovers would appear as a negative, 
statistically significant coefficient on the interaction between the 
pretreatment refugee share and the posttreatment indicator, indicating 
that nonrefugee job seekers fared worse in centers with larger refugee 
populations after the Job-Turbo rollout. 

SI Appendix, Table A.9 shows no such pattern. For both German job 
seekers and other immigrants, the coefficients on the interaction between 
the pretreatment refugee share and the posttreatment indicator are near 
zero and statistically insignificant across all outcomes: overall contact 
rates, the aggregate exit-to-job rate, and exit-to-job rates disaggregated 
by low-skilled, skilled, and high-skilled placements. In other words, 
postprogram changes in these measures for nonrefugee job seekers are 
indistinguishable between job centers with high versus low refugee 
concentrations. SI Appendix, Figs. A.46–A.54 corroborate these findings 
through a graphical analysis that leverages the joint distribution of 
relevant moderators and plots outcome time series by refugee share 
tercile. Even in job centers that combined a high pretreatment refugee 
share with signs of capacity constraints or weak labor demand, we find 
no evidence of reduced contact rates or exit-to-job rates for nonrefugee 
job seekers consistent with resource reallocation or competition-driven 
displacement. We note, however, that our spillover analysis is limited 

to contact and employment outcomes for unemployed nonrefugees; we 
do not examine potential effects on other labor market outcomes such 
as wages or unemployment duration, nor do we assess spillovers for 
individuals who are already employed. 

3. Mechanisms 

What mechanisms account for the impacts of the Job–Turbo program? 
Like many labor-market interventions, the Job–Turbo bundles inten-
sified counseling, early activation (with the potential for sanctions), 
credential deferral, wage subsidies, and employer engagement. We 
examine various channels to gauge their potential contributions to the 
observed effects. 

3.1. Wage Subsidies. One potential mechanism is the expanded use 
of wage subsidies. In Germany, subsidies comprise employer grants 
(Eingliederungszuschüsse) and jobseeker incentives (Einstiegsgeld ), both 
shown to improve employment outcomes (13, 60–62). Fig. 6 shows 
that the Job–Turbo increased exits to both subsidized and unsubsidized 
jobs. For Ukrainian refugees, most gains are in unsubsidized employment 
(increase of 1.2 percentage points; 95% CI [1.1, 1.3]); subsidized exits 
also rose by 0.42 percentage points (95% CI [0.39, 0.46]), and the 
subsidized share of exits increased by 9 percentage points (95% CI 
[7.9, 10.0]). Note that the large majority of exits are into unsubsidized 
jobs. Among other refugees, increases are smaller in both unsubsidized 
(0.73 percentage points; 95% CI [0.63, 0.84]) and subsidized jobs (0.09 
percentage points; 95% CI [0.06, 0.12]), with no detectable change in 
the subsidized share. These patterns suggest that subsidies played at 
most a limited role in explaining the overall placement gains from the 
Job–Turbo. 

3.2. Sanctions. Prior research shows that sanctions—and even sanc-
tion warnings—can shorten unemployment spells and raise exits to 
employment, possibly at the cost of lower postunemployment job 
duration and earnings (e.g., refs. 63–65). In our setting, however, 
sanctions are unlikely to explain the effects: As documented in SI 
Appendix, Fig. A.56, sanction rates for refugees were very low, and 
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Fig. 6. Eects of the Job–Turbo by job type with and without wage subsidies for Ukrainian and other refugees. Panels report ATT estimates with 95% CIs 
from the IFE estimator for exit-to-job rates, disaggregated by job type. The Top panel shows exits to jobs without wage subsidies; the Middle, jobs with wage 
subsidies; and the Bottom, the share of exits involving a wage subsidy. Treatment groups are unemployed Ukrainian refugees (Left) and unemployed other 
refugees (Right); the control group is unemployed other immigrants. Estimates use data from 300 BA-operated job centers. 

although they rose slightly in the postperiod, the increase was similar 
across all four groups. 

3.3. Counseling Intensity. Previous research shows that counseling 
can enhance job finding by reducing information and search frictions, 
increasing vacancy referrals, providing structured application support 
and interview preparation, and facilitating targeted employer outreach. 
These mechanisms help jobseekers identify suitable vacancies, prepare 
strong applications, and sustain both search effort and motivation 
(29, 31–33, 48, 66). Fig. 7 shows that while we observe an increase 
in clients contacted per caseworker around the Job–Turbo rollout, the 
average staffing levels across job centers remained flat. This suggests 
that existing caseworkers absorbed the added workload, likely through 
productivity gains, efficiency improvements, or overtime. These findings 
are consistent with survey evidence reporting increased caseworker 
workloads under the Job–Turbo (67). 

As staffing was stable, we can estimate the additional workload per 
caseworker induced by the Job–Turbo. Based on our calculations, the 
program generated about 591,676 additional instances of unemployed 
refugee clients being reached by a caseworker over 23 mo across the 
300 BA-operated job centers—an average of 25,725 per month, or 
about 86 per job center. With an average of 185 FTE staff per center 
prerollout, this corresponds to approximately 0.46 additional clients 
contacted per FTE per month. Against a baseline of about 1,181 monthly 
client contacts (6.4 per FTE), this is a 7.2% increase that was absorbed 
without measurable staffing changes. 

If preperiod slack had driven the rise in contacts, effects should be 
larger in centers with low client-to-staff ratios; instead, SI Appendix, 
Figs. A.57–A.60 show similar impacts across that distribution. Likewise, 
SI Appendix, Figs. A.61–A.64 show comparable effects in centers with 
and without refugee- or employer-specialized teams, pointing away from 
specialization (and an associated increase in counseling quality) as the 
primary driver. 

Assuming that the Job–Turbo program influences job exit only 
through increased counseling, we estimate an instrumental-variables (IV) 
model to quantify the marginal return to counseling. Specifically, we 
regress the exit-to-job rate on the contact rate with job-center–by–group 

and month fixed effects, instrumenting contacts with the Job–Turbo 
rollout indicator (SI Appendix, Tables A.6–A.8 and Fig. A.65). 

For Ukrainian refugees overall, the local average treatment effect 
(LATE) indicates that a 1-percentage-point increase in the contact 
rate raises the exit-to-job rate by about 0.16 percentage points (95% 
CI [0.145, 0.174]). For other refugees, the response is roughly 2.7 
times as large—about 0.43 percentage points per 1-percentage-point 
contact increase (95% CI [0.35, 0.52]). Conditional on the same rise in 
contact intensity, exits therefore increase more for other refugees than 
for Ukrainians. 

Comparing our LATE estimates to prior studies is complicated by 
differences in interventions and outcome measures, and the magnitudes 
are therefore not directly comparable. Still, our estimates are somewhat 
larger but broadly consistent with prior evidence (32, 33, 35). For 
example, ref. 35 show that halving the caseworker–to–unemployed 
ratio increases monthly reemployment by 1.5 percentage points, 
while Schiprowski (32) find that missing a single meeting lengthens 
unemployment by about 5%. Other studies report more limited impacts 
(34, 48, 66). Overall, this suggests that our estimates fall toward the 
upper end of this broad range. 

The aggregate effects conceal marked gender heterogeneity. 
Among Ukrainians, the LATEs are nearly identical for women and 
men—around 0.15 percentage points (95% CI [0.13, 0.16]) and 0.18 
percentage points (95% CI [0.16, 0.20]) per 1-percentage-point contact 
increase, respectively. For other refugees, however, the gap is striking: 
about 0.10 percentage points for women (95% CI [0.053, 0.136]) versus 
roughly 0.62 percentage points for men (95% CI [0.457, 0.786]). 

Two insights follow. First, Ukrainians’ larger total exit response to 
the Job-Turbo program reflects a stronger first stage: The program 
raised the share of clients contacted far more for them than for other 
refugees. However, the marginal return of contact is actually higher 
for other refugees. The heavier increase in contacts for Ukrainians 
is consistent with implementation priorities: Although the January 
directive to job centers referenced all refugees, the program was conceived 
and branded to address the large number of Ukrainian arrivals, making 
it plausible that job-center caseworkers focused more attention on this 
group. 
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Fig. 7. Job center staing before and after the Job–Turbo. The Top panel shows the monthly distribution of job-center sta size (full-time equivalents, FTE). The 
Middle and Bottom panels show the monthly distribution of clients contacted per FTE across job centers for unemployed clients and for all clients, respectively. 
Estimates use data from 300 BA-operated job centers. 

Second, while additional contacts produce economically meaningful 
gains across groups, gender patterns diverge sharply: Effects are nearly 
uniform by gender for Ukrainians, but among other refugees men benefit 
far more. This pronounced gender gap aligns with evidence that refugee 
women often face a “triple disadvantage”—as migrants, as refugees, and 
as women (18, 51, 68). Barriers include i) childcare responsibilities 
that reduce labor-market participation; ii) slower language acquisition 
and weaker networks, as women begin language courses later, complete 
them less often, and have fewer contacts with Germans; and iii) lower 
transferability of human capital, since refugee women are more likely 
to have worked in regulated sectors such as health and education where 
foreign credentials are difficult to recognize and German proficiency is 
essential (68). In contrast, refugee men more often have experience in 
male-dominated industries such as transport, construction, agriculture, 
and certain manufacturing, which require fewer certifications and weaker 
language skills. 

In our data, men and women among other refugees have similarly low 
education levels compared with Ukrainians, and their job placements 
are concentrated in low-skill sectors that are strongly gender-segregated. 
Ukrainian refugees—women and men alike—have substantially higher 
educational attainment and more diverse occupational backgrounds 
(69). Consistent with this, their placements span low-skill, skilled, 
and high-skill jobs and are therefore less constrained by Germany’s 
gender segregation in low-skilled employment. Since higher-skill jobs 
demand recognized credentials, language proficiency, and sector-specific 
adaptation, counseling yields fewer immediate exits for Ukrainians. For 
other refugees, the same counseling more readily converts into low-skill 
job placements in male-dominated sectors. These structural differences, 
reinforced by childcare constraints, can help explain why counseling 
generates larger exit-to-job gains for men among other refugees, but 
uniform gains across genders among Ukrainian refugees. Supporting 
this interpretation, SI Appendix, Fig. A.66 shows that Job-Turbo effects 
for Ukrainians are relatively uniform across all three job skill levels for 
both genders, whereas for other refugees the impacts are concentrated 
in low-skill placements for men. 

It is important to note that the IV estimates rest on an exclusion 
restriction: conditional on the two-way fixed effects, the Job–Turbo 
influences exits only through increases in counseling contacts. If the 
program also raised exits via other channels, those noncounseling gains 
would be misattributed to counseling, biasing the LATE upward. Under 
the plausible assumption that any such channels, if anything, increase 
exits, our LATEs are best interpreted as an upper bound on the causal 
effect of increased counseling intensity on exits. In addition, the IV 
coefficients identify local average treatment effects for compliers—job-
center–by-group observations whose contact intensity shifted with the 
rollout—so external validity is limited. 

Despite these limitations, the balance of evidence points to inten-
sified counseling as one important mechanism behind the observed 
improvements in job placement, with subsidies and sanctions playing, 
at most, ancillary roles. We do not claim, however, that counseling 
intensity is the sole operative channel. While we can largely rule out 
sanctions and find only a limited role for subsidies, other components 
of the Job–Turbo—such as enhanced employer engagement, changes in 
integration strategies, or complementary activation tools—may also have 
contributed to the overall effects. Because these channels are difficult to 
isolate with our data, our estimates should be read as highlighting the 
important role of counseling, not as excluding additional mechanisms. 

4. Conclusion 

This study examines the effects of Germany’s Job–Turbo—a large-scale 
initiative to accelerate refugee integration through intensified employ-
ment counseling. The program substantially increased caseworker–client 
contact and job placements, with especially large effects for Ukrainian 
refugees. Effects were broad-based—spanning age, gender, region, labor-
market tightness, skill levels, and employment types—and extended to 
the long-term unemployed. Moreover, the gains were durable: Program-
induced exits were more likely to be followed by continuous employment 
at three, six, and twelve months. We also find smaller but meaningful 
gains for other refugees, concentrated in low-skilled placements among 
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males. Finally, we find no evidence of negative spillovers on contact 
rates or exit-to-job rates for unemployed German or other immigrant 
job seekers within our observation window, whether through resource 
reallocation or displacement—though we cannot rule out spillovers on 
other outcomes such as wages or on groups beyond the unemployed. 

To what contexts do these findings generalize? They apply most 
directly to settings akin to Germany during the study window: A compar-
atively well-educated Ukrainian caseload with swift work and mobility 
rights under the European Union’s Temporary Protection Directive, and 
highly mobilized labor market institutions (nationwide PES, standard-
ized courses, centralized monitoring). Comparable effects are most likely 
where i) public employment services can rapidly scale contact intensity 
and mobilize caseworkers for short-run additional effort, and ii) refugees 
gain prompt legal access to work and are encouraged to enter the labor 
market quickly. The macroeconomic backdrop also matters: The study 
period did not coincide with a boom; unemployment rose modestly in 
2024. Detecting sizable gains in this environment suggests counseling 
can be effective even in softening labor markets, though magnitudes 
may attenuate in deep downturns and could strengthen in tighter 
markets with more vacancies. Because the additional contacts were 
largely absorbed by existing staff, sustaining or replicating similar effects 
may require additional staffing and durable operational investments. 

Heterogeneity patterns also caution against blanket extrapolation. For 
Ukrainians, effects are large and strikingly uniform across age, region, job 
skill levels, and unemployment duration. It would be wrong, however, 
to infer that the program was effective only for Ukrainians: We also 
find meaningful gains for other refugees, although concentrated among 
younger men. Consistent with our IV estimates, conditional on an 
additional contact the exit response is stronger for other refugees than for 
Ukrainians. This suggests that the counseling “technology” can transfer 
to other male refugee groups facing similar search frictions. By contrast, 
the weaker response among women in the other-refugee group under-
scores the limits of counseling alone: The low conversion of contacts into 
exits likely reflects a “triple disadvantage” and structural barriers that 
counseling cannot easily overcome without complementary support. 

Our study has several limitations. First, we rely on job-center–by-
nationality-group aggregates rather than individual-level panel data, 
which limits our ability to study heterogeneity beyond the disaggregation 
by gender, age, region, prior unemployment duration, and job-skill 
levels reported here. Second, the study is observational. We estimate 
effects using a difference-in-differences design with interactive fixed 
effects to absorb time-invariant confounders, common shocks, and their 
estimated interactions; nonetheless, unobserved time-varying differences 
across groups may persist and could bias the estimates. Although our 
results are robust across a range of specifications and across two control 
groups, individual-level panels would allow finer control of potential 
time-varying confounders, including residency status and months since 
arrival, which we can expect to correlate with labor market outcomes. 
Better yet, future work should leverage experimental approaches to 
evaluate intensified job-search assistance for refugees (e.g., ref. 11). 
Third, our observation window spans only 23 mo after the launch of the 
Job–Turbo, allowing us to assess short- to medium-term impacts but 
not longer-run outcomes; whether these gains persist beyond our study 
period remains an open question. 

Our findings contribute to theory by extending the relevance of 
employment counseling to refugee populations, who face distinct 

informational and structural barriers. While much prior work concerns 
citizens or long-term residents (25–32, 35), we show that intensified 
counseling can improve both job-finding rates and the durability of 
employment for refugees, consistent with models emphasizing early 
institutional engagement and structured job search support. 

From a policy perspective, the results suggest that early, active, and 
scalable employment support can be an effective and fiscally viable tool 
for refugee integration at scale. A marginal cost–benefit analysis (SI 
Appendix, section H) indicates that under standard assumptions after 
12 mo the average savings in welfare expenditures and additional tax 
revenue per newly employed refugee begin to exceed program costs, 
with benefits accumulating thereafter. These findings stand in contrast to 
many integration programs with more limited impacts and challenge the 
prevailing “qualification-first” paradigm dominant in many European 
countries by showing that a pragmatic middle path—prioritizing early 
labor market entry after basic language training—can yield sizable and 
sustained gains. This is consistent with existing evidence suggesting that 
government policies that boost labor market access early in the inte-
gration journey are particularly impactful (6–9). However, facilitating 
rapid entry into the labor market and the (on-the-job) acquisition of 
language skills are not mutually exclusive, and how best to combine 
these approaches to catalyze sustainable employment in jobs matching 
the varied skills of refugees is an important question for future research. 

Finally, an important next step is to understand when and for 
whom contacts are most effective. Progress will require micro-data 
linking refugees to caseworkers and to employers so that researchers can 
study heterogeneity by job seeker characteristics, caseworker practices, 
and the match between the two. Such evidence can inform how 
to target counseling, which complementary services to bundle, and 
what operational investments are needed to sustain effects without 
overextending frontline staff. 

Data, Materials, and Software Availability. Replication code and redacted 
data, consistent with confidentiality requirements, are available at https://doi. 
org/10.7910/DVN/SX5LQ2 (70). 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. We thank seminar and conference participants at the 
Vienna University of Economics and Business (WU Vienna), the ROCKWOOL 
Foundation Berlin (RFBerlin), the German Federal Ministry of Labour and Social 
Affairs, the Institute for Employment Research in Nuremberg (IAB) and the 
2025 Political Economy of Europe Conference in Vancouver (PEEP) for valuable 
feedback, as well as experts at the Federal Employment Agency for their support 
with data collection. All errors are our own. 

Author ailiations: aDepartment of Political Science, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 
94305; bImmigration Policy Lab, Stanford University and ETH Zurich, Stanford, CA 94305; 
c Department of Political Science, University College London, London WC1H 9QU, United 
Kingdom; dCenter for Comparative and International Studies, ETH Zurich, Zurich 8001, 
Switzerland; eDepartment of Government, London School of Economics, London WC2A 
2AZ, United Kingdom; fIntegration Department, German Centre for Integration and 
Migration Research (DeZIM), Berlin 10117, Germany; gStatistics Department of the Federal 
Employment Agency, Nuremberg 90482, Germany; and hDepartment of Migration Studies, 
University of Bamberg, Bamberg 96052, Germany 

Author contributions: J.H., M.M., D.H., N.H., and E.V. designed research; J.H., M.M., and 
D.H. performed research; E.V. provided the data; J.H. and M.M. analyzed data; and J.H., 
D.H., and M.M. wrote the paper. 

The authors declare no competing interest. 

This article is a PNAS Direct Submission. C.A.-D. is a guest editor invited by the Editorial 
Board. 

1. United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, Global Trends: Forced Displacement in 2023 
(2023). https://www.unhcr.org/global-trends-report-2023. Accessed 12 March 2025. 

2. UNHCR Regional Bureau for Europe, Ukraine situation flash update #58 (2023). https://data.unhcr. 
org/en/documents/details/104335. 

3. C. Brell, C. Dustmann, I. Preston, The labor market integration of refugee migrants in high-income 
countries. J. Econ. Perspect. 34, 94–121 (2020), 10.1257/jep.34.1.94. 

4. F. Fasani, T. Frattini, L. Minale, (The struggle for) Refugee integration into the labour market: 
Evidence from Europe. J. Econ. Geogr. 22, 351–393 (2022), 10.1093/jeg/lbab011. 

5. R. Blackmore et al., The prevalence of mental illness in refugees and asylum seekers: 
A systematic review and meta-analysis. PLoS Med. 17, e1003337 (2020), 10.1371/jour-
nal.pmed.1003337. 

6. J. Hainmueller, D. Hangartner, D. Lawrence, When lives are put on hold: Lengthy asylum 
processes decrease employment among refugees. Sci. Adv. 2, e1600432 (2016), 10.1126/sci-
adv.1600432. 

7. M. Marbach, J. Hainmueller, D. Hangartner, The long-term impact of employment bans on the 
economic integration of refugees. Sci. Adv. 4, eaap9519 (2018), 10.1126/sciadv.aap9519. 

PNAS 2026 Vol. 123 No. 14 e2513863123 https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2513863123 11 of 12 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.p
na

s.
or

g 
by

 S
T

A
N

FO
R

D
 U

N
IV

E
R

SI
T

Y
 o

n 
A

pr
il 

3,
 2

02
6 

fr
om

 I
P 

ad
dr

es
s 

17
1.

66
.1

63
.1

6.

https://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2513863123#supplementary-materials
https://www.pnas.org/lookup/doi/10.1073/pnas.2513863123#supplementary-materials
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/SX5LQ2
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/SX5LQ2
https://www.unhcr.org/global-trends-report-2023
https://data.unhcr.org/en/documents/details/104335
https://data.unhcr.org/en/documents/details/104335
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.34.1.94
https://doi.org/10.1093/jeg/lbab011
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003337
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1003337
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1600432
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.1600432
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.aap9519


8. F. Fasani, T. Frattini, L. Minale, Lift the ban? Initial employment restrictions and refugee labour 
market outcomes. J. Eur. Econ. Assoc. 19, 2803–2854 (2021), 10.1093/jeea/jvab021. 

9. A. Ahrens, A. Beerli, D. Hangartner, S. Kurer, M. Siegenthaler, The labor market effects of restricting 
refugees’ employment opportunities (Discussion Paper 15901, IZA, 2023). https://docs.iza.org/ 
dp15901.pdf. Accessed 16 March 2026. 

10. J. Clausen, E. Heinesen, H. Hummelgaard, L. Husted, M. Rosholm, The effect of integration policies 
on the time until regular employment of newly arrived immigrants: Evidence from Denmark. 
Labour Econ. 16, 409–417 (2009), 10.1016/j.labeco.2008.12.006. 

11. Riksrevisionen, Effekter av Arbetsförmedlingens Förberedande och orienterande utbild-
ning. RIR 2017:20, Riksrevisionen (2017). https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18. 
78ae827d1605526e94b32f3a/1518435496371/Rapport_2017_20.pdf. Accessed 12 March 
2025. 

12. S. Butschek, T. Walter, What Active labour market programmes work for immigrants in Europe? 
A meta-analysis of the evaluation literature IZA. J. Migr. 3, 1–18 (2014), 10.1186/s40176-014-
0023-6. 

13. H. Bonin et al., Begleitevaluation der arbeitsmarktpolitischen Integrationsmaßnahmen für 
Geflüchtete (Research Report 123, IZA, 2021). https://docs.iza.org/report_pdfs/iza_report_123.pdf. 
Accessed 16 March 2026. 

14. P. A. Joona, “Labour market policies: What works for newly arrived immigrants?” in Integrating 
Immigrants into the Nordic Labour Markets, L. Calmfors, N. S. Gassen, Eds. (Nordic Council of 
Ministers, Nordregio, Copenhagen, 2019), vol. 2019:024, Ch. 4, 10.6027/Nord2019-024. 

15. A. Lochmann, H. Rapoport, B. Speciale, The effect of language training on immigrants’ 
economic integration: Empirical evidence from France. Eur. Econ. Rev. 113, 265–296 (2019), 
10.1016/j.euroecorev.2019.01.008. 

16. M. Foged, L. Hasager, G. Peri, J. N. Arendt, I. Bolvig, Language training and refugees’ integration. 
Rev. Econ. Stat. 106, 1157–1166 (2024), https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_01216. 

17. M. Marbach, E. Vallizadeh, N. Harder, D. Hangartner, J. Hainmueller, Does Ad Hoc language 
training improve the economic integration of refugees? Evidence from Germany’s response to the 
Syrian refugee crisis. J. R. Stat. Soc. Ser. A Stat. Soc. 188, 1–16 (2025), 10.1093/jrsssa/qnae106. 

18. C. Bratu, L. Martén, L. Ottosson, Individualized benefits and access to active labor market programs 
boost refugee women’s economic integration. Rev. Econ. Stat. 62, 1–35 (2025). 

19. M. Emeriau, J. Hainmueller, D. Hangartner, D. D. Laitin, “Welcome to France.” Can mandatory 
integration contracts foster immigrant integration? Am. J Polit. Sci. (2022), 10.1111/ajps.12955. 

20. D. Auer et al., “Social assistance and refugee crime” (CESifo Working Paper No. 11051, CESifo, 
Munich, Germany, 2024). 

21. C. Dustmann, R. Landersø, L. H. Andersen, Refugee benefit cuts. Am. Econ. J. Econ. Pol. 16, 
406–441 (2024), 10.1257/pol.20220062. 

22. M. Foged, L. Hasager, G. Peri, Comparing the effects of policies for the labor market integration of 
refugees. J. Lab. Econ. 42, S335–S377 (2024). 

23. D. Terzenbach, Job-Turbo: Erfahrungsbericht des Sonderbeauftragten der Bundesregierung für die 
Integration von geflüchteten Menschen in den Arbeitsmarkt (2024). https://web.archive.org/web/ 
20250523102715/ https://sgb2.info/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Downloads/erfahrungsbericht-jt-
langfassung.pdf. Accessed 20 May 2025. 

24. Bundesagentur für Arbeit, Fachliche Empfehlung zur Arbeitsmarktintegration von Geflüchteten mit 
Arbeitsmarktzugang (2024). https://web.archive.org/web/20250523102312/www.arbeitsagentur. 
de/datei/anlage-fachliche-empfehlungen-zur-weisung-202401004_ba046547.pdf. Accessed 20 
May 2025. 

25. C. Gorter, G. R. Kalb, Estimating the effect of counseling and monitoring the unemployed using a 
job search model. J. Hum. Resour. 31, 590–610 (1996), 10.2307/146267. 

26. P. Dolton, D. O’Neill, Unemployment duration and the restart effect: Some experimental evidence. 
Econ. J. 106, 387–400 (1996), 10.2307/2235254. 

27. P. Dolton, D. O’Neill, The long-run effects of unemployment monitoring and work-search 
programs: Experimental evidence from the United Kingdom. J. Lab. Econ. 20, 381–403 (2002), 
10.1086/338686. 

28. D. A. Black, J. A. Smith, M. C. Berger, B. J. Noel, Is the threat of reemployment services more 
effective than the services themselves? Evidence from random assignment in the UI System. 
Am. Econ. Rev. 93, 1313–1327 (2003), 10.1257/000282803769206313. 

29. B. Crépon, M. Dejemeppe, M. Gurgand, Counseling the unemployed: Does it lower unemployment 
duration and recurrence? (Discussion Paper 1796, IZA, 2005). https://docs.iza.org/dp1796.pdf. 
Accessed 16 March 2026. 

30. O. Åslund, P. Johansson, Virtues of SIN: Can intensified public efforts help disadvantaged 
immigrants? Eval. Rev. 35, 399–427 (2011), 10.1177/0193841X1141928. 

31. G. J. van den Berg, L. Kjærsgaard, M. Rosholm, To meet or not to meet (your caseworker)—that is 
the question (Discussion Paper 6476, 2012). https://docs.iza.org/dp6476.pdf. Accessed 16 March 
2026. 

32. A. Schiprowski, The role of caseworkers in unemployment insurance: Evidence from unplanned 
absences. J. Lab. Econ. 38, 1189–1225 (2020), 10.1086/706092. 

33. B. K. Graversen, J. C. Van Ours, How to help unemployed find jobs quickly: Experimental 
evidence from a mandatory activation program. J. Public Econ. 92, 2020–2035 (2008), 
10.1016/j.jpubeco.2008.04.013. 

34. J. Maibom, M. Rosholm, M. Svarer, Experimental evidence on the effects of early meetings and 
activation. Scand. J. Econ. 119, 541–570 (2017), 10.1111/sjoe.12180. 

35. J. Hainmueller, B. Hofmann, G. Krug, K. Wolf, Do lower caseloads improve the performance of 
public employment services? New evidence from German employment offices. Scand. J. Econ. 118, 
941–974 (2016), 10.1111/sjoe.12166. 

36. P. A. Joona, L. Nekby, Intensive coaching of new immigrants: An evaluation based on 
random program assignment. Scand. J. Econ. 114, 575–600 (2012), 10.1111/j.1467-
9442.2011.01692.x. 

37. M. Battisti, Y. Giesing, N. Laurentsyeva, Can job search assistance improve the labour market 
integration of refugees? Evidence from a field experiment. Labour Econ. 61, 101745 (2019), 
10.1080/13501763.2020.1824011. 

38. V. Hernes, J. Arendt, P. Andersson Joona, K. Tronstad, Rapid or long-term employment? A 
scandinavian comparative study of refugee integration policies and employment outcomes. 
J. Eur. Publ. Policy 29, 238–258 (2022), 10.1080/13501763.2020.1824011. 

39. Bundesagentur für Arbeit (2024) Weisung 202401004 vom 05.01.2024: Beratung, Vermittlung 
und Förderung geflüchteter Menschen mit Arbeitsmarktzugang (2024). https://web.archive.org/ 
web/20250523102237/ https://www.arbeitsagentur.de/datei/weisung-202401004_ba046562. 
pdf. Accessed 23 May 2025. 

40. Bundesministerium für Arbeit und SozialesJob-Turbo zur Arbeitsmarktintegration (2023). https:// 
web.archive.org/web/20250523102429/www.bmas.de/DE/Service/Presse/Pressemitteilungen/ 
2023/turbo-zur-arbeitsmarktintegration.html. Accessed 20 May 2025. 

41. Bundesamt für Migration und Flüchtlinge, Inhalt und Ablauf eines Integrationskurses (2025). 
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523104135/www.bamf.de/DE/Themen/Integration/ 
TraegerLehrFachkraefte/TraegerIntegrationskurse/Paedagogisches/InhaltAblauf/inhalt-
ablaufnode.html. Accessed 23 May 2025. 

42. L. Liu, Y. Wang, Y. Xu, A practical guide to counterfactual estimators for causal inference with 
time-series cross-sectional data. Am. J. Polit. Sci. 68, 160–176 (2024), 10.1111/ajps.12723. 

43. J. Bai, Panel data models with interactive fixed effects. Econometrica 77, 1229–1279 (2009), 
10.3982/ECTA6135. 

44. K. Borusyak, X. Jaravel, J. Spiess, Revisiting event-study designs: Robust and efficient estimation. 
Rev. Econ. Stud. 91, 3253–3285 (2024), 10.1093/restud/rdae007. 

45. A. Abadie, A. Diamond, J. Hainmueller, Synthetic control methods for comparative case studies: 
Estimating the effect of California’s tobacco control program. J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 105, 493–505 
(2010), 10.1198/jasa.2009.ap08746. 

46. S. Athey, M. Bayati, N. Doudchenko, G. Imbens, K. Khosravi, Matrix completion 
methods for causal panel data models. J. Am. Stat. Assoc. 116, 1716–1730 (2021), 
10.1080/01621459.2021.1891924. 

47. D. Arkhangelsky, G. Imbens, Causal models for longitudinal and panel data: A survey. Economet. J. 
27, C1–C61 (2024), 10.1093/ectj/utae014. 

48. B. Crépon, E. Duflo, M. Gurgand, R. Rathelot, P. Zamora, Do labor market policies have 
displacement effects? Evidence from a clustered randomized experiment. Q. J. Econ. 128, 
531–580 (2013), 10.1093/qje/qjt001. 

49. D. Card, R. Chetty, A. Weber, Cash-on-hand and competing models of intertemporal behavior: New 
evidence from the labor market. Q. J. Econ. 122, 1511–1560 (2007). 

50. Y. Kosyakova, I. Kogan, Labor market situation of refugees in Europe: The role of individual and 
contextual factors. Front. Polit. Sci. 4, 977764 (2022), 10.3389/fpos.2022.977764. 

51. T. Liebig, K. R. Tronstad, Triple disadvantage? A first overview of the integration of refugee women 
(OECD Social, Employment and Migration Working Papers No. 216, 2018). https://doi.org/10. 
1787/3f3a9612-en. Accessed 16 March 2026. 

52. O. M. Minor, M. Cameo, A comparison of wages by gender and region of origin for newly arrived 
refugees in the USA. J. Int. Migr. Integr. 19, 813–828 (2018), 10.1007/s12134-018-0581-1. 

53. V. C. Tran, F. Lara-García, A new beginning: Early refugee integration in the United States. Russell 
Sage Found. J. Soc. Sci. 6, 117–149 (2020), 10.7758/RSF.2020.6.3.06. 

54. P. Nikolov, S. Salarpour, J. Titus, Skill downgrading among refugees and economic immigrants in 
Germany. arXiv [Preprint] (2021). http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.00319 (Accessed 10 March 2026). 

55. W. Paulus, R. Schweitzer, S. Wiemer, Klassifikation der Berufe 2010-Entwicklung und Ergebnis 
(Methodenbericht der Statistik der BA, Nürnberg, 2010). 

56. K. Kroft, F. Lange, M. J. Notowidigdo, Duration dependence and labor market conditions: Theory 
and evidence from a field experiment. Q. J. Econ. 128, 1123–1167 (2013), 10.1093/qje/qjt015. 

57. O. J. Blanchard, P. Diamond, Ranking, unemployment duration, and wages. Rev. Econ. Stud. 61, 
417–434 (1994), 10.2307/2297897. 

58. P. Gautier, P. Muller, B. Van der Klaauw, M. Rosholm, M. Svarer, Estimating equilibrium effects of 
job search assistance. J. Lab. Econ. 36, 1073–1125 (2018), 10.1086/697513. 

59. M. Cheung et al., Does job search assistance reduce unemployment? Evidence on displacement 
effects and mechanisms. J. Lab. Econ. 43, 47–81 (2025), 10.1086/726384. 

60. S. Bernhard, U. Jaenichen, G. Stephan, Evaluation aktiver Arbeitsmarktpolitik - Deutschland nach 
der Hartz-Reform im internationalen Vergleich. Vierteljahrsh. Wirtschaftsforschung 75, 67–84 
(2006), 10.3790/vjh.75.3.67. 

61. S. Bernhard, U. Jaenichen, G. Stephan, “Eingliederungszuschüsse: Die Geförderten profitieren” 
(IAB-Kurzbericht No. 9, Institute for Employment Research (IAB), Nürnberg, Germany, 2007). 

62. S. Bernhard, M. Brussig, H. Gartner, G. Stephan, “Eingliederungszuschüsse für ALG-II-Empfänger: 
Geförderte haben die besseren Arbeitsmarktchancen” (IAB-Kurzbericht No. 12, Institute for 
Employment Research (IAB), Nürnberg, Germany, 2008). 

63. J. H. Abbring, G. J. van den Berg, J. C. van Ours, The effect of unemployment insurance sanctions 
on the transition rate from unemployment to employment. Econ. J. 115, 602–630 (2005), 
10.1111/j.1468-0297.2005.01015.x. 

64. R. Lalive, J. C. van Ours, J. Zweimüller, The effect of benefit sanctions on the duration of 
unemployment. J. Eur. Econ. Assoc. 3, 1386–1417 (2005), 10.1162/154247605775012879. 

65. P. Arni, R. Lalive, J. C. Van Ours, How effective are unemployment benefit sanctions? Looking 
beyond unemployment exit. J. Appl. Econ. 28, 1153–1178 (2013). 

66. G. J. Van den Berg, B. Van der Klaauw, Counseling and monitoring of unemployed workers: 
Theory and evidence from a controlled social experiment. Int. Econ. Rev. 47, 895–936 (2006). 

67. S. Bernhard, C. Osiander, P. Ramos Lobato, Jobcenter-Beschäftigte finden die verschiedenen 
Elemente des Bürgergeldes unterschiedlich sinnvoll, IAB-Forum, November 18, 2024, IAB 
(2024). https://iab-forum.de/jobcenter-beschaeftigte-finden-die-verschiedenen-elemente-
des-buergergeldes-unterschiedlich-sinnvoll/. Accessed 16 March 2026. 

68. Y. Kosyakova, L. Gundacker, Z. Salikutluk, P. Trübswetter, Arbeitsmarktintegration geflüchteter 
frauen und männer in deutschland: Geflüchtete frauen müssen viele hindernisse überwinden. 
IAB-Kurzbericht 8/2021, Institut für Arbeitsmarkt- und Berufsforschung (IAB) (2021). https://www. 
iab.de/de/publikationen/kurzber/KB0821.aspx. 

69. H. Brücker et al., Ukrainian refugees in Germany: Escape, arrival and everyday life.Institut für 
Arbeitsmarkt- und Berufsforschung (IAB), Bundesinstitut für Bevölkerungsforschung (BiB), 
Bundesamt für Migration und Flüchtlinge (BAMF), Sozio-oekonomisches Panel (SOEP) DIW. 
(2022). https://www.diw.de/documents/dokumentenarchiv/17/diw_01.c.868563.de/230314-
gesamtbroschuere-ukraine_englisch.pdf. Accessed 11 March 2026. 

70. J. Hainmueller, M. Marbach, D. Hangartner, N. Harder, E. Vallizadeh, Replication Data for: Refugee 
Labor Market Integration at Scale: Evidence from Germany’s Fast-Track Employment Program. 
Harvard Dataverse. https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/SX5LQ2. Deposited 16 March 2026. 

12 of 12 https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2513863123 pnas.org 

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

fr
om

 h
ttp

s:
//w

w
w

.p
na

s.
or

g 
by

 S
T

A
N

FO
R

D
 U

N
IV

E
R

SI
T

Y
 o

n 
A

pr
il 

3,
 2

02
6 

fr
om

 I
P 

ad
dr

es
s 

17
1.

66
.1

63
.1

6.

https://doi.org/10.1093/jeea/jvab021
https://docs.iza.org/dp15901.pdf
https://docs.iza.org/dp15901.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.labeco.2008.12.006
https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18.78ae827d1605526e94b32f3a/1518435496371/Rapport_2017_20.pdf
https://www.riksrevisionen.se/download/18.78ae827d1605526e94b32f3a/1518435496371/Rapport_2017_20.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40176-014-\penalty -\@M 0023-6
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40176-014-\penalty -\@M 0023-6
https://docs.iza.org/report_pdfs/iza_report_123.pdf
https://doi.org/10.6027/Nord2019-024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.euroecorev.2019.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1162/rest_a_01216
https://doi.org/10.1093/jrsssa/qnae106
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12955
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20220062
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523102715/
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523102715/
https://sgb2.info/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Downloads/erfahrungsbericht-jt-langfassung.pdf
https://sgb2.info/SharedDocs/Downloads/DE/Downloads/erfahrungsbericht-jt-langfassung.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523102312/www.arbeitsagentur.de/datei/anlage-fachliche-empfehlungen-zur-weisung-202401004_ba046547.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523102312/www.arbeitsagentur.de/datei/anlage-fachliche-empfehlungen-zur-weisung-202401004_ba046547.pdf
https://doi.org/10.2307/146267
https://doi.org/10.2307/2235254
https://doi.org/10.1086/338686
https://doi.org/10.1257/000282803769206313
https://docs.iza.org/dp1796.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1177/0193841X1141928
https://docs.iza.org/dp6476.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1086/706092
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2008.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjoe.12180
https://doi.org/10.1111/sjoe.12166
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9442.2011.01692.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9442.2011.01692.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2020.1824011
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2020.1824011
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523102237/
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523102237/
https://www.arbeitsagentur.de/datei/weisung-202401004_ba046562.pdf
https://www.arbeitsagentur.de/datei/weisung-202401004_ba046562.pdf
https:// web.archive.org/web/20250523102429/www.bmas.de/DE/Service/Presse/Pressemitteilungen/2023/turbo-zur-arbeitsmarktintegration.html
https:// web.archive.org/web/20250523102429/www.bmas.de/DE/Service/Presse/Pressemitteilungen/2023/turbo-zur-arbeitsmarktintegration.html
https:// web.archive.org/web/20250523102429/www.bmas.de/DE/Service/Presse/Pressemitteilungen/2023/turbo-zur-arbeitsmarktintegration.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523104135/www.bamf.de/DE/Themen/Integration/TraegerLehrFachkraefte/TraegerIntegrationskurse/Paedagogisches/InhaltAblauf/inhalt-ablaufnode.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523104135/www.bamf.de/DE/Themen/Integration/TraegerLehrFachkraefte/TraegerIntegrationskurse/Paedagogisches/InhaltAblauf/inhalt-ablaufnode.html
https://web.archive.org/web/20250523104135/www.bamf.de/DE/Themen/Integration/TraegerLehrFachkraefte/TraegerIntegrationskurse/Paedagogisches/InhaltAblauf/inhalt-ablaufnode.html
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12723
https://doi.org/10.3982/ECTA6135
https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdae007
https://doi.org/10.1198/jasa.2009.ap08746
https://doi.org/10.1080/01621459.2021.1891924
https://doi.org/10.1093/ectj/utae014
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjt001
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpos.2022.977764
https://doi.org/10.1787/3f3a9612-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/3f3a9612-en
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12134-018-0581-1
https://doi.org/10.7758/RSF.2020.6.3.06
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.00319
https://doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjt015
https://doi.org/10.2307/2297897
https://doi.org/10.1086/697513
https://doi.org/10.1086/726384
https://doi.org/10.3790/vjh.75.3.67
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.2005.01015.x
https://doi.org/10.1162/154247605775012879
https://iab-forum.de/jobcenter-beschaeftigte-finden-die-verschiedenen-elemente-des-buergergeldes-unterschiedlich-sinnvoll/
https://iab-forum.de/jobcenter-beschaeftigte-finden-die-verschiedenen-elemente-des-buergergeldes-unterschiedlich-sinnvoll/
https://www.iab.de/de/publikationen/kurzber/KB0821.aspx
https://www.iab.de/de/publikationen/kurzber/KB0821.aspx
https://www.diw.de/documents/dokumentenarchiv/17/diw_01.c.868563.de/230314-gesamtbroschuere-ukraine_englisch.pdf
https://www.diw.de/documents/dokumentenarchiv/17/diw_01.c.868563.de/230314-gesamtbroschuere-ukraine_englisch.pdf
https://doi.org/10.7910/DVN/SX5LQ2

	Refugee labor market integration at scale: Evidence from Germany’s fast-track employment program 
	Significance 
	1. Materials and Methods 
	2. Results 
	3. Mechanisms 
	4. Conclusion 




