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Introduction

George J. Borjas
University of California, Santa Barbara

Marta Tienda
University of Wisconsin, Madison

Few topics have intrigued social scientists more than the study of

social inequality. The voluminous research accumulated in the social

science literature has focused on an.analysis of the factors which lead to

social differentiation. This research has provided useful insights into

the operations of various social institutions and labor markets, and it

has given policy makers an understanding of the social consequences of

changes in government policies.

Sociologists and economists have concentrated their empirical study

of social inequality on the dimensions of education, occupation, and

income. Economists, and human capital theorists in particular, have made

important contributions to our understanding of how labor market outcomes,

such as employment patterns and wage rates, differ between men and women,

blacks and whiten, and workers who are highly differentiated in terms of

skills and schooling.1 Sociologists, on the other hand, have devoted a

good deal of attention to the study of individual attainment of education

and occupational status by taking the socioeconomic life cycle es a

conceptual framework and translating into a specific model the assumptions

about how the achievement process operates. Blau and Duncan's (1967)

benchmark study, The American Occupational Structure, was the first in

this tradition, and it furnished the conceptual and methodological

groundwork for much subsequent study.

1
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An important share of the literature on income inequality has focused

on the analysis of the economic status of minorities. In economics, such

studies have grown rapidly since the publication in 1957 of Becker's

seminal work, The Economics of Discrimination. The theoretical thrust of

this literature has been the development of vnrious concepts regarding the

origins of labor market discrimination. Two basic concepts of

discrimination have received careful attention: "taste" discrimination

and "statistical" discrimination.2 The former explicitly introduces

prejudice as a deterrent to social interactions among various groups,

while the latter focuses on how, in a world marked by uncertainty about

the productivity of individuals, economic agents may rationally use race

and sex as informational signals.

The empirical literature on labor m.rket discrimination as written by

both, sociologists and economists has basically addressed two related

issues: the measurement of wage differentials between white men and other

sex/race groups; and the interpretation of the secular increase in the

black relative wage since the mid-19603.3 Three minor conclusions

emanate from these writings. First, the earnings of black men are lower

than the earnings of "equally skilled" whites (i.e., with similar

observable socioeconomic characteristics). Second, the earnings of women

are lower than the earnings of men, although some portion of the

male/female wage differential is attributable to the intermittent labor

force participation usually exhibited by married women. Finally, the

relative earnings of blacks have increased substantially in the last two

decades. The interpretation of this fact has been the subject of heated

debate, since it has occurred during a time marked by both increases in



3

affirmative action expend7;tures and the "exodus" of lowwageearning

blacks from the labor market.

As is evident from this brief review, the discrimination literature

is remarkable for its (almost) total disinterest in the economic status of

groups other than blacks and women. Hovever, the growth of the Hispanic

population in the years since World War II, coupled with evidence of

increasing diversification among them and the disproportionate

representation of Mexicans and Puerto Ricans among the ranks of the poor,

encouraged a few social scientists to document the significance of this

omission. In 1950, for example, less than 3% of.the country's population

was of Hispanic origin. By 1980, the same statistic had increased to 6%,

or roughly 14 million individuals. The rapid growth of the Hispanic

minority is due both to relatively high rates of natural increase and to

the continued high levels of immigration from Mexico, Central America, and

the Caribbean. This growing visibility of the Hispanic minority has led

to predictions in the popular media that, by 1990, Hispanics will become

the largest minority, and has led to an increasing awareness of the

important socioeconomic and political changes which may occur as Hispanics

integrate themselves into U.S. society and its economic and political

markets.

In advocating and undertaking research on Hispanics, it is important

at the outset to address a fundamental question: what can we expect to

learn by studying the economic status of Hispanics in the labor market?

In other words, why should the study of the Hispanic minority be

intellectually interesting to social scientists in general, and labor

market analysts in particular?



At a minimum, the analysis of the labor market characteristics and

employment experiences of Hispanics should yield important empirical

insights into their economic status and mobility. More importantly,

however, several factors suggest that the systematic study of the Hispanic

minority and its component national groups has broader scientific

implications. In particular, such an undertaking may lead to the

development of substantive findings regarding the operation of the United

States labor market. For example, one-third of all Hispanics of labor

force age are immigrants, and we are just beginning to understand the

nature of the labor market and social impact of immigrants. Clearly any

study of recent immigration in the U.S. must explicitly analyze the

volume, the causes, and the consequences of the large Hispanic immigration

in both the sending and receiving communities. Thus, the study of the

immigration and social integration experience of Hispanics can be expected

to yield insights on such diverse topics as the importance of language

acquisition in the labor market; the accumulation of human capital

investments by "new" labor market entrants (i.e., the immigrants); and

the significance of the reason for immigration (i.e., "economic"

immigrants versus political refugees). All of these subjects bear

important policy implications, in both the domestic and international

arenas. 4

A second set of issues that the study of Hispanics should help

clarify deals with intergenerational mobility as a determinant of labor

market outcomes. For example, the 1970 Census indicates that about 45% of

all Mexican-origin individuals had foreign-born parents. This empirical

fact raises a multitude of possibilities for empirical research on the

transmission of human capital from the immigrant parents to the
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native-born children. Such analyses can provide an important addition to

the developing literature on the intergenerational properties of the

income distribution.5

Third, the study of Hispanics can provide important ins:kghts into the

role of nationality and ethnicity in determining labor market success.

There sre five major nationality groups in the Hispanic population:

Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central/South American, and "other"

Hispanics. The hetereogeneity of labor market characteristics among the

groups is remarkable. These groups are located in different

geographical regions; their labor force participation rates and

employment patterns differ considerably; their average earnings vary

notably; so also do their socioeconomic and demographic characteristics.

These empirical facts suggest that nationality plays an important part in

differentiating this population--one that is critical for labor market

success. This is not surprising, as national background has significantly

influenced the economic integration of many non-Hispanic groups in the

United States. The analysis of the Hispanic population therefore provides

a unique opportunity to isolate the factors responsible for the importance

of nationality as a determinant of success in the U.S. labor market,

particularly since the groups share many cultural traits.

Finally, careful analysis of the Hispanic population should generate

important results concerning how the labor market adjusts to large shifts

in the supply (both in terms of numbers And skills) of workers. For

instance, the Hispanic population has grown so fast that it has been

blamed for various changes currently taking place in some labor markets.

An important research question, therefore, is the impact of Hispanics on

local and regional labor markets. This type of analysis would shed light
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on how Hispanics affect the earnings, employment, and occupational

characteristics of other minority and nonminority groups. More

importantly, such studies would deal largely with a fundamental question

in economics: how do labor markets work? The systematic study of

Hispanics could, therefore, provide significant insights into tsie

adjustment mechanisms in modern labor markets.

Despite the intriguing research and policy problems posed by the

study of Hispanic labor market experiences, most of the available studie3

do not address the broad theoretical issues we have identified. There

currently exists a considerable amount of descriptive information about

the employment and earnings of the Hispanic-origin group:" and especially

about Mexican-origin men in the Southwest. Most of these studies rely on

the published 1950, 1960, or 1970 decent:ial census reports, or public

microdata files. Aggregate descriptive reports prepared by government

organizations have provided useful baseline information about differences

among the various Hispanic national-origin groups, but these data

generally do not permit inferences about the matrix of causal forces

underlying particular outcomes or differentials.

Evidence based on aggregate descriptions does show, however, that the

low occupational status of the Hispanic population has improved steadily

since 1930, partly as a result of the geographic redistribution from rural

to urban places and the accompanying occupational shifts from agricultural

to service, and from low-skilled to semi-skilled jobs. What is less

certain is whether the improvements experienced by Hispanics kept pace

with those of the non-Hispanic population, and whether these gains in

economic standing were uniform among all groups. Available evidence

suggests that this may not be the case. Because of the difficulties of

10
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adequately distinguishing among the Hispanic nationalorigin groups until

very recently, as well as the problems of comparability introduced by

changes in the Spanish identifiers between 1950 and 1970, few researchers

undertook comparative analyses of the major Hispanic nationalities, even

at a highly descriptive level. This situation changcd with the inclusion

of Spanish identifiers in the Census Bureau's annual Current Population

Surveys during the early seventies, and especially with the release of the

1976 Survey of Income and Education (SIE) microdata file. This data set

is the basis for most of the studies contained in this volume.

In summary, while the available literature has not provided a solid

understanding of why the Hispanic minority is where it is socially and

economically, it has given us a multitude of descriptive empirical

relationships that need further exploration, and thus is largely

responsible for carving the research agenda for current researchers. The

studies in this volume, in fact, are best understood within this

framework, since they all have two things in common: (a) refinement of

the empirical analysis found in the descriptive literature; and, (b)

development of a theoretical framework to aid in the interpretvtion of

these findings and in the use of the analysis for policy purposes.

STUDIES OF EARNINGS DETERMINATION

The papers by Reimers, Abowd and Killingsworth, and Myers and King

all focus on the same issue: the determination of wage rates for Hispanic

individuals and comparison of Hispanic and nor. Hispanic wage rates. The

methodology used in these studies depends heavily on the voluminous

discrimination literature discussed above. Despite differences in the

data sets and the subpopulations analyzed, and in the statistical
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techniques used, the findings in the three studies tend to be quite

similar.

Reimers' study, based on the 1976 SIE, focuses on Hispanic male wage

determination. She makes the standard argument that in order to estimate

the extent of wage "discrimination" among equally skilled groups, the

statistical analysis must control for differences in the observable

socioeconomic characteristics (e.g., education, experience, etc.). In

addition, she argues that the wage offer distribution is likely to differ

from the observed wage distribution. In other words, because a certain

fraction of the population opts not to work, given their costs and

opportunities, the observed wage distribution cannot be used to predict

how much the average Hispanic, or black, or white would earn. Thus, it is

necessary to correct for the decision about whether or not to work when

comparing earnings differentials amora various groups.

Using the Heckman (1979) correction for selectivity, Reimers finds

that controlling for differences in socioeconomic characteristics reduces

substantially the wage differences between Hispanics and non-Hispanics.

For example, among Mexicans, the largest Hispanic subgroup, Reimers finds

that the observed wage differential is about 30 for men, Yet, once she

controls for differences in socioeconomic characteristics, the wage

differential drops to about 5%. In fact, Reimers finds a large number of

Hispanic groups for whom the wage--for similar socioeconomic

characteristics--is the "same" as that of white non-Hispanic men.

The same types of results are ol:itained by Abowd and Killingsworth

using a different data set and a different statistical framework. They

find that for non-Puerto Rican Hispanics, the standardized wage

differential is very close to zero. Similarly, Myers and King, using the

12
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new National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, find relatively small

Hispanic/non-Hispanic wage differentials. All of these studies,

therefore, indicate that the low wage level of Hispanics in the U.S.

labor market does not result primarily from the type of "wage

discrimination" usually found in black/white comparisons. Rather, it is

largely due to th ,. fact that Hispanics, on the average, have relatively

low levels of those characteristic (in particular, education) which are

valued in the labor market. These studies thus suggest a fruitful avenue

for future research: the study of differences in the costs and

opportunities for human capital investments between Hispanics and

non-Hispanics.

UNEMPLOYMENT

Both the DeFreitas and Stephenson papers focus on the importance and

impact of unemployment among Hispanics in the U.S. labor market. Based

on the 1976 SIE, the DeFreitas study provides a systematic empirical

analysis of the unemployment experience of Hispanics, examining

differences in both the incidence and duration of unemployment and showing

the effects of immigration, education, and other socioeconomic variables

on the Hispanic unemployment propensities. He finds that at the national

and regional level, Hispanics were considerably more likely to be

unemployed one or more times during 1975 than were non-Hispanics.

Although Hispanics and non-Hispanics do not differ significantly either in

the average duration of joblessness or in the effects of most personal and

labor market characteristics on the total length of unemployment spells,

the higher rates of Hispanics stem from a greater probability of their

experiencing one or more spells of joblessness. DeFreitas' analysis
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indicates that differences in worker characteristics largely explain the

higher incidence of unemployment among Hispanics, but that there is some

evidence that differential treatment plays a significant role in

generating the higher Hispanic unemployment rates.

Using data from the NLS continuous work history files, Stephenson

addresses a different as;-ect of the unemployment experience by focusing on

how individual and market characteristics influence the unemployment rates

of Hispanic youth. His results show that family income, marital status,

and postschool vocational experience, age, and local unemployment rates

significantly influence unemployment propensities, especially among women.

Stephenson concludes that Hispanic youth joblessness rates are quite high,

due largely to relatively long spells of nonwork after losing a job, and

that sex differences occur primarily because women experience a nonwork

duration nearly 50% longer than their male counterparts. These findings

suggest how policy measures can be targeted to reduce unemployment among

Hispanic youth. What remains to be examined by future, research is wheth,I,T

and how the experience of extensive unemployment during the early stages

of the work cycle ultimately influences adult work experiences. Future

research should develop strategies to relate the findings of both the

DeFreitas and Stephenson papers.

EDUCATIONAL TRANSITIONS

The available research and papers described above identify low

educational achievement, particularly among Mexicans and Puerto Ricans, as

a major determinant of low Hispanic earnings and high unemployment rates.

This problem originates in the unusually high dropout rates characteristic

of Hispanics.

14
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Using 1979 NLS data, Fligstein and Fernandez probe the question of

the determinants of high dropout rates for Mexican Americans. Because of

the sample size, reliable analyses were not possible for the remaining

Hispanic groups. The authors' model of the process of educational

attainment for Mexican Americans includes- elements reflecting the general

process of educational attainment in the United States together with

ethnic and cultural factors that are unique to Mexican Americans. By

comparing Mexican Americans and Anglos, they isolate factors that partly

account for the observed differentials.

For Mexican Americans, failure to reach high school completion is the

major barrier to educational achievement. However, those who do graduate

go on to college at higher rates than do whites, despite their lower

socioeconomic origins. As for whites, general family background factors

influence Chicano school attendance and delay in a grade, but only one of

the ethnic factors--migration history consistently affects high school

and college attendance and delay in high school. From their results,

Fligstein and Fernandei conclude that programs designed to improve the

English proficiency of Chicanos and to reduce school segregation should

enhance Chicanos' school completion rates. Two general research questions

remain for future analysts. One involves determining whether the pattern

observed for Chicanos also holds for other Hispanics, and another involves

exploring how school curricula, including the availability of bilingual

education programs, influences the school performance of Hispanic youth.

FEMALE EMPLOYMENT AND UNDOCUMENTED IMMIGRATION

The employment patterns of women and immigrants, especially those who

are undocumented (lack legal authorization), illustrate how differential
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access to and success in the U.S. labor market contribute to social

inequality. The paper by Bean, Swicegood, and King addresses an important

research problem that has not been studied by analysts of the female labor

force: how does the high fertility of Hispanic women influence their

labor market behavior? And, does nationality produce different patterns

of relationships among women of Mexican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban origin?

Bean and his associates focus on the relationship of fertility and

labor supply among Hispanic-origin women, aiming to test several specific

hypotheses that derive from the general notion that the trade-offs women

make between child care and work outside the home--known as the

"role-incompatibility hypothesis"--are in conflict with one another. They

base their study on a subsample of the SIE suited to test these

hypotheses: currently married Hispanic origin women aged 20-34. Although

there are differences in the extent to which the role-incompatibility

hypothesis describes the fertility and labor force behavior of Mexican

American, Puerto Rican, and Cuban-origin women in general, the pattern of

results is consistent with its predictions; namely, high fertility will

depress female labor supply if and when women are placed in situations

where they must choose between employment and mothering.

In explaining why their results differed among groups, Bean and his

associates conjectured that residing and working in ethnic enclaves may

account for the positive influence of the husband's income on the labor

supply of Cuban-origin women. In particular, the less constraining

influence of fertility and labor supply that occurs with rising

socioeconomic status among Cuban-crigin women may partly reflect the

greater likelihood of self-employment and greater opportunities to employ

domestic servants, two circumstances which enhance their ability to employ

16
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alternative child care arrangements. This speculation awaits further

exploration, but it is an intriguing question which should help clarify

the significance of national origin and residential concentration in

differentiating the Hispanicorigin population.

Of all the issues that have turned policy and research attention

toward the Hispanic population, perhaps none has received as much popular

and academic attention as that of undocumented immigration. And yet this

is an area where researchers concede they have much to learn. Based on an

ethnographic study of two Southwestern cities, the paper by Browning and

Rodriguez deals with the process by which undocumented Mexican workers

integrate themselves into U.S. society and its labor market. By focusing

on the settlement process rather than the process of migration per se,

they address issues which greatly concern policy analysts. Their paper

differs from the others in this volume in that the models elaborated are

geared for a conceptual and ethnographic, rather than an empirical

econometric, analysis. The richly textured evidence garnered from the

fieldwork provides many insights into the process by which undocumented

laborers enter the labor force and the multiple strategies they use to

sustain themselves socially and economically.

An important finding that deserves to be highlighted is that

considerable separation and insularity characterizes the insertion of

undocumented workers in the U.S. social structure and labor market.

Undocumented workers maintain a certain social distance even from the

Chicanos who allegedly serve as a general host community. Not only does

this indicate some containment of their labor market mobility, but it also

suggests that national origin per se is not the sole dimension of

ethnicity which determines how workers fare in the U.S. occupational
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structure. Undocumented workers do not attain status through occupational

or job mobility, as do Chicanos, but rather by financial accumulation.

Their prospects for mobility 4.n the U.S. occupational structure are

largely intergenerational, for few undocumented workers escape the

exploitation of lowskilled, lowpaying jobs.

Although these studies do not exhaust the range of research and

policy issues needed to help us better understand the labor market

experiences of Hispanic origin workers in the United States, taken

together they represent an important contribution toward the goal of

clarifying Litz Hispanics do not fare as well as nonHispanic whites in the

labor market. Through their empirical findings, and the new questions

generated in the process, these papers have begun to fill an enormous

research gap.
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Notes

1. See, for example, the work of Becker (1975) and Mincer (1974). A

recent survey of the human capital literature is given by Rosen (1977).

2. See the recent theoretical developments in Arrow (1973), Borjas

and Goldberg (1978), and Phelps (1972).

3. .See, for example, Freeman (1981) and Smith and Welch (1977).

4. For a modern analysis of the labor market characteristics of

immigrants in the United States, see Chiswick (1978).

5. For a theoretical development of this issue, see the pathbreaking

work of Pecker (1981).
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A Comparative Analysis of the Wages of Hispanic,

Black, and Anglo Men

Cordelia Reimers
Department of Economics

Hunter College of the City University of New York
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was supported by the U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training
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labor market problems and issues. I am indebted to Gilles Grenier and
Jesse Abraham for excellent research assistance. Barry Chiswick, Ralph
Smith, Marta Tienda, and members of the Princeton University Labor
Economics/Industrial Relations Seminar made useful suggestions.

21



24



A Com arative Anal sis of the Wares of Hispanic,
Black, and Anglo Men

Hispanic men, like blacks, have lower average wages than white

non-Hispanic men. The Hispanic/Anglo wage ratio for men in 1975 ranged

from .72 for Mexicans to .89 for Cubans.1 That Hispanics are a disadvan-

taged group in the U.S. labor market is widely recognized; little is

known, however, about the spec.i!ic sources of this asadvantage. For

example, how much do lower education levels, younger average age, recency

of immigration, English language problems, or residence in low-wage areas

of the country contribute to the Hispanics' lower wages? How important

is labor-market discrimination?

This paper analyzes the wage structure of Hispanic men to provide a

detailed picture of the factors contributing to their wages. The wages

of black and white non-Hispanic men are also analyzed, for purposes of

comparison. We first look at the average values of various wage-related

personal characteristics for each ethnic group. To find out how impor-

tant these characteristics are in determining wages, we then estimate a

separate wage function for each ethnic group: Mexicans, Puerto Ricans,

Cubans, Central and South Americans, "other Hispanics," black

non - Hispanics, and white non-Hispanics. The data are from the 1976

Survey of Income and Education. The wage samples consist of male civi-

lian employees aged 14 and above who were not self-employed nor full-time

students. These wage samples contain about 60% of the total number of

males in the data set.

Because the observed wage structure is affected by the decisions men

make about whether or not to participate in the wage and salary sector as

23
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well as by the wage offers they receive, we correct for possible sample

selection bias to get consistent estimates of the parameters of the wage-

offer function facing each ethnic group. A group's wage-offer function

shows the effect of various personal characteristics on the average wage

offered by employers to members of the group, whether or not the offers

are accepted and the individuals appear in the wage sample. The group's

observed-wage function, on the other hand, shows the effecL of these

characteristics on the average wage that is ac%ually observed in the wage

sample. The average observed wage will differ from the average wage

offer if inclusion in the wage sample is not random with respect to the

wage offer. For example, if those who receive unusually low wage offers

are less likely to accept them, the average observed wage will be higher

than tLe average wage offer.

Examination of these parameters of t':e vase function reveals, among

other things, to what extent English-language deficiencies reduce wages,

whether black Hispanics earn less than white Hispanics, and whether

minorities earn more in the public than the private sector They also

tell AOW rapidly immigrants' earnings rise after they come to the United

States, how the returns to forlign schooling and work experience compare

with the returns to schooling and work experience acquired in the United

States and how these returns vary across ethnic groups.

Finally, we want to know how much the differences in average personal

characteristics--education, age, recency of immigration, etc.--and in

parameters of the wage function contribute to the observed wage differen-

tials between minority men and white non-Hispanics. To answer this

question, we present a detailed breakdown of the observed wage differen-
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tials, showing the portions due to (1) differences in sample selection

bias; (2) geographical differences in price levels; (3) differences in

average personal characteristics, broken down to show education, poten-

tial work experience, nativity and date of immigration, English fluency,

etc., separately; and (4) differences in parameters of the wage function

due to labor-market discrimination and other omitted factors.

The next section describes the data and specification of the wage

function in detail. We then present Cie average wage-related charac-

teristics of the various ethnic groups. The following section discusses

the estimated parameters for specific variables, their magnitudes, and

intergroup variation. Next we describe the breakdowns of the

minority-Anglo wage differentials for each ethnic group. Our major

conclusions are summarized in the final section.

DATA AND MODEL SPECIFICATION

The Survey of Income and Education, conducted by the U.S. Bureau of

the Census in the spring of 1976 on a sample of over 150,000 households

in all fifty states and the District of Columbia, furnished the data for

this study.2 Detailed information on employment, sources and amounts of

income, race, sex, age, ethnicity, nativity, immigration date, education,

language usage, health status, and family composition are available.

Ethnicity was self-identified by the response to the question, "What is

's origin or descent?" accompanied by a list of ethnic groups. Race

was assigned by interviewer observation. The most serious omissions are

measures of accumulated work experience, job training, and ability. Wage

rates are not reported directly, but must be computed from reported
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annual earnings, total weeks worked, and usual hours worked per week in

1975. Despite these shortcomings, the Survey of Income an. Education is

an attractive data set for investigating Hispanic-Anglo earnings dif-

ferentials because it contains immigration and language information and

because the large sample enables one to examine relatively small ethnic

groups, such as Cubans, separately.

The data in the Survey of Income and Education reflect the conditions

of a recession year, 1975. Since all sorts of differentials in the labor

market tend to widen in recessions, our findings may not represent

"normal" conditions. We minimize this potential problem by focusing on

wage rates, which fluctuate less over the cycle than employment or hours,

and by taking account of sonple selection bias in estimating the wage

functions. Therefore, intergroup variations in employment over the cycle

should not affect our results.

From the Survey of Income and Education we took the records of every

male aged 14 or older who identified himself as being of Hispanic

origin--i.e., Mexican American, Chicano, Mexican, Mexicano, Puerto Rican,

Cuban, Central or South American, and the residual category of "other

Hispanic." The first four groups constitute our "Mexican" category. We

also extracted random samples of households headed by white and black

non-Hispanics. Our seven samples are mutually exclusive: the Hispanics

may be of any race; the whites and blacks include non-Hispanics only.

Non-Hispanics who are neither white nor black (e.g., Asians) are excluded

from this study.

For estimating the wage function, we restricted the samples to those

for whom a reasonably accurate wage rate could be obtained by dividing

annual earnings by annual weeks worked times usual hours worked per week
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in 1975. The wage samples were therefore composed of civilians who

worked for pay in 1975; whose earnings were Irom wages and salaries only;

who were either not enrolled in school on February 1, 1976, or had worked

over 1250 hours in 1975 if they were enrolled; for whom we had complete

information on the explanatory variables; and whose hourly earnings,

adjusted. for the cost of were between 10 cents and 50 dollars for

Hispanics and blacks and between 10 cents and 100 dollars for white

nonHispanics. Examination of the hourly earnings distributions for each

group revealed a few cases with such extremely low or high values that it

seemed they must result from errors in reporting earnings or weeks or

hours; because such extreme values would exert a great deal of leverage

in an ordinary least squares regression, it seemed desirable to exclude

them from the samples rather than to treat thztm as ordinary

errors-in-equation.3 Thus we excluded the self-employed, students

working part-time, Armed Forces personnel, unpaid family workers and

others with no reported earnings, those lacking information on such

explanatory variables as language fluency and health status, and a hand-

ful of outliers on hourly earnings. The reasons for the first three

exclusions are as follows: for the self-employed, computcd hourly ear-

nings are likely to be a very poor measure of the wage rate; weeks and

hours worked are not available for the Armed Forces; and students often

choose part-time jobs for convenience, at wages that do not reflect their

human capital.

The wage samples, thus restricted, contain only about 60% of the

males aged 14 or older in the data set. Moreover, inclusion in our wage

sample is the consequence of several decisions by a respondent that might

very well be nonrandom with respect to the stochastic error in the wage
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equation, and which may therefore bias the results. He must have chosen

to be a civilian wage and salary employee rather than a full-time stu-

dent, a self-employed person, a nonmarket worker, a retiree, or a member

of the Armed Forces. This decision was presumably the outcome of opti-

mizing behavior with respect to the current use of his stock of human

capital. Because omitted variables that affect one's productivity in the

wage and salary sector probably affect one's productivity differently in

the education, Armed Forces, self-employment, and nonmarkat sectors, we

would expect some systematic censoring of the sample to occur, with

attendant bias to the estimated coefficients of the wage equation.

To see this, let the wage-offer function for individual i in group j

be

(1) lnWij = Xijai + elij.

Let the rule governing participation in the wage and salary sector be as

follows: individual i in group j participates if and only if

(2) Zijyj + e2ij > 0.

Ir these expressions, 1iWij is the natural logarithm of the wage rate,

Xii and Zij are vectors of known individual characteristics, Oj and yj

are vectors of unknown coefficients that are common to the members of the

group, and elii and e2ij are random errors that reflect unknown influen-

ces on the wage rate and the participation decision, respectively. elii

and e2ij are jointly normally distributed, with

E(clij) E(e2ij) 0

So
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011j 012j

(112j 1

if i = i' and j = j'

= 0 if i * i' or j * j'.

Then, as Heckman (1979) has :shown,

(3) 1 in sample) = Xijaj E(clij 1 in sample)

Xijaj 012jAij

where Aij = f(Zijij) /F(Zijij), in which f(.) is the standard normal

density function, and F(.) is the standard normal distribution function.

If participation in the wage and salary sector is not random, given one's

observed characteristics, so that onj * 0, then E(clij I in sample) * 0

and ordinary least squares estimates of flj will be subject to a type of

"omitted variable" bias.

Therefore, to get consistent estimates of 0j, we estimate a sample

participation probit to obtain yj, compute Aij, and include it as an

additional regressor in the wage function, which is then estimated by

ordinary least squares:

(4) lnWij = Xijaj + 012jAij + vij,

where vij N(0, ).j).

The variables in the reducedform probit equation are defined in

Table 1, and their mean values are given in Table 2. In addition to the

variables in the wage equation, the probit includes marital status, cer

tain determinants of the spouse's wage if married, number and ages of
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family members, exogenous family income, and the maximum AFDC payment

that would be available to the family if it had no other income.

The estimated probit coefficients, reported in Table 3, look reason-

able. Age and health are the only consistently significant determinants

of being a wage or salary Education, welfare, exogenous income,

marital status, and spouse's age and -Plucation also have the expected

effect, either positive or negative, in all but 5 out of the 49 instances

(assuming that the effect of the spouse's wage on a person's labor supply

is negative).

For the wage equation itself, as indicated above, we computed the

average hourly wage rate as total wage and salary earnings in 1975,

divided by the product of total weeks worked and usual hours worked in

those weeks. To allow for differences in wages due to price-level

variation across the country, we divided each person's hourly earnings by

a cost-of-living index for his place of residence.4 The dependent

variable for the estimates' wage equation was the natural logarithm of

"real" hourly earnings, "real" in this case meaning adjusted in that manner

for the cost of living. This is equivalent to entering the natural

logarithm of the cost index as an explanatory variable, and constraining

its coefficient to equal one. This adjustment eliminated 7% of the ori-

ginal wage differential between Mexican and white non-Hispanic males, but

widened the differential for Puerto Ricans, who tend to live in the high-

cost Northeast.

As explanatory variables we used educational attainment, years of

education obtained abroad, potential work experience (i.e., age minus

preschool and school years), military experience, health status, and com-
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Table 1

Definitions of Variables Used in the Analyses

Variable

WAGE (W)

Definition

LNWAGE (1nW)

LNCOST (1nP)

Hourly wage rate, calculat'd as annual
earnings /(weeks worked x usual hours worked
per week) in 1975.

Natural logarithm of WAGE.

Natural logarithm of BLS cost index for
moderate family budget in SMSA or region of
residence. If SMSA of residence was not in
the BLS sample, another SMSA in the same state
or region was used. If residence was not
identified as being in an SMSA, the BLS index
for nonmetropolitan areas in the region was
used.

LNRWAGE ln(W/P) LNWAGE minus LNCOST.

ED Highest grade of school completed.

FORED Years attended school abroad (a. 0 if born in
U.S. mainland).

AGE

AGESQ

EXP

EXPSQ

USEXP

Age, in years.

Square of AGE.

Potential work experience; age minus highest
grade attended minus 5.

Square of EXP.

Years of potential work experience in U.S.:
if born in U.S. mainland, age minus highest
grade attended minus 5; if born outside U.S.
nainland, estimated time in U.S. (using mid
point of immigration period) or age minus
highest grade attended minus 5, whichever is
smaller.

USEXPSQ Square of USEXP.

(table continues)
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Table 1 (cont.)

Definitions of Variables Used in the Analyses

Variable Definition

FOREXP. Years of potential work experience before
immigrating to U.S.: age minus highest grade
attended minus 5 minus USEXP.

FOREXPSQ Square of FOREXP.

VET = 1 if veteran; 0 otherwise (men only).

MAR = 1 if married, spouse present; 0 otherwise
(women only).

KIDSLT6 No. of children under age 6.

KIDS611 No. of children aged 6-11.

KIDS1217 No. of children aged 12-17.

FAM1864 No. of family members aged 18-64.

FAM65 No. of family members aged 65 or more.

FBORN = 1 if born outside U.S. mainland; 0 otherwise.

US06 No. of years since immigrated to U.S., 1970 or
after (= 0 if born in U.S. or immigrated
before 1970).

US46 = 1 if immigrated to U.S. 1970-72; 0 otherwise.

US711 = 1 if immigrated to U.S. 1965-69; 0 otherwise.

US1216 = 1 if immigrated to U.S. 1960-64; 0 otherwise.

US1726 = 1 if immigrated to U.S. 1950-59; 0 otherwise.

US2799 = 1 if immigrated to U.S. before 1950; 0
otherwise.

ENGNVG = 1 if does not speak and understand English
very well; 0 otherwise.

HEALTH = 1 if health limits ability to work; 0
otherwise.

(table continues)

34
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Table 1 (cont.)

Definitions of Variables Used in the Analyses

Variable Definition

GOVT

NONWHT

PROMIS

A

INCOME

WELF

SPED

SPAGE

SPAGESC!.

SPFBORN

INSAMPLE

a 1 if government employee; 0 otherwise.

1 if race is nonwhite; 0 otherwise.

percentage Hispanic of population in state
G2 residence.

Inverse of Mill's ratio, predicted from
reduced-form probit equation for being in
wage sample.

Exogenous family income: dividends, interest,
rents, pensions, child support, and other non-
earnings-conditioned transfers; other family
members' unemployment insurance, workmen's
compensation, and veterans' benefits; earnings
of family members other than self and spouse.
Measured in $000's.

Maximum AFDC payment available to family if no
other income (depends on state of residence,
whether a male head is present, and number of
children under age 18). Measured in $000's.

Spouse's highest grade of school completed
( 0 if MAR 0).

Spouse's age, in years (- 0 if MAR 0).

Square of SPACE (e 0 if MAR 0).

1 if spouse born outside U.S. mainland; 0
otherwise (e 0 if MAR 0).

1 if in sample for wage equation: employed
in 1975, civilian, no self-employment income,
not enrolled in school (or worked over 1250
hours if enrolled), $.10 < W /P ,< $50 for
Hispanics, $.10 < W/P < $100 for white non-
Hispanics; 0 if not in wage sample.



Table 2

Means of Variables: Men in Probit Samples

White Non-

Variable Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

& South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

INSAMPLE .563 .622 .598 .602 .719 .566 .545

ED (grade) 11.75 9.34 9.31 1L.72 11.57 10.30 9.88

FORED x FBORN

(educ. years

outside U.S.) .177 1.09 4.39 7.89 8.86 .964 .138

AGE (years) 40.61 33.45 34.66 40.46 35.25 38.11 3; 12

AGCSQ 2008.5 1371.55 1426.65 1928.08 1392.82 1807.85 1723.9 w
4,

FBORN .032 .246 .707 .932 .930 .126 .015

US06 x FBORN (years) .010 .241 .469 1.02 1.54 .122 .029

US111 x FBORN .002 .031 .086 .278 .228 .031 .004

U31216 x FBORN .001 .029 .086 .289 .145 .024 .002

US1126 x FBORN .009 .048 .290 .098 .097 .011 .001

052799 x FBORN .018 .057 .110 .041 .035 .030 .001

ENGNVG .009 .288 .411 .530 .487 .212 .002

NONWHT 0 .022 .114 .041 .154 .047 1.0

HEALTH .154 .130 .173 .124 .075 .163 .191

VET .394 .246 .190 .083 .066 .317 .273

36
(table continues) 1



Table 2 (cont.)

Means of Variables: Men in Probit Samples

Variable

White Non-

Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

& South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

PROPHIS (%) 3.38 15.45 5.42 6.18 6.66 18.51 3.26

MAR .649 .582 .638 .658 .614 .590 .411

KIALT6 (number) .215 .466 .385 .218 .425 .242 .235

KIDS611 (number) .312 .601 .510 .338 .390 .458 .457

KIDS1217 (number) .568 .937 .194 .695 .368 .823 .859

FAM1864 (number) 2.06 2.33 2.13 2.28 2,06 2,24 2,25

FAM65 (number) .261 .118 .10t .274 .088 .232 .225

INCOME ($000's) 5.840 4.317 2.963 4.970 2.992 4.921 4,533

WELF ($000's) .093 .107 .172 .038 .133 .064 .095

SPED x MAR (grade) 7.76 5.31 5.85 7.00 6.77 6.30 5.17

SPACE x MAR (years) 28.33 21.10 22.88 21.45 20.94 24.52 20.16

SPACESQ x MAR 1395.6 810.90 922.59 1262.43 768.30 1149.13 957.11

SPFBORN x MAR .031 .131 .450 .568 .414 .070 .010

Note: See Table 1 for definitions of variables. Data base is 1976 SIE. Unless otherwise indicated,

means reflect fractions.



Table 3

Estimated Coefficients of Reduced-Form Probit Equations for the

Probability of a Man's Being in the Wage Earner Sample

Variable

White Non-

Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

& South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

Constant -2,68* -2.84* -3.02* -3.27* -3.10 -3.00* -3,89*

(.201) (.267) (.724) (1.20) (1.61) (.482) (.210)

ED .023* -.020 .020 .066 -.024 .012 .027

(.0078) (.011) (.030) (.043) (.055) (.020) (.0085)

FORED x FBORN .018 .029 .021 -.042 .0083 -.015 .010

(.027) (.018) (.025) (.036) (.046) (.036) (.053)

AGE .146* .188* .157* .143* .257* .179* .204*

(.010) (.014) (.038) (.050) (.072) (.025) (.010)

AGESQ -.0017* -.0021* -.0016* -.0014* -.0029* -.0020* -.0022*

(.0001) (.0002) (.0005) (.0005) (.0009) (.0003) (.0001)

FBORN -1.85* -.431 -.562 -.556 -1.82* .022 -1.14

(.797) (.226) (.453) (.758) (.860) (1.02) (.839)

US06 x FBORN .497* .150* .187* .122 .215* -.027 .245

(.216) (.054) (.093) (.124) (.091) (.210) (.155)

US711 x FBORN 2,07* .692* .712 .699 .690 .013 1.10

(.886) (.257) (.437) (.624) (.460) (.973) (.752)

US1216 x FBORN 1.42 .293 .902* .778 .505 -.678 .815

(.942) (.263) (.438) (.615) (.497) (.977) (.884)

US1726 x FBORN 1,86* .354 .930* 1.64* 1,28* -.702 1.31

(.782) (.239) (.409) (.739) (.627) (1.03) (1.03)

(table continues)
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Table 3 (cont.)

Estimated Coefficients of Reduced-Form Probit Equations for the

Probability of a Man's Being in the Wage Earner Sample

.M11.11

Variable

White Non-

Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

6 South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

US2799 x FBORN 1.77* .361 .655 1.19 2,39* -.128 -.140

(.776) (.249) (.459) (.803) (1.02) (1.02) (1.09)

ENGNVG -.066 .069 .330 .037 -.083 -.036 -.028

(.282) (.089) (.197) (.262) (.280) (.157) (.544)

NONWUT -.120 -.590* .631 -.321 .435

(.182) (.220) (.520) (.329) (.272)

HEALTH -.505* -.760* -1,51* -1.15* -.962* -.863* -.916*

(.057) (.086) (.200) (.230) (.455) (.142) (.063)

VET .128* .017 .453* .441 .914 .248* .111

(.046) (.075) (.198) (.441) (.733) (.128) (.060)

PROPHIS .0001 -.0061* -.020 -.0010 -.0009 -.0038 .0047

(.0036) (.0029) (.017) (.028) (.020) (.0038) (.0046)

MAR 2.22* 2.27* 1.81 1.46 .798 1.01 2.32*

(.310) (.391) (1.03) (1.43) (2.16) (.167) (.377)

KIDSLT6 -.086* .108* ,373* -.118 .352 .191 -.060

(.044) (.046) (.125) (.200) (.233) (.110) (.049)

KIDS611 -.067* -.035 -.123 -.129 -.219 .013 .014

(.033) (.036) (.090) (,158) (.222) (.073) (.034)

KIDS1211 -.156* -.109* -.111 -.071 -.071 -.153* -.161*

(.026) (.028) (.083) (.114) (.221) (.050) (.026)

(table continues)
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Table 3 (cont.)

Estimated Coefficients of Reduced-Form Probit Equations for the

Probability of a Man's Being in the Wage Earner Sample

White Non-

Variable Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

1.11nwl......M1....1ImmY1

Central

& South Other Black Non-

Americans Hispanics Hispanics

FAM1864 .110* .099* .045 .149 .276 .100 .118*

(.027) (.031) (.109) (.137) (.337) (.058) (.025)

FAM65 -.061 -.170 -.830* -.261 -.807 .045 -.126*

(.056) (.102) (.312) (.242) (.577) (.143) (.061)

INCOME ($000's) -.021* -.023* .0018 -.0080 -.067* -.021* -.023*

(.0030) (.0059) (.011) (.020) (.032) (.0092) (.0045)

WELF ($000'8) .384* -.318 -.553 -.857 .706 -.752 -.017

(.156) (.202) (.431) (.890) (.906) (.428) (.188)

SPED x MAR -.040* -.040* -.013 -.026 -.0002 -.0048 -.037*

(.011) (.013) (.031) (.042) (.054) (.026) (.013)

SPAGE x MAR -.076* -.075* -.069 -.047 -.110 -.037 -.079*

(.015) (.021) (.056) (.071) (.125) (.038) (.017)

SPAGESQ x MAR .0007* .0007* .0008* .0004 .0018 .0003 .0008*

(.0002) (.0003) (.0001) (.0008) (.0017) (.0004) (.0002)

SPFBORN x MAR -.260* -.157 -.552* .088 .262 .362 -.580*

(.131) (.102) (.221) (.381) (.428) (.246) (.238)

No. of Observations 5,168 2,859 525 266 228 923 4,050

Max log likelihood -2765.33 -1324.19 -222.47 -130.77 -90.92 -424.21 -1863.22

Note: Dependent variable is INSAMPLE for wage equation. Standard errors are in parentheses. Variables are

defined in Table 1.

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.
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mand of English. Because much of a person's human capital is country-

specific, we also controlled for nativity and length of time in the

United States.

In addition to the human capital variables, we included variables for

government employment and for race. If, as Sharon Smith (1977) has

found, government employees earn more than private-sector workers with

the same human capital, and if one ethnic group has greater access to

government jobs than another, this will affect the relative average wage.

We would like to be able to distinguish this effect. Since we know

blacks suffer from discrimination, and some Hispanics are black, we would

like to know how much of the Hispanics' lower average wage is due to

race, and how much discrimination affects Hispanics who are white. We

did not control for urban vs. rural location because this information was

suppressed in a great many cases by Census procedures to preserve con-

fidentiality. Insofar as location is known, the effect of urban resi-

dence, as well as region, on the wage rate is captured by the cost-of-

living adjustment. The explanatory variables are defined in Table 1,

and their mean values for the wage earners in each ethnic group are in

Table 4.

AVERAGE WAGE-RELATED CHARACTERISTICS

The mean values of the variables in Table 4 reveal a number of ways

in which Hispanics are disadvantaged by possessing less "human capital"

on average than white non-Hispanic men. Average education levels are

around 12.5 years for white non-Hispanic male wage earners and 10.5 years

for blacks, yet are less than tenth grade for Mexicans and Puerto Ricans.
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Table 4

Means of Variables for Men in the Sample of Wage Earners

Variable

White Non-

Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

& South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

WAGE (W)

.10111111.MMI.NIN

(dollars/hr) 5.97 4.31 4.52 5.33 4.94 5.20 4.65

LNWAGE (1uW) 1.601 1,303 1.389 1.515 1.391 1.466 1.314

LNCOST (10) -.025 -.068 .074 -.015 .051 -.043 -.028

LNRWAGE (1nW/P) 1.632 1.371 1.316 1,530 1.346 1.509 1.402

ED (grade) 12.41 9.44 9.75 11.32 11.79 11.04 10.54

EXP (years) 20.17 19.51 20.45 24.12 19.05 21.33 22.96

EXPSQ 669.08 597.75 602.54 188.37 487.16 693.76 780.59

VET .486 .304 .255 .112 .085 .427 ,374

FBORN .028 .269 .193 .950 .921 .119 .015

FBORN x PORED

(educ. years

outside U.S.) .192 1.31 5.25 8.64 9.23 1.04 .149

FBORN x US46 .0024 .040 .073 .125 .262 .019 .0059

FBORN x US711 .0031 .048 .086 .250 .220 .040 .0041

FBORN x US1216 .0010 .029 .102 .331 .134 .023 .0018

FBORN x US1126 .010 .059 .350 .150 .116 .010 .0014

(table continues)



Table 4 (cont.)

Means of Variables for Men in the Sample of Wage Earners

Variable

White Non-

Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

& South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

FBORN x US2799 .010 .045 .115 .056 .037 .015 .0005

ENGNVG .0076 .321 .446 p538 .482 .186 .0018

HEALTH .101 .092 .076 .056 .055 .090 .120

GOVT .169 .177 .150 .081 .104 .226 .240

NONWHT 0 .022 .086 .056 .116 .052 1.0

A

1 .536 .416 .395 .461 .309 .454 .472

Selection Bias
A A

(0121) -.198 -.163 -.084 -.134 .015 -.113 -.202

ED x FBORN

(grade) .329 1.93 7.38 10.73 10.80 1.19 .174

USEXP (years) 20.56 16.74 15.50 12.19 9.72 20.07 22.19

USEXP x FBORN (years) .514 3.64 12.02 11.04 8.20 1.51 .125

FOREXP x FBORN (years) .208 2.77 4.94 11.92 9.33 1.25 .168

USEXPSQ 656.49 474.24 365.76 244.24 169.35 641.10 782.67

USEXPSQ x FBORN 17.79 90.80 264.10 196.42 126.95 32.50 1.63

FOREXPSQ x FBORN 4.18 60.71 91.38 293.52 191.01 27.95 3.56

PROPHIS (7.) 3.40 14.89 5.22 6.12 6.68 17.11 3.41

Note: Variables are defined in Table 1. Unless otherwise indicated, means reflect fractions.
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The other three Hispanic groups average between 11 and 12 grades of

school. The Mexicans and Puerto Ricans are younger (see EXP) than the

other groups on average, and the Cubans are even older than white

non-Hispanics. Almost all of the Cubans and Central and South Americans

are foreign-born, and members of the latter group arrived in the United

States even more recently than the Cubans. Eighty percent of the Puerto

Ricans were born on the island. Almost 75% of the Mexicans, on the other

hand, were born in the United States. The "other Hispanics" are

overwhelmingly (90%) from the second or later generations in the United

States. This group includes persons of mixed Hispanic ancestry as well

as those who did not identify with any of the listed Eispanic groups.

Not surprisingly, the percentages of each group who are fluent in

English (the complement of ENGNVG) and who have been in the Armed Forces

reflect the percentages born in the United States. Government employment

also tends to reflect birthplace, except that Mexican and Puerto Rican

men are about as likely as white non-Hispanics to hold government jobs,

while blacks and "other Hispanics" are much more likely to do so.

PARAMETERS OF THE WAGE FUNCTIONS

The estimated wage equations, corrected for selectivity bias, are

reported in Table 5. The coefficient of A, which represents the

covariance between the errors in the sample participation probit and the

wage equation, is negative for all groups except the Central and South

Americans. It is significantly negative for the largesc samples of men- -

whites, blacks, Mexicans, and "other Hispanics." Apparently people in

these ethnic groups who have unusually high market wage offers, given
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Table 5

Coefficients of Wage Equations for Men, Corrected for Sample Selection Bias:

Effect of Variables on Average Wage Offer

Variable

White Non-

Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

& South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

Intercept .618* .764* .837* 1.035* .290 .893* 8S0*

(.077) (.091) (.227) (.462) (.402) (.175). (.090)

ED .061* .054* .036* .035 .050* .034* .049*

(.0041) (.0053) (.013) (.019) (.022) (.010) (.0046)

EXP .041* .024* 1038* .040* .039 .029* .015*

(.0033) (.0041) (.0082) (.015) (.020) (.0078) (.0038)

EXPSQ -.0006* -.0003* -.006* -.0007* -.0006 -.0004* -.0002*

(.0001) (.0001) (.0002) (.0003) (.0004) (.0001) (.0001)

VET -.0080 .029 -.0015 .210 .219 .044 .022

(.024) (.034) (.068) (.144) (.214) (.060) (.026)

PBORN -.195 -.258* -.157 -.161 -.411 .277 .415

(.355) (.082) (.152) (.300) (.322) (.324) (.413)

HORN x PORED .0006 -.0056 -.0048 -.0067 .019 -.0092 -.OH

(.014) (.0077) (.0086) (.016) (.018) (.022) (.028)

FBORN x US46 .036 .229* .025 -.031 .245 -.301 -.184

(.394) (.087) (.141) (.227) (.161) (.289) (.327)

FBORN x US7l1 .088 .129 AM -.0030 .244 -.364 -.124

(.379) (.086) (.138) (.220) (.156) (.260) (.344)

FBORN x US1216 .104 .191 .044 .147 .275 .125 .231

(.468) (.098) (.135) (.226) (.190) (.281) (.395)

(table continues)
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Table 5 (cont,)

Coefficients of Wage Equations for Men, Corrected for Sample Selection Bias:

Effect of Variables on Average Wage Offer

Variable

White Non-

Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

& South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

FBORN x US1726 .029 .284* .027 .063 ,479* -.191 .039

(.348) (.085) (.125) (.268) (.214) (.343) (.427)

FBORN x US2799 .186 .220* .160 .108 .313 -.394 -.181

(.350) (.097) (.152) (.2-'1 (.362) (.331) (.595)

ENCNVG, -.068 -.048 -.203* -.159 -.097 -.184* .481

(.153) (.039) (.072) (.098) (.121) (.080) (.282)

HEALTH -.011 -.017 .214 .124 .152 .011 .114*

(.039) (.051) (.133) (.216) (.238) (.105) (.045)

GOVT -.014 -.033 -.023 .011 .121 .064 .070*

(.027) (.033) (.074) (.143) (.164) (.060) (.025)

NONWHT -.089 .120 -.153 ,011 -.064

(.089) (.095) (.183) (.151) (.114)

A

A -.369* -.390* -.212 -.291 .050 -.250* -.428*

(.058) , (.063) (.120) (.247) (.254) (.118) (.057)

N 2,911 1,778 314 160 164 522 2,209

R2 .261 .227 .262 .320 .248 .210 .228

(011)
1/2

(Corrected) .591 .579 .448 .494 .582 .561 .575

Note: Dependent variable is LNRWAGE. Corrected standard errors are in parentheses. Variables are

defined in Table 1,

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.
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their measured characteristics, have even higher productivity in other

sectors and so are less likely to be in the wage sample.5

Our significantly negative estimates of 012 (the coefficient of A)

are not simply a result of the broad age range (everyone over age 13)

included in the samples we analyzed. When we estimated the same model

for Mexican men aged 25 through 59, the coefficient of A was also signi-

ficantly negative, even though the sample participation rate was much

higher (81% rather than 62%). This illustrates the point that there is

no necessary connection between the sample participation rate and the

correlation between the stochastic terms in the wage and the par-

ticipation equations. A 50% sample may be randomly selected, while a 90%

sample may systematically exclude the highest 10% of wage offers. Thus,

choosing an age group with a high wage and salary-sector participation

rate would not eliminate the possibility of selectivity bias (though it

might.reduce its quantitative impact on the estimated parameters).

When we examine the estimates of the coefficients of the wage-offer

functions in Table 5, we find that race (NONWHT) has no significant

impact on the wages of Hispanics; black Hispanics suffer from one han-

dicap, not two. The sign on the NONWHT dummy variable is actually posi-

tive for Puerto Rican men. Poor health does not depress the wage rate a

man is offered; the sign on the health disability dummy is usually posi-

tive, significantly so for black men. Black men get 7% more in the

public (GOVT) than in the private sector, but public sector wages are not

significantly different from wages in the private sector for white or

Hispanic men.

The wages of successive cohorts of immigrants, compared with

U.S.-born members of their ethnic group, can be plotted using the esti-

5d
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mated coefficients of the wage equation. FBORN plus FBORN x FORED tells

how a newly arrived immigrant with a given level of schooling fares, com-

pared with the U.S.-born members of his ethnic group who have the same

education, age, etc. The dummy variables US46, US711, US1216, US1726,

and US2799, when added to (FBORN FBORN x FORED), tell how immigrants of

these cohorts fare, compared with the U.S. natives. We can use as an

example an immigrant who has eight years of foreign schooling, which is

about average.

White non-Hispanic male immigrants do not catch up with native whites

until they have been here at least 27 years. Mexican immigrants with

less than a sixth-grade education match U.S.-born Mexicans when they have

been here 17 to 26 years, but the cohort that arrived before 1950 earns

less than U.S. natives. Island-born Puerto Rican men apparently never

catch up, unless they come with no education. Neither do Cubans. The

unusual nature of the wave of Cuban political refugees who came in the

early 1960s is reflected in their average wage rate, which is higher than

that of the Cuban men who arrived before or after them.

Central and Couth American immigrants with ten years of schooling

overtake the few who are U.S. natives in 4 to 6 years. Those who arrive

with less schooling -ake longer to catch up. Blacks and "other

Hispanics" show an erratic pattern: new arrivals and those who have been

here 12 to 26 years earn more than U.S. natives, but this is not true of

those who have been here 4 to 11 years or more than 26 years.

The estimated wage loss from a poor command of English varies across

groups, from an insignificant 5% for Mexican men to 18 to 20% for "other

Hispanics" and Puerto Ricans. Blacks with poor English apparently earn

5?
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more than other blacks, but there are so few (four) of them that this may

be a coincidence.

All Hispanic groups have lower returns to education than Anglos,

ranging from 3.4% per grade for "other Hispanics" to 5.4% for Mexicans.

Anglo men earn 6.1% more for each additional grade of school completed.

The coefficient of PORED is always virtually zero, indicating that there

is no appreciable difference between U.S. and foreign schooling in

enhancing earnings capacity.

The initial returns to (potential) work experience are about the same

for Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central and South American, and white

non-Hispanic men. Mexicans, "other Hispanics," and blacks have flatter

experience-wage profiles than the others. For each group we can find the

value of EXP that correspor.ds to the maximum wage on the experience-wage

profile. Let the coefficient of EXP be 01 and the coefficient of EXPSQ

be $2 Then 31nW/3EXP a 01 + 202EXP - 0 at the maximum point, and

EXP = -01/202 gives the value of EXP for which the wage is highest. For

white non-Hispanics, wages peak 36 years after leaving school; for

Mexicans, after 46 years; for blacks and "other Hispanics," after 40

years; for Puerto Ricans, Cubans, and Central and South Americans, after

30 to 32 years. Veterans do not earn significantly more than nonveterans

in any ethnic group, which suggests that time spent in the Armed Forces

is no more and no less valuable than other types rk experience.

The coefficient9 of experience and education !Berl., further investiga-

tion. Our estimated coefficients of EXP and EXPSQ measure an average of

the returns to U.S. work experience for the native-born and the returns

to foreign and U.S. work experience for immigrants. The coefficient of
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ED averages the return to U.S. schooling across U.S.-born and foreign-

born individuals. Chiswick (1978) has found that immigrants have a lower

estimated return to education than U.S. natives, and speculates that this

is due to a weaker correlation among immigrants between schooling and the

omitted variable, ability. We would therefore expect ethnic groups with

larger percentages of the foreign-born to have smaller coefficients on

EXP and ED.

To disentangle these effects, we estimate another set of wage

equations for men. These equations include an interaction term, ED x

FBORN, and separate variables measuring potential work experience in the

United Statas (USEXP) and potential work experience abroad (FOREXP),

along with quadratic and interaction terms: USEXPSQ, FOREXPSQ, USEXP x

FBORN, and USEXPSQ x FBORN.6 We also include as a variable the percen-

tage Hispanic in the population in the state of residence, to see whether

there is any evidence.,that the wages of Hispanics are depressed by

"crowding" in labor markets with many Hispanics. The coefficients,

corrected for selectivity bias, are reported in Table 6. (The variable

definitions and their mean values are in Tables 1 and 4.)

From the signs of the coefficients, it appears that, except for

Cubans and "other Hispanics," the foreign-born have lower returns to

their U.S. schooling than the native-born members of their ethnic group.

A(The return to U.S. :elsoLling for the foreign-born is of the

coefficients of ED an x FBORN.) However, except. fu.. Mexican men, the

differences are not precisely enough measured to be sure of the signs.

U.S.-born Mexican men have as high a return to schooling as white

non-Hispanics, about 6%, and Puerto Rican men born on the mainland get

59



Table 6

Coefficients of Wage Equations for Men, Including Interaction Terms, Corrected for Sample Selection Bias:

Effect of Variables on Average Wage Offer

Variable

White Non-

Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

& South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

Intercept .622* .721* .619 1.320 -1.321 .992* .854*

(.078) (.095) (.358) (.944) (1.021) (.173) (.091)

ED .061* .062* .049 -.025 .119 .032* .050*

(.0042) (.0060) (.026) (.073) (.068) (.010) (.0046)

ED x FBORN -.0094 -.026* -.019 .067 -.069 .015 -.029

(.022) (.0093) (.028) (.076) (.070) (.034) (.042)

FORED x FBORN .0048 -.0025 -.0028 -.0088 .0083 -.012 -.017

(.014) (.0078) (.0081) (.016) (.016) (.028) (.041)

FBORN .019 .185 .298 -.548 1.639 -.297 .335

(.343) (.125) (.369) (.907) (1.061) (.393) (.434)

ENGNVG -.058 -.040 -.179* -.137 -.116 -.135 .443

(.174) (.039) (.072) (.096) (.113) (.081) (.277)

USEXP .040* .024* .047* .098* .122* .030* .015*

(.0033) (.0041) (.014) (.045) (.049) (.0076) (.0038)

USEXP x FBORN -.0012 .013* -.019 -.050 -.065 .023 .042

(.018) (.0064) (.016) (.046) (.051) (.027) (.056)

FOREXP x FBORN .016 -.0021 -.0034 .014 -.0002 .027 -.0014

(.017) (.0055) (.0097) (.011) (.017) (.019) (.025)

USEXPSQ -.0006* -.0002* -.0007* -.0017* -.0019 -.0004* -.0002*

(.0001) (.0001) (.0003) (.0009) (.0013) (.0001) (.0001)

(table continues)



Table 6 (cont.)

Coefficients of Wage Equations for Men, Including Interaction Terms, Corrected for Sample Selection Bias:

Effect of Variables on karage Wage Offer

Variable

White Non-

Hispanics Mexicans

Puerto

Ricans Cubans

Central

& South

Americans

Other

Hispanics

Black Non-

Hispanics

USEXPSQ x FBORN -.0000 -.0004* .0003 .0007 .0007 -.0007 -.0013

(.0004) (.0001) (.0004) (.0009) (.0013) (.0006) (.0)22)

FOREXPSQ x FBORN -.0004 .0001 .0001 -.0003 .0002 -.0005 .0002

(.0005) (.0001) (.0003) (.0003) (.0005) (.0004) (.0007)

VET -.0061 .015 .0003 .205 -.086 .033 .022

(.025) (.034) (.067) (.149) (.240) (.059) (.026)

HEALTH -.0079 -.020 .181 .101 .236 -.043 .117*

(.039) (.051) (.134) (.197) (.231) (.104) (.045)

GOVT -.041 -.032 -.019 -.0075 .087 .086 .070*

(.027) (.033) (.074) (.142) (.157) (.060) (.025)

NONWHT -.104 .109 -.126 .011 -.130

(.091) (.096) (.175) (.147) (.113)

PROPHIS .0021 -.0039* -.0079 .016 .0032 -.0060* -.0011

(.0020) (.0013) (.0068) (.012) (.0084) (.0017) (.0022)

A

A -.378* -.394* -.195 -.253 -.064 -.194 -.432*

(.058) (.057) (.117) (.203) (.215) (.114) (.058)

H 2,911 1,778 314 160 164 522 2,209

R2 .261 .236 .256 .338 .293 .216 .228

(.111)1/2 (Corrected) .594 .571 .441 .480 .565 .549 .577

Note: Dependent variable is LNRWAGE. Corrected standard errors are in parentheses. Variables are
defined in Table 1.

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.'

3 41,
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the same return as U.S.-born blacks, about 5%. Those born in Mexico have

a 3.6% return per grade of U.S. schooling, and those born in Puerto Rico

have a 3.0% return, while foreign-born white non-Hispanics have 5.2% and

foreign-born blacks have 2.0%. For Central and South Americans, the

return to U.S. schooling is 5% for those born abroad and 12% for the very

few born in the United States. The latter estimate is not at all pre-

cise, however.

Foreign-born Cubans seem to have a higher rate of return to U.S.

schooling (4.1%) than those born ln the United States. The latter

group's estimated coefficient on ED is negative, but there are only eight

of them in the sample, so this may be a coincidence. "Other Hispanics"

also have a higher rate of return to U.S. schooling if they were born

abroad--4.8% as opposed to 3.2% for those who were born in the United

States.

The returns to foreign work experience are much smaller titan the

returns to work experience in the United States. In fact, Mexican,

Puerto Rican, Central and South American, and black immigrants gain

virtually nothing in wage rates from prior work experience. In this

sense an immigrant in one of these groups, no matter how old, resembles a

new entrant to the U.S. labor force who has just finished school. On the

other hand, Cuban, "other Hispanic," and white non-Hispanic immigrants do

start out in the United States with higher wages the older they are on

arrival. Their foreign work experience is worth only 1 or 2% per year,

however--much less than experience in the United States.

There is also a difference between immigrants and U.S. natives in

returns to work experience acquired in the United States. Mexican,
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"other Hispanic," and black immigrants have higher initial returns to

U.S. work experience than their native-born counterparts. Their

experience-wage profiles also peak much more quickly, as shown in Table

7. This indicates a relatively brief, intense period of investment in

human capital after entering the U.S. labor force, as we might expect of

adult immigrants adapting to a new country. However, Puerto Rican,

Cuban, and Central and South American immigrants have lower initial

returns to U.S. work experience than those born on the mainland United

States. The Puerto Rican migrants' investment period lasts as long as

that of mainland natives, but the Cuban and Central and South American

immigrants' investment period is shorter.

Earlier, we presented some estimates of how long it takes before

immigrants' wages match the wages of native-born members of their ethnic

group of the same age, education, and other personal characteristics.

These estimates were derived from the wage equations that included dummy

variables for the year of immigration. We can obtain another set of

estimates from the wage equations that include USEXP and FOREXP as con-

tinuous variables. The answer depends on the amount and location of the

immigrant's education and his age when he arrived in the United States.

For specified values of these variables, we use the coefficient estimates

to derive the appropriate expressions for the wages of a U.S. native and

an immigrant who are alike in other respects; set these expressions equal

to one another; and solve for the value of the immigrant's USEXP that

satisfies the equation. (Note that, for people of the same age and edu-

cation, the U.S. native's USEXP is equal to the immigrant's USEXP plus

his FOREXP.)
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Table 7

Value (in Years) of USEXP at Peak of the U.S. Experience-Wage
Offer Profile: Native-Born and Foreign-Born Men

Ethnic Group U.S. Natives Foreign-Born

White Non-Hispanics 35.7 32.7

Mexicans 51.3 31.1

Puerto Ricans 3).3 33.5

Cubans 28.6 24.9

Central E. South Americans 3'..4 23.1

Other Hispanics 38.2 25.3

Black Non-Hispanics 40.4 19.0

Note: Value of USEXP derived from estimated wage equations in Table 6 by
setting 3LNRWAGE/aUSEXP = 0 and solving for USEXP.
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If we compare an immigrant who arrives at age 20 having an eighth-

grade education (i.e., PORED = 8 and FOREXP = 7) with a U.S. native

having an eighth-grade education, the "catch-up" period is 4 years for

blacks, 18 for "other Hispanics," 34 for whites, 42 for Puerto Ricans,

and 51 for Cubans. Mexicans never catch up. Central and South American

immigrants start out earning more than the native-born, but the gap

narrows the longer they stay. These results are reasonably consistent

with our earlier estimates.

Coefficients in Table 6 for PROPHIS tell us that in states where

Hispanics constitute larger fractions of the population, white and Cuban

men earn at least as much as they earn elsewhere; but Mexican, Puerto

Rican, and "other Hispanic" men have lower wages than elsewhere.

Moreover, the negative effect is significant for Mexicans and "other

Hispanics." This may be evidence that discrimination affects Hispanics

more when they are a large proportion of the labor force, as-1n the

Southwest. It may also represent a "compensating differential," which

could arise if Mexicans and "other Hispanics" prefer to live and work

where there are many other Hispanics, regardless of lower wages.

DECOMPOSITION OF WAGE DIFFERENTIALS

We can use the estimated wage equations to sort out how much of the

observed minority-Anglo wage differential is due to differences in average

wage offers, and how much is due to differences in selection bias of the

type discussed at the beginning of this paper. Further, we can break

down the wage-offer differential into the parts due to differences in

average personal characteristics and in parameters. The part due to dif-

ferences in parameters is often attributed to discrimination.

6'1
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n
Define Tj = E

j

Xii/ni, A1 Ej kii/ni, and lnWi

nj -
E (1nWij)/nj - lnWj, where nj is the number of persons with observed

ia1

wages in group j and W1 is the geometric mean of the observed wage rate

for group j. (Xij,-Xij, and lnWij are defined above.)

Then lnWj =-1j5j c712i7j,

and

(5) lnWH- lnWL a (1511 -ILt1L) (c7121JH c71217L),

where the subscript H refers to the high-wage group, and the subscript L

refers to the low-wage group. This shows that the observed wage dif-

ferential, lnWH -TrICIL, equals the difference of mean wage offers,

YOH -TOL, plus the difference in average selectivity bias,

c712HTH '312171, or E(em I in observed sample) - E(eiLl in observed

sample).

We can proceed to decompose the offered-wage differential in the

spirit of Oaxaca (1973), giving:

(6) lnWH - 1nWL -TL) [DSH + (I - D)131,] +

[5 (I - D) +TO] (5H
:BL) (c1120.11 c71217L),

where I is the identity matrix and D is a diagonal matrix of weights.
P.

Since lnWH -TraL a ln(WH/WL) ig (WH - WL)/WH, equation (6) decomposes

the percentage difference between the geometric means of the observed

wage rates for the two groups into a part due to selectivity bias, a part

attributable to differences between the groups' average values of each

63
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characteristic, and a part attributable to differences between the

parameters of the wage-offer function. The first term on the right-hand

side of Eq. (6) can be interpreted as the wage difference that would

exist in the absence of discrimination, if both groups had the same wage-

offer function. The second term is then an estimate of the wage-offer

difference due to discrimination.

We will in general get different estimates of discrimination

depending upon the choice of the matrix D of weights. This choice

amounts to an assumption about what the wage-offer function would be in

a nondiscriminatory world. For example, setting D = I (a procedure

followed by many analysts of earnings differentials) assumes that the

majority group's wage -offer function would prevail; whereas D = 0 assumes

that the minority group's wage-offer function would apply to everyone, in

the absence of discrimination. Neither assumption seems warranted, since

employers' preferences for the majority and their distaste for the

minority probably distort both groups' wages. Having no way of knowing

the true weights, we choose D = (1/2)I. This assumes that the no-

discrimination wage-offer parameters would lie halfway between the ones

currently estimated for the majority and minority groups. To show how

sensitive the estimates of discrimination are to the choice of weights,

in Table 8 we report these estimates for D = I and D = 0, as well as for

D = (1/2)1. In addition, we show in Table 8 the observed wage differen-

tial and the estimated wage-offer differential between white

non-Hispanics and each minority group.

Table 8 shows that the difference in average wage offers between

Hispanic and white non-Hispanic men is always larger than the observed

wage differential. For blacks, the wage-offer differential is the same

6J



Table 8

Wage Differences between White Non-Hispanic and Minority Men,

and Estimated Effect of Discrimination

Ethnic Group

(1)

Observed

Wage

Differencea

(2)

Wage Difference,

Corrected for

Selection Biasb

(3)

Wage Difference

(4) (5)

due to Difference in Parametersc

(D = 0) (D = (1/2)Of(D = 01

Mexicans .304 .339 .051 .076 .064

Puerto Ricans .218 .332 .177 ,177 .177

Cubans .092 .156 .024 -.147 -.062

Central & South

Americans .210 .423 .350 .380 .365

Other Hispanics .141 .225 .106 .133 .119

Non-Hispanic

Blacks .233 .229 .132 .142 .137

a inWw lnWh (approx. the percentage difference in the geometric mean observed wage between each

group and white non-Hispanic men).

A A A

b lnWw - lnWh - [(c112A)w 012)0111 g 1nPw +TA - 1nPh -ThOh (the "wage-offer" differential).

c D) +101 (Ow Oh).

d Assuming whites' wage function reflects no discrimination; 41 (Ow - Oh)

e Assuming minority group's wage function reflects no discri ination; Xw (ow oh)

f Assuming that the no-discrimination wage function is halfway between that of whites and minority.
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size as the observed wage differential. Selectivity bias is negative for

all groups except Central and South Americans, but it is larger in abso-

lute value for white men than for Hispanic men. Therefore it reduces the

average observed wage more for white men, narrowing the observed wage

differences between them and Hispanics.

The average wages offered to minority men are at least 15% below

those offered to white non-Hispanics. How serious a problem is labor-

market discrimination in producing these differences? Table 8 shows the

wage difference that cannot be explained by various differences in group

characteristics (age, education, etc.) and which is therefore potentially

due to discrimination. Column 3 in that table shows the estimates if the

whites' wage function is assumed to be the no-discrimination one; column

4 gives estimates when the minority group's wage function is used; and

the last column shows the average of 3 and 4. In most cases, the three

estimates are quite-similar. Cuban men constitute the only case in which

the choice of weights makes a difference of more than two percentage

points in the estimate of the wage difference due to discrimination.

If we take the average estimates of discrimination, given in the last

column, the largest (367.) describes, the case of Central and South

American men. This is 86Z of the total wage-offer differential between

them and white non-Hispanic men. For Puerto Rican men, discrimination may

be responsible for as much as an 18% difference in wages, about half of

the 33% wage-offer gap. Discrimination may cause a wage gap of up to 12%

for "other Hispanic" men, a little over ha:f of the total gap. Black men

are in between the Puerto Ricans and "other Hispanics"; the wage-offer

difference due to racial discrimination may be as large as 14%, which is

60% of the total black-white male wage-offer differential.
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For Mexican men, however, discrimination may result in only a 6% wage

difference at most. The rest of the 34% wage-offer gap is due to dif-

ferences in characteristics such as education. And Cuban men apparently

have higher wages compared to white non-Hispanic men than their human

capital characteristics would warrant; the difference in parameters of

the wage function goes in their favor.

It is possible that discrimination affecting many Hispanics is

directed not against Hispanics per se, but against blacks, immigrants, and

those not fluent in English. Since these groups constitute a larger

fraction of the Hispanic ethnic groups than of white non-Hispanics, such

discrimination would affect Hispanics' wages disproportionately. We

include race as a characteristic in our wage equations in order to

distinguish discrimination against Hispanics from discrimination against

blacks. Language skills and duration of residence in the United States,

as aspects of A worker's human capital stock, are also included in the

wage equations. Our decomposition method attributes wage differences due

to these factors to differences in personal characteristics, not to

discrimination. It is therefore of interest to examine how much of the

Hispanic-white wage difference is due to the differences in race, nati-

vity, and language skills. Beyond that, analysis of the portion of the

Hispanic-white differential that is due to measured characteristics will

tell us how much of the difference comes from differences in education

levels, geographic location, government-sector employment, health, and

age. In Table 9 we present a detailed decomposition of the geometric

mean wage differential between each minority group and white

non-Hispanics, assuming the no-discrimination parameters lie halfway

between those of the whites and those of the minority group.
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Table 9

Decomposition of Wage Differences between White Non-Hispanic and Minority Men:
Effect of Discrimination and Effect of Particular Variables

Mexicans
Puerto
Ricans Cubans

Central
& South
Americans

Other
Hispanics

Black
Non - Hispanic:

Observed arithmetic wage difference:

(71w Vh)(71w .278 .243 .107 .173 .129 .221

Observed geometric mean wage difference
(Table 8, col. 1):

lnWw - lnWw .304 .218 .092 .210 .141 .233

Difference in selection bias:
-.035 -.114 -.064 -.213 -.084 .004

0312;0w (a12X)h (.041) (.057) (.118) (.084) (.062) (.041)

Wage difference, lnWw - lnWh,
corrected for selection biasa .339 .332 .156 .423 .225 .229

Effect of discrimination
(Table 8, col. 5):

'[(1W +)/2] (8w ah) .064 .177 -.062 .365 .119 .137

Difference of area price levels:

1nPw - 1nPh .043 -.099 -.010 -.076 .018 .003

Total effect of background
variables listed below: .233 .253 .228 .134 .089 .088

(Xw -TO ( + 00/2 (.023) (.044) ( 106) (.095) (.015) (.007)

ED .171 .129 .053 .034 .065 .103

(.010) (.018) (.010) (.007) (.008) (.006)

Total EXP .011 -.027 -.062 -.039 -.008 -.015

(.001) (.004) (.011) (.022) (.001) (.001)

VET .002 -.001 .038 .042 .001 .001

(.004) (.008) (.027) (.043) (.002) (.002)

Total FBORN .029 .101 .127 .052 .005 .001

(.015) (.046) (.113) (.112) (.008) (.003)

ENGNVG .018 .060 .060 .039 .023 .001

(.025) (.037) (.048) (.046) (.015) (.001)

HEALTH -.0002 .002 .003 .003 .000 -.001

(.0003) (.002) (.005) (.006) (.001) (.001)

GOVT .0002 -.0004 -.0001 .004 -.001 -.002

(.0002) (.001) (.006) (.005) (.002) (.001)

NONWHT (Bh) .002 -.010 .009 -.001 .003 -
(.002) (.008) (.010) (.018) (.006) --

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.

a(TwOw + 1nPw)
(X1.10h 1nPh) a difference in wage offers, See Table 8, col. 2.
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In Table 9 we see that subtracting the area price-level difference

from the wage-offer differential of 34% between Mexican and white

non-Hispanic men would reduce the "real" wage-offer differential between

these groups to 30%. Education is the source of half of the 34% wage-

offer differential; bringing the Mexicans up to the whites' average

schooling level would bring the Mexican men to within 17% of the whites'

average wage rate. This would entail an increase from 9.4 to 12.4 grades

completed. The difference in average time in the United States accounts

for a wage differential of 3%. Improving fluency in English to the level

of white non-Hispanics would eliminate only two percentage points of the

gap. Differences in potential work experience, Armed Forces experience,

health, government employment, and race each account foi a wage dif-

ferential of 1% or less. Discrimination accounts for a difference of 6%.

Race, time in the United States, and English together account for another

57 difference.

The wages offered Puerto Rican men (row 4) are 33% less than those

offered white non-Hispanics, on average. The observed wage differential

is only two-thirds this size, due to selectivity bias. Adjusting for

area prices widens the "real" wage-offer gap to 43%, since Puerto Ricans

tend to live in the high-priced Northeastern cities. Differing charac-

teristics account for 602 of this gap, leaving a wage-offer differential

of 18% that may be due to discrimination. Just closing the education gap

of 2.7 years would eliminate a differential of 13%, and improving Puerto

Ricans' command of English would take care of 6%. The Puerto Rican-Anglo

difference in length of residence on the U.S. mainland accounts for a 10%

wage-offer gap. Race and the difference in potential work experience act
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to narrow the observed wage gap, not to widen it. Nothing else has much

impact on the wage differential.

Cuban men fall short of the wages offered white non-Hispanic men by

16% after adjusting for selectivity bias (row 4). If their background

characteristics were the same, the differential would be 6% in the

Cubans' favor. The Cubans' recent arrival in the United States accounts

for a differential of 13%. Improving the Cubans' command of English

would eliminate a differential of 6%, and closing the education gap of

1.1 grades would eliminate a wage-offer differential of 5%. The Cubans'

lack of U.S. Armed Forces experience (which is related to the recency of

their immigration) accounts for a 4% differential. The lower wages of

black Cubans accounts for a 1% difference in average wages offered Cuban

and white non-Hispanic men. The fact that the Cubans are older on

average tends to narrow the wage-offer differential; if they had the same

potential experience as white non-Hispanics, the wage-offer differential

would be 22% instead of 16%.

Central and South American men have average observed wages that are

21% below those of white non-Hispanic men, and their average wage offers

are 42% lower than those of the Anglo men. The price-level adjustment

widens the "real wage offer" gap to 50%. A differential of only 13% can

be explained by differing personal characteristics of the ethnic groups.

In this case, a wage-offer differential as high as 36% may be due to

discrimination. A 4% difference is due to lack of fluency in English,

and a 4% difference results from lack of U.S. Armed Forces experience.

Both of these differentials may be linked to the fact that the Central

and South Americans are the most recent Hispanic arrivals in the United

7
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States, even more recent than the Cubans, on average. By itself, this

accounts for a 5% wage-offer differential. As they already have nearly

as much education as white non-Hispanic men (11.8 grades vs. 12.4

grades), increasing education to the level of the Anglos could only close

a wage-offer gap of 3%.

The men of "other Hispanic" origin have average wage offers that are

22% below those of white non - Hispanics, after correcting for selectivity

bias. A differential of 12% could be attributed to discrimination. A

gap of 7Z is due to the difference in education of 1.4 grades, and a gap

of 2% is due to poor command of English. Local price differences account

for another 2%. Nothing else affects the differential in any important

way.

By way of comparison, black and white men have a 23% wage-offer dif-

ference, of which less than half can be attributed to differing charac-

teristics, so that as much as a 14% wage-offer differential may be due to

discrimination. The education difference of nearly two years explains a

wage-offer gap of 10%. No other observable differences contribute in a

particularly important way to the wage gap.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

Our major findings, roughly in order of importance, are as follows.

1. The five major Hispanic-American groups differ so much among

themselves and from blacks that it makes little sense to lump them under

a single "Hispanic" or "minority" rubric for either analysis or policy

treatment.

7 13
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2. Discrinatinn in the labor market may be responsible for a wage

differential from non-Hispanic white men of 18% for Puerto Rican men, 14%

for black men, and 12% for "other Hispanic" men, but only 6% for Mexican

men. Low levels of education are apparently a much more serious problem

than discrimination for Mexicans. The Cuban-Anglo wage differential can

be completely explained by differences in obe.trvable personal charac-

teristics, especially recency of arrival in the United States and

language handicaps. These factors, along with low education and discri-

mination, also seriously handicap Puerto Rican men.

3. Mexican and "other Hispanic" men, but not the other minority

groups, have significantly lower wages in states where Hispanics are a

larger fraction of the population. This may be evidence of "crowding" in

a discriminatory environment, or of a preference for locating, despite

lower earnings, where there are many other Hispanics.

4. Minority men (except for U.S.-born Mexicans) have lower wage

returns to education than Anglos, and foreign work experience is worth

much less than experience in the United States; indeed, it is virtually

worthless for several groups.

5. However, returns to education do not differ significantly between

U.S. natives and immigrants within the same ethnic group (except for

Mexicans), nor is the difference between foreign and U.S. schooling

significant within a group. U.S.-born Mexican men have as high a return

to education as U.S.7born Anglos, while the Yxican-born have a much

lower return, as do the other minority groups.

6. There is no clear evidence that Hispanic immigrants' wages ever

overtake those of native-born members of their ethnic group who are of

the same age, educational level, etc.
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7. English deficiencies do not depress the wages of Mexican men as

much as the caber four Hispanic groups .

8. The wages of white and non-white Hispanics do not differ signifi-

-ant:17, ceteris paribus.

9. Public-sector wages are not significantly dif' nt from private-

sector wages of Hispanic and Anglo men with the same human capital

characteristics. Black men, however, do get higher wages in government

employment.

10. Experience in the Armed Forces does not affect wages in a dif-

ferent way from civilian experience.

11. Health disabilities do not depress wage offers; their often-

found negative impact on observed wages is apparently due to sample

selection bias.

12. Finally, selectivity bias can be a problem even when estimating

wage functions for men, using a sample restricted to wage and salary

employees. We find a negative correlation between the error terms in

the equations for the wage sad for participation in the wage and salary

sector. Moreover, sample selection bias affects estimates of intergroup

wage differences, making the difference in average observed wages smaller

than the true difference in average wage offers.
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ROTES

lAuthor's tabulations from the 1976 Survey of Income and Education,

as reported in Table 4.

2For a description of this data set, see U.S. Bureau of the Census

(1978).

3Seven Hispanic and seven white non-Hispanic men were excluded from

the sample as wage outliers.

4We used the Bureau of Labor Statistics index of comparative cost of

living based on an intermediate budget for a four-person family in autumn

1975 (U.S. Department of Labor, p. 277). To the extent possible,

we matched the person's SMSA of residence with the same SMSA in the BLS

survey. When a sample member lived in an SMSA not included in the BLS

survey. we used the cost index for the closest comparable SMSA. When a

sample member did not live within any SMSA, we used the "nonmetropolitan"

cost index for the region of residence.

5To see what the sign of the coefficient of A implies, assume a per-

son participates if Wm > Wr, where

Wm = market wage offer = X$ + el, and

Wr = reservation wage = nonmarket productivity = Ya + e3.

The participation rule can be expressed as:

participates if X0 - Ya + el - e3 > 0, or

participates if Zy + e2 > 0, where e2 = el - e3.

The coefficient of A is 012 = Cov(el, e2) = Cov(el, c1 e3) 2' all 013

so 012 < 0 as 011 < 013. For 012 to be negative, as in our results, the

covariance between the errors in the market and reservation wages must be
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positive and larger than the variance of the error in the market wage

offer.

6For immigrants who arrived before 1970, the Survey of Income and

Education does not give the exact year of immigration. USEXP and FORM

are constructed by using the mid-point of the period when the person

arrived the United States as the estimated immigration date. This

introduces some measurement error into these variables.
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Employment, Wages, and Earnings of Hispanics in the Federal
and Non-Federal Sectors: Methodological Issues

and Their Empirical Consequences

A major reason for studying employment and earnings differences by

race and ethnicity is to determine what such differences imply both about

potential employer discrimination and other sources of economic disadvan-

tage resulting from race or ethnic origin. Much domestic policy is con-

cerned with such questions, and information about the extent to which low

economic status is related to employer discrimination or to other factors

may have important implications for the allocatiov of resources to dif-

ferent domestic social programs such as antidiscrimination efforts, man-

power training, and education programs.1

The results of statistical analyses of black/white and male/female

wage and earnings differentials generally reveal that (1) on average,

black and female wages and earnings are substantially below white male

wages and earnings, and (2) even after adjustment for productivity-

related factors such as schooling and labor force experience, the

adjusted average level of black and female wages and earnings remains

below the adjusted average level of white male wages and earnings. The

difference between the adjusted average earnings or wages of blacks and

of women and tT, adjusted average earnings or wages of white men is

often called "labor market discrimination" to distinguish it from the

differences in average earnings and wages that result from different

levels of the productivity variables whose influence has been removed in

the adjustment.

71
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A major stylized fact that summarizes most of the empirical evidence

on wage and earnings differentials is that both the black/white and the

male/female adjusted differentials remain statistically and economically

important regardless of the economic model or the statistical technique

used to analyze the data. Specifically, black/white and male/female

"labor market discrimination" have-not been fully explained by either

structural economic theories or statistical justments designed to eli-

minate a plethora of potential biases. In this paper we show that this

stylized finding does not apply to Hispanic/Anglo wage and earnings dif-

ferentials. Rather, on the whole, Hispanic/Anglo wage and earnings dif-

ferences can generally be explained by human capital differences, self-

selection biases, and statistical biases arising from imperfect measure-

ment of the human capital differences. In particular, most of the dif-

ference between Hispanics and white non-Hispanics arises from human

capital differences. A smaller but still important part of the dif-

ference arises from statistical biases due to measurement problems.

Correcting for self-selection bias gives essentially the same results as

ordinary regression analysis.

It is not possible to discuss literally all analytical and empirical

questions about the sources of labor market differences in a single

paper. Accordingly, we have limited the scope of our analyses in order

to devote proper attention to (and to extend the range of analyses of) a

number of specific issues. One issue to which we devote special atten-

tion is employ'er wage discrimination; another is the extent to which

employers in the federal and non-federal sectors discriminate by race or

ethnicity in making wage offers.2
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Before proceeding, we define a number of concepts that figure

prominently in what follows.

By "federal" and "non-federal" employment we mean, respectively,

employment in the federal government and employment elsewhere in the

economy.

By "ethnicity" we mean Hispanic or non-Hispanic ethnic origin, based

on the self-declared origin of individuals as either Hispanic or not

Hispanic. We subdivide Hispanics into two groups: those of Puerto

Rican origin, and other Hispanics. Of course, non-Puerto Rican Hispanics

are a heterogeneous group, consisting of Cubans, Mexican-Americans,

Europeans, Central and South Americans and others. Thus, conclusions

about the Hispanic group refer to the aggregate of such persons and do

not necessarily apply equally to each group within this overall aggregate.

"Black" refers to blacks who are not Hispanic. Persons who are neither

black nor Hispanic are called "white non-Hispanics" or simply "whites."

Note, however, that the group we call whites includes a relatively small

number of Orientals, American Indians, and others who are not necessarily

Caucasian.

By "labor force status" we mean the conventional trichotomy used in

most government surveys modified so as to distinguish between employment

in the federal sector and employment in the non-federal sector. Thus, in

our analyses, any individual's labor force status is always one of the

following mutually exclusive and exhaustive conditions: employed in the

federal sector, employed in the non-federal sector, unemployed (that is,

not employed but seeking employment), or not in the labor force.

80
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Finally, by "ethnic wage discrimination" we mean any difference in

total compensation--including both pecuniary and nonpecuniary

compensation--that is associated with differences in ethnicity but is not

associated with differences in productivity. This definition seems to be

standard (for example, see Arrow, 1973, p. 4). Our definition emphasizes

something that, while implicit in most definitions of wage discrimina-

tion, is worth noting explicitly: wage discrimination means differences

in total compensation, rather than just in pecuniary compensation per se.

For example, under our definition, pay differentials that are purely com-

pensating or equalizing in nature are not discriminatory even if they are

associated with ethnicity but not productivity. By the same token, the

absence a difference in pecuniary compensation may also entail wage

discrimination. For example, an employer who offers Hispanic workers the

same pecuniary pay but less desirable working conditions than equally

productive non-Hispanic workers is behaving in a discriminatory manner,

in our sense of that term.

This paper is organized as follows. We first present the economic

theory underlying our statistical models, and then discuss the statisti-

cal models. We next present a summary of the data used, discuss our

results regarding ethnic differences in labor force status, and describe

the direct regression results from the Survey of Income and Education

data. The reverse regression results from the SIE data follow; we then

discuss the structural regression results from the same data. The next

section discusses statistical results on federal compensation derived

using an alternative data sets followed by comparison of all the sta-

tistical results. The final section presents our conclusions.
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THE THEORETICAL MODEL

Like most branches of economics, labor economics is concerned with

the analysis of supply and demand. As an actual or potential employee,

the individual is chiefly concerned with the labor supply decision: he

must decide how much to work and the sector in which to work subject to

the constraints he faces. Thus, the individual is a constrained utility-

maximizer, in the neoclassical sense: he selects the combination of work

hours, leisure hours, and job characteristics (ii:cluding both pecuniary

and nonpecuniary compensation) that brings the highest possible level of

happiness consistent with the constraints. Sometimes this maximum

entails not working at all--for example, individuals who do not succeed

in obtaining a job offer over a given period obviously will not be able

to work, and other individuals may find that being in school or retire-

ment is more desirable than employment--in which case the individual

is either unemployed or'not in the labor force. Since the individual

maximizes subject to constraints, it makes sense to say that choices are

voluntary only if one adds that they are made subject to whatever

constraints exist.

While individuals, considered as agents in the labor warket,are con-

cerned with the labor supply decision, the major concern of the firm, as

an actual or potential employer, is the labor demand decision. The firm

must decide how high a wage it is willing to offer and what types of jobs

it requires. Faced with a competitive market for hiring employees, firms

do not offer more than is necessary to attract proper employees nor offer

less than is necessary to fill all positions.
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Firms may be viewed as continually making job offers, consisting of

pecuniary compensation and a package of job characteristics which, in

effect, constitute nonpecuniary compensation. Individuals may be viewed

as continually seeking job offers and accepting or rejecting them. What

is observed in a collection of data--for example, a sample survey--is the

outcome of this job offer and job acceptance (or job rejection) process.

The observed wage and employment outcome is the result of the process,

not the process itself. For example, the fact that a given person

selects a job in the federal sector over-a job elsewhere is correctly

called endogenous both to the individual's labor supply decision and to

the labor demand decisions of employers.

An individual's sector of employment is at least partly a result of

an economic decision by the individual about which job to accept (and

about whether he will work at all). Each employer assesses the potential

productivity of prospective emloyees by analyzing the skills they have to

offer in light of the skills it needs. The employer offers prospective

workers a package of pecuniary pay and other job characteristics intended

to be attractive to them. At the same time, an individual who gets one

or more offers decides whether to accept one (and, if so, which) or to

reject all offers. After the decision, an outside analyst observes the

resulting employment and unemployment. Observed differences in wages,

job characteristics, or other outcomes (e.g., concentration of persons in

a particular racial group in a particular sector) are all results of this

process.

Since firms seek to maximize profits and understand that workers seek

to maximize utility, firms will, on average, offer job packages con

sa
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sisting of pecuniary pay and working conditions that will fill the

available positions at minimum cost. A firm whose offers are un-

necessarily attractive will be flooded with applicants. It, and any com-

peting enterprise, then knows that it can reduce the generosity of its

offers, broadly defined, and still attract adequate numbers of appli-

cants. Subject to some important qualifications to be noted below, the

utility associated with a given job offer will then fall to the minimum

level required to attract the number of workers the firm wants. In this

way, then, firms rely on the nature of utility-maximizing behavior of

individuals and on the nature of a competitive market to bring labor

supply and labor demand into balance. In all cases, individuals decide

which of the options available to them is best, subject to the

constraints they face.

Of course, employers may sometimes decide, as a matter of conscious

policy, to operate out of equilibrium, at least in the sense of an imbal-

ance between the number of persons willing to work for the employer at

the current level of generosity of the employer's job package (supply)

and the number of positions the employer wants_to_fill (demand). For

example, the federal sector may continually and deliberately make job

offers with compensation in excess of the minimum necessary to fill the

number of positions it wants to fill. This will result in a waiting

list, or queue, for federal jobs. When such a queue exists, the various

jobs available need to be allocated or rationed out among the applicants

according to some method, formal or informal. For federal government

employment, one such method of allocation is political--some of the

available jobs may be allocated through a process of explicit or implicit
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payoffs. In this situation, different groups in the population have an

incentive to compete for the political clout necessary for.influence over

the allocation process. The resources spent competing for such clout

eventually briag the system back into equilibrium. If a federal job

offers a premium over the minimum amount that the individual would

require in order to be willing to accept it, then the individual will be

willing to spend resources up to the amount of that premium to get enough

clout to be offered that job.

Political allocation may help explain why the federal government can

make better job offers and have higher minority employment relative to

total employment than other employers. This higher relative minority

employment may be in regions where minority political clout is higher.

For example, minorities may have political clout in regions where

minority population proportions are higher than they are in the country

as a whole. This implies that measures of local population proportions

for minorities may be relevant to analyses of federal employment.

Of course, nonfederal employers, including employers in the private

sector, may also--like the federal sector--make wage offers in excess of

the minimum necessary to fill the number of positions they want to fill.

Marginal private sector employers cannot do so because their profits

would be driven below the minimum required for survival. Intramarginal

private sector employers may do so if they choose. For example, a pri

vate sector employer with access to superior production technology will

be more profitable than average; while this greater potential profitabi

lity may accrue to shareholders, it may instead take the form of wage

offers to some groups that exceed the minimum required to fill the jobs



79

the firm wants to fill. Similarly, a private sector employer may make

unnecessarily high or excessive offers as a result of a collective

bargaining agreement. In cases such as these, as in our previous

discussion of job allocation through political clout, there will be a

disequilibrium in the sense that, at the prevailing wage offer, defined

broadly so as to include nonpecuniary as well as pecuniary rewards,

supply will exceed demand. This will induce adjustments that will even-

tually bring the market back into equilibrium; as before, such adjust-

ments involve expenditures of resources up to the amount of the premium

implicit in the employer's offer. In some cases, such expenditures are

implicit and occur through queueing. In other cases, such expenditures

are explicit. In still other cases, supply and demand are equated

through a rationing mechanism that has little to do with productivity

considerations such as when the employer makes offers based on factors

like race rather than on the basis of productivity.

The labor market, then, settles into an equilibrium in which the

observed distribution of wages and the observed sectoral composition of

employment are the result of demand and supply decisions. In what

follows, we are concerned in general terms with intrasectocal differen-

tials in employment and wage rates by ethnicity, with special reference

to Puerto Ricans. To clarify the nature of some of the issues in which

we are particularly interested, consider the following two questions:

Question 1: If one were to take a randomly selected group of indivi-

duals from the population of a given ethnic group and change their

ethnicity to non-Hispanic (in the case of Hispanics) or to Hispanic

91



80

(in the case of non-Hispanics), while keeping all of their measured

and unmeasured productivity-related characteristics the same, then

would the average of the wage offers made to such persons in a given

sector differ from the offers that such employers would make if they

knew the actual ethnicity of these individuals, and if so, by how

much?

Question 2: If one were to take all the individuals in a given eth-

nic group who are employed in a given sector and change their eth-

nicity to non-Hispanic (in the case of Hispanics) or to Hispanic (in

the case of non-Hispanics), while keeping all of their measured

productivity-related characteristics the same, then would the average

of their wages computed on the assumption that they were non-Hispanic

(in the case of Hispanics) or Hispanic (in the case of non-Hispanics)

differ from the actual average of their wages, and if so, by how

much?

The answers to these two geestions need not be identical. .3oth questions

are of interest for most discussions of employer discrimination in the

labor market. However, as we emphasize below, a particular statistical

technique may provide a satisfactory answer to one of these questions

without yielding any direct or useful evidence on the other.

STATISTICAL MODELS

Direct Wage Regression

The vast majority of studies of wage differentials by race, eth-

nicity, or rex rely on the methodology of direct wage regression. Under

92
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this procedure, one fits an earnings function--with a measure of pay such

as earnings or wages as the dependent variable, and with measures of

productivity-related characteristics and hypothetically irrelevant

characteristics (sex, race) as independent variables -by applying least

squares to data on individuals actually employed in some sector of

interest. In some cases, as in Mincer's (1974) seminal work, sector

means all employed persons. In other cases, sector refers to a single

employer, as in the studies by Smith (1977), Malkiel and Malkiel (1973),

Oaxaca (1976), Ehrenberg (1979), Osterman (1979), and m.11.Ly others.

Regardless of how sector is defined, however, all such studies are

investigating wages given that the individuals in the analysis are all in

the sector being studied and have both received and accepted an offer

from that sector.

It is important to understand what kind of evidence about the source

and magnitude of wage and earnings differentials is contained in direct

wage regression results. While direct wage regression may provide

useful information on some questions, it may provide little or no direct

evidence on others. Direct wage regressions analyze wage offers that

have been received and accepted. Thus, while it appears that results

derived from direct wage regressions may be quite ustal for answering

what we have called Question 2, they may be much less useful for

answering what we have called Question 1.

At the statistical level, it is important to note that, considered

only in terms of questions an which it can reasonably be expected to pro-

vide useful information, direct wage regression may provide evidence that

is misleading--in particular, estimates that may be biased or incon-
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sister.c, in a statistical sense. Such bias or inconsistency can arise

due either to exclusion of relevant variables or to inclusion of

inappropriate variables. Inclusion of inappropriate variables--more

generally, endogenous variables--such as occupation may bias direct wage

regression results. Endogenous variables such as occupational status are

dependent variables that, along with pay, are simply different aspects of

the outcome of the interaction between supply and demand. Treating such

variables as independent variables in a direct wage regression confuses

cause and effect in a fundamental way.

Exclusion of relevant variables may also bias direct wage regression

results. For example, prior occupational status may be regarded as a

measure of the quality of one's work experience prior to becoming

employed by one's present employer. It is therefore a productivity-

related characteristic and, by definition, it is exogenous to the beha-

vior of one's present employer. Omission of a potentially important pro-

ductivity indicator of this kind may entail bias or inconsistency in the

estimates of direct wage regression parameters.

The problem of omitted-variable bi-a has sometimes been misin-

terpreted or misunderstood, however. In particular, the fact that an

omitted variable (e.g., prior work history or prior occupational status)

is correlated both with the dependent variable and with an included inde-

pendent variable does not mean that omission of the variable leads to

bias in the coefficient of any particular independent variable included

in the regression. Rather, a coefficient will be biased only if the

omitted variable is correlated with the dependent variable and with the

particularly independent variable at the margin, i.e., when all other

independent variables are held constant. Thus, for example, in order to
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maintain that omission of prior occupational status will bias the coef-

ficient on an ethnicity indicator variable, it is neither necessary nor

sufficient to stow that persons in different ethnic groups differ in

terms of prior occupational status or that prior occupational status is

associated with pay. gather, one must show that persons in different

ethnic groups with the same values for the included variables--age, edu-

cational attainment, and the likenevertheless differ in terms of prior

occupational status. ThIls, Lhe claim that the omission of variables that

are plausibly associated with pay even at the margin inevitably biases

the coefficient on an ethnicity variable in a direct earnings regression

is not persuasive, even when these is reason tc believe that persons in

different ethnic groups differ in terms of such relevant omitted

variables.

A different but related bias is induced by errors of measurement in

the included variables. It would be surprising if such variables were

always perfect surrogate or proxy measures of productivity, and it is

possible that such variables measure actual or expected productivity with

error. In this case the coefficients in a direct wage regression may be

subject to what Roberts (1979, 1981) has called underadjvstment bias. A

statistical procedure used to address this problem is called reverse

regression.

Reverse Wage Regression

The general phenomenon of measurement error bias in regression

models has received attention for many years, and is a standard topic in

many econometrics texts (e.g., Kmenta, 1971, pp. 307-322; Maddala, 1977,
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pp. 292-305). The problem of measurement error bias in direct wage

regression, however, has received relatively little attention; most work

on this subject is quite recent (e.g., Welch, 1973; Hashimoto and Kochin,

1979; Roberts, 1979, 1980, 1981; Kamalich and Polachek, 1982). Our

discussion of measurement error bias in direct wage regression and the

conditions under which reverse wage regression may avoid such bias will

focus on the bivariate case: the relationship between pay and a single

productivity-related characteristic. Either variable may be measured

with error. (The analysis of the theory of reverse wage regression in the

multivariate case involving the relationship between pay and a vector of

productivity-related characteristics is much less tractable.)

Assume that the first two moments of the random variables y*, p*,

e*
, 2
and e* are given by

U9

up

0

0

u, Var[.] -

4411 4412 0 0

4412 4422 0

0 0 w33 0

0 0 0 044
11, 1 .11.

where y* is the appropriate pay variable, measured perfectly; p* is t'a

productivity index, measured perfectly; et is the measurement error in

the pay variable; and el is the measurement error in the productivity

variable. The observable pay, y, and observable productivity, p, are

defined as:

(2a) y = y* + et

(2b) p = p* + e/.
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Accordingly, the first two moments of [y, p] are given by

r y -T r 1.1y 1411 1433 1412

(3) EL 1-L Pp 1412 1422 W44

The system described by equations (2)-(3) is a standard bivariate

measurement error model. True pay, y*, and true productivity, p*, are

subject to measurement errors e* and e*
2'

respectively, which are

assumed uncorrelated with each other and uncorrelated with the other

variables in the true system. Since the measurement errors have zero

expectation, the true variables, y* and p*, have the same expected values

as the measured proxies, y and p, respectively. Since the measurement

errors are uncorrelated with any other variables in the system, the

measured proxies have the same covariance as the true variables.

However, the variance of each measured variable exceeds the variance of

its true counterpart by the variance of the measurement error,

We consider next the regression relationships connecting the true

variables and the proxy variables. By definition, the regression W.= y*

on p* can be decomposed into the conditional expectation of y* given p*

and an expectation error which is uncorrelated with the conditional

expectation. We will assume that the conditional expectations are linear

in the conditioning variables. In addition, assume that the mean vector

u and the system covariance matrix Q er.. different for each race/ethnic

group i, i - Hispanic, white non-Hispanic, and black non-Hispanic. For

each race/ethnic group i, then, the regression relationships connecting

the true variables are given by
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(4a) y* = E[y* I p*]i + nt

= ai + hi p* + n*
1

(4b) p* = E[p* I Yfli + 111

= at + at y* +

where nt and n2 are the errors of the conditional expectations and ai,

bi, ai, and Si are the parameters of the linear functional form for the

conditional expectations. When the true system is Multivariate Normal or

the system is estimated by least squares usiag the true variables, the

conditional expectation parameters are the following functions of the

underlying system parameters:

- 4412i(5a) bt

4422i

(5h) . wl2i

at uyi - bt upi

at - Upi - St Uyi.

Wan the true model is Multivariate Normal, these relationships hold

exactly. When the true model is only specified up to its first two

.....

moments, as in equation (1), the relationships in (5) hold as the proba-

bility limits of the least squares estimators of the theoretical para-

meters when the true variables are used in the analysis.

Of course, only y and p are directly observable. Consequently, we

must know the regression relationship connecting these variables in order

to state the implications of the measurement error problem for the dis-

crimination analysis of interest. The regression of y on p is defined as

the conditional expectation of y given p. Once again, by the assumption

of linear conditional expectations, the regression relationships con-
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necting the observable variables for each race/ethnic group i ate given

by

(6a) y ELY* P* + + nl

= ai + bi p + ni

(6b) p ELF,* IY* + ]i + n2

* ai Oi Y + nl.

When the true system (1) is Multivariate Normal or when the conditional

expectations are estimated by least squares using the observed variables,

the conditional expectation parameters in (6) have the following rela-

tionship to the theoretical parameters of the underlying system:

(7a) bi =
w
12i

w221 + w441

(7b) Bi 4)121

wlli + W33i

ai 'yi - bi upi

ai Ppi Oi Uyi.

When the true model is Multivariate Normal, these relationships hold

exactly. When the true model is only specified up to its first two

moments, as in equation (1), the relationships in (7) hold as the proba-

bility limits of the least squares estimators of the theoretical para-

meters when the observed variables are used instead of the true variables.

Notice thct the presence of measurement errors e*
1

and e*
2

causes the

theoretical regression parameters in equations (5)--the starred values

to deviate from the theoretical regression parameters in equation (7)--

the unstarred values. Technically, the symmetric measurement error
a', 1
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model has the property that the least squares estimators for the

regression parameters ai, bi, ai, and Oi are inconsistent estimators of

the regression parameters a* b* a* and 0i connecting the true

variables. However, it is straightforward to verify that the conditional

expectation of the proxy pay variable given the true value of the produc

tivity variable is identical to the conditional expectation in (4a).

Similarly, the conditional expectation of the proxy productivity variable

given the true pay variable is identical to the conditional expectation

in (4b).

The inconsistency in the estimators based on the observed variables

is at the heart of the criticisms leveled by Hashimoto and Rochin (1973)

and Roberts (1979, 1981) against the direct regression methodology in

statistical discrimination analyses. Direct regression is identical to

least squares estimation of ai and bi. These estimators are inconsistent

for the theoretical quantities at and bi (or ui and no. The effect of

the inconsistency on the potential inference of statistical discrimina

tion based on the direct regression estimates can be seen by considering

the case in which each race/ethnic group has the same theoretical values

of a* and b*. Then, the theoretical average difference in observed

pay between a member of race/ethnic group i and a member of group j,

conditional on the same true value of productivity, p*, is given by

(8) E[yi
I

p*] E[yj
I

p*] at + bi p* (al + bj p*) 0,

since, by hypothesis, at al and bi bl. However, if the least squares

estimates of ai and bi are used, the estimated difference in pay between

t;:.
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a member of race/ethnic group i and a member of group j, conditional on

the same value of observed productivity, p, is given by

(9) E[yi
I p] E[yj 1 p] = ai + bi p - (aj + bj p)

= ai a* + (bi - b*) p + b* °44i upi 0- 44j
UPij j

°22i 044i °22j 044j

b* 044
(Upi Upj),

°22 + 044

since a* = a* and
,

bi = b* by hypothesis. Notice that the expression in
j

(9) is not necessarily zero unless Upi = upj--that is, unless the average

observed productivity index is the same for both groups. Normally, a

test of the hypothesis of equal theoretical coefficients in the direct

regression is considered a basis for an inference of statistical discri-

mination. Apparently, this test may support an inference of discrimina-

tion even though the theoretical coefficients of interest are equal when

productivity is measured with error and the groups have different average

values of the productivity proxy.

The analysis is symmetric in its implications for the reverse

regression methodology. The least squares estimators of ai and Eli are

inconsistent for the theoretical parameters at and $t. Reverse regres-

sion is identical to least squares estimation of ai and $i The effect

of the inconsistency on the potential inference of discrimination based

on the reverse regression estimates can be seen by considering the case

in which each racelizthnic group has the same theoretical values of

a* and $*. Then, the theoretical average difference in observed
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productivity between a member of race/ethnic group i and a member of

group j, conditional on the same true value of pay, y*, is given by

(10) E(pi 1 y *] - E(pj 1 y *] = at + at y* - (al + 01 y*) = 0,

since, by hypothesis, at = al and pit = 01. However, if the least squares

estimates of ai and Ri are used, the estimated difference in pay between a

member of the race/ethnic group i and a member of group j, conditional on

the same value of observed productivity, p, is given by

(11) E(pi 1 y] - E(pj 1 y] = ai + ai Y* - (a j+ 0 y*)

at - + (a* - aj ) y at
033i Uyi - al w33j

wlli '33i wllj w33j

4.133

011 + W33

Nyi

since at = al and Rt al, by hypothesis. As we noted for expression

(9), the mean difference in equation f,11) is not necessarily zero unless

Uyi = uyj--that is, unless the average observed pay is the same for both

groups. Apparently, the reverse regression also may support an inference

of statistical discrimination even though the theoretical coefficients of

interest are equal.

Although equations (9) and (11) are symmetric in their implications

for the type of inconsistency induced by least squares analysis of the

system (1) when only the system (2) is observed, the two inconsistencies

lead to quite different errors in a statistical discrimination analysis.

In general, the covariance between pay and productivity is positive
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(w12 > 0). Therefore, the estimated regression slope parameter is

expected to be positive whether one estimates b*, 0*, b, or B.

Consequently, the sign of the inconsistency depends on the sign of the

difference in the mean values of productivity cr pay for each race/ethnic

group. If ethnic group i has a higher value of the observed productivity

index than ethnic group j, then equation (9) implies that direct

regression analysis of the observable variables y and p will be biased in

the direction of finding discrimination favoring group i even when all

coefficients of interest are equal, However, if race/ethnic group i has

a higher mean value cf observed pay than race/ethnic group j, then

equation (11) implies that reverse regression analysis of the observable

variables will be biased in the direction of finding discrimination

favoring group j even when all coefficients of interest are equal.

Roberts (1981) has called thio phenomenon the conflict between two

potential definitions of statistical discrimination. Under his first

definition; differences in true pay, y*, given the same values of true

productivity, p*, are evidence of statistical discrimination: that is, a

racial/ethnic group is discriminated against if it has lower expected

true pay for a given level of true productivity. As Roberts notes, and

equation (9) shows, direct regression estimation of the conditional

expectation of observed y given observed p may give spurious evidence of

statistical discrimination in the case where one group simply has a

higher average value of the productivity proxy p than the other. Under

Roberts' second definition of statistical discrimination, differences in

true productivity, p*, given the same values of true pay, y* are evidence

of discrimination: that is, a mcial/ethnic group is discriminated
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against if it has a higher expected true productivity for a given level

of true pay. As Roberts notes, and equation (11) shows, reverse

regression estimation of the conditional expectation of observed p given

observed y may also give spurious evidence of statistical discrimination

in the case where one group simply has higher average measured pay y than

the other group. In principle, however, the errors involved in using

direct or reverse regression are in the opposite direction. That is, if

the observed average pay of group i is greater than the observed average

pay of group j, then the observed average productivity of group i is very

likely to be higher than the observed average productivity of group j.

Under these conditions, direct regression analysis of the proxy variables

y and p may lead to an inference of discrimination against group j while

reverse regression analysis of the same proxy data may lead to an

inference of discrimination against group i.

The direct and reverse conditional expectation definitions of sta

tistical discrimination are not actually different:. When applied to the

true variables y* and p*, either definition of discrimination leads to

the same implications for the structural parameters u and a, as equations

(8) and (10) show. In general, true pay cannot be measured exactly since

the appropriate measure would include current compensation, fringe bene

fits, the monetary value of future promotion possibilities, future bene

fits, and onthejob amenities. Similarly, true productivity cannot be

measured exactly since the true index depends on schooling, types and

quantities of previous experience, and various other factors that may be

difficult to quantify. The importance of the analysis of direct and

reverse regression methods for estimating the parameters underlying
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either definition of statistical discrimination is that, under typical

conditions, the two statistical methods will result in estimates

that bound the actual magnitude of discrimination. (However, as noted

below, a potential problem with either direct or reverse methodology is

the implicit assumption that, if the structure in equation (1) differs

across race/ethnic groups in such a way that either equation (8) or (10)

is not zero, then such structural differences can erroneously be

interpreted as differences in the behavioral equations governing the

employment practices of the employer or sector being analyzed.)

We have derived a version of the reverse wage regression method for

use in analyses comparable to the direct regression models. The proce-

dure involves two steps. In the first or "direct" stage, we compute an

underlying direct regression using a randomly selected half of the white

.non-Hispanic observations available to us. We use only half of the

available observations to fit the direct regression because these esti-

mated coefficients will be used to form a productivity index for the

remaining half of the white non-Hispanics and all the black and Eispanic

observations. (Splitting the sample avoids inducing spurious correla-

tion between the computed productivity index and the wage rates in the

reverse regressions.) The direct regressions used in the first stage

involve all the productivity indicators used in the direct regression

except, of course, the ethnicity indicators and interactions+ involving

these indicators.

In the second or "reverse" stage, we use the conventional wage or

earnings function coefficient estimates from the direct stage to compute

predicted wages or earnings y for the remaining observations. We treat
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this constructed variable y as a proxy measure of productivity.

-
Accordingly, y becomes the dependent variable in our second-stage reverse

wage regression. We compute

(12) y a + ilcrd + bi y + n,

where d is a vector of race and ethnicity indicators, y is a measure of

pay (e.g., the logarithm of the hourly wage), and n is the regression

-
error term. Thus y .1.s a linear function of y (and d).

Structural Wage Regression

Both direct and reverse wage regression are concerned with con-

ditional wage relationships. Such techniques are therefore directly con-

cerned with what we have called Question 2--identifying the within-sector

differences in wages and earnings for different race/ethnic groups.

However, they do not, in general, estimate the parameters governing the

structure of the underlying process of supply and demand that generatEs

wage offers; rather, they constitute analyses of the outcome of that pro-

cess. Neither direct nor reverse wage regression addresses what we have

called Question 1--identifying the across-sector differences in wages and

earnings opportunities for different race/ethnic groups.

In order to obtain answers to Question 1, it is necessary to address

directly the question of the determinants of wage offers. Unfortunately,

most data sets, particularly survey data sets, contain information on

only a subset of all wage offers--namely, the ones that have been both

received and accepted. In particular, in terms of our federal/

non-federal sector dichotomy, most cross-sectional survey data on any
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given individual contain information on only one offer (from either the

federal or the non-federal sector) for employed persons, and do not con-

tain information on any offer, from either sector, for persons who are

unemployed or not in the labor force.

Such data are said to be censored, in the sense that the investigator

does not know the values of certain variables of interest: in the pre-

sent case, he does not know the values of the federal sector offers

available to persons working in the non-federal sector or the values

of non-federal sector offers available to persons working in the

federal sector; moreover, he does not know the values of the offers from

either sector that are available to persons who are unemployed or not in

the labor force. Restricting one's analysis to a given sector aggravates

the problem: intrasectoral data are truncated, in the sense that a

sample consisting exclusively of intrasectoral data is one from which

data on persons outside the sector being analyzed have been discarded,

To ignore this truncation completely, as in an intrasectoral direct

or reverse wage regression analysis, may subject a study to sample selec-

tion bias, at least insofar as answers to Question 1 are concerned (see

Heckman, 1979; Heckman, Killingsworth, and McCurdy, 1981). Sample

selection bias may arise in such a study because the data to be used con-

tain only observations on persons who have received and accepted an

offer from the sector in question. For example, the observations con-

tained in data for a given sector are in part self-selected, in the sense

that, having received an offer from employers in that sector, the persons

observed in the data for that sector have all selected themselves into

the sample to be analyzed. Application of direct or reverse wage

regression to a self-selected sample of this kind may not yield con-
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sistent estimates of the parameters of the employer's wage offer func-

tion. More generally, a sample of this kind has a sampling distribution

determined by both the survey design and the respondent in the sense that

it consists of persons who have accepted offers. This makes it not only

a self-selected sample, in the sense used above, but also a "selected

sample" in the sense th,,,t such persons must first have received offers

from, and thus must have been selected by, employers.

This suggests that oue way to avoid the self-selection biases that

may arise in the context of direct or reverse regression analysis of an

intrasectoral sample is to derive a model that not only (i) specifies the

determinants of wage offers--the relation of primary interest--but also

(ii) describes the process of selection by which the individuals in such

a sample got into the sample. We start by deriving a model of the selec-

tion process, and then show how this model may be used in conjunction

with a model of the determinants of wage offers to obtain consistent

estimates of the structural wage offer function.

Since the data in the 1976 Survey of Income and Education (SIE),

which are used in most of the studies discussed here, refer to a period

of unusually severe recession, it is worth noting that problems asso-

ciated with selection bias may be more important in these data than they

would be in data that referred to a period when business-cycle conditions

were more normal. For example, results based on direct (or reverse) wage

regression analyses of these data might lead to misleading inferences

about employer offers by virtue of the fact that nonemployment--either

unemployment or absence from the labor force induced by the 1975-76

downturnduring 1975-76 was well above the level observed in more normal

Q. 8
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periods. In constrast, structural regression in effect makes a statisti-

cal correction for possible 'Asses that might be introduced by such

pheonomena. Employer wage offers may themselves be affected by cyclical

downturns such as the one observed during 1975-76, and structural

regression techniques cannot be used to correct for the impact of a slump

on wage offers as such. However, structural regression techniques do at

least permit a correction for the way in which a cyclical downturn--and

the rise in nonemployment during a downturn might otherwise confound

attempts to obtain unbiased measures of the determinants of employer wage

offers.

We first derive a model of the way in which individuals are selected

into different sectors--i.e., of the determinants of the labor force sta-

tus of individuals, categorized, as before, as being (i) employed in the

federal sector, (ii) employed in the non-federal sector, (iii)

unemployed, or (iv) not in the labor force. This model may be used to

compute labor force status probabilities (i.e., the probability that

labor force status will be any one of these four distinct categories) for

every individual. These probabilities may then be used to form instru-

mental variables for structural wage regression.

The basic notion underlying our model of labor force status deter-

mination is the idea of an index function model (see Heckman,

Killingsworth, and MaCurdy, 1981) or, more or leas equivalently, a

discrete choice model (see McFadden, 1973, 1975). An index function

model represents the decision-making process of an agent who is faced

with the problem of having to choose the best of several alternatives.

Associated with each.alternative is a particular payoff or reward that is

,

1
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represented by the value of an index. The alternative actually chosen is

the one with the highest index--that is, the one with the biggest payoff.

Specifically, recall that we have established four alternative possi-

bilities for labor force stctus, and let the utility or payoff U asso-

ciated with each possibility, or sector, s, be given by

(13) Us = V(ws, qs, + v(ws, qs, x),

where V, the systematic component of U, is a function of the wage offered

to the individual by employers in that sector; qs is an index of the

characteristics associated with that sector (e.g., one's home or school

environment, for the "not in the labor force" sector; the work environ-

ment, for the federal employment sector); x is a vector of observed

characteristics of the individual; and v is an error term (the stochastic

component of U). Note that no wage is relevant to being in the

unemployed sector or the "not in the labor force" sector. The individual

will choose to be in .a particular sector s if the utility associated with

that choice exceeds the utility associated with any other choice. For

example, the individual will choose the federal sector if and only if

(14) Uf > MAx(Uu, Uu, U0),

where the f subscript refers to the federal sector, n refers to the non-

federal sector, u refers to the unemployment sector, and o refers to the

"not in the labor force" sector. Expressions similar to (14) define the

circumstances under which the individual willl choose non-federal

employmelzt, unemployment, or absence from the labor force. Note that all

such choices are subject to the values of the wage offers received from
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the federal and non-federal sectors, wf and con. Thus, as before, choice

is subject to constraints, and statements that choice is voluntary make

sense only if one understands both that such choices are constrained and,

thus, that the fact that such choices are voluntary has no particular

normative implications. Note also that non-receipt of an offer from the

federal or non-federal sector may be treated as, and is treated in this

analysis as, the equivalent of receipt of a very low offer from that sec-

tor.

To specify the decisions process (13)-(14) in a manner suitable for

empirical estimation, let the systematic component V of the utility func-

tion for sector s (s f, n, u, or o) be given by

(15) V(ws, qs, x) al(qs) ws + x'a2(qs),

where a1(.) and a2(.) are, respectively, a scalar and a vector function

of qs, which vary across sectors because of their dependence on the

characteristics qs of that sector. Next, assume that the logarithm of

the (best) wage offer available to the individual from employers in sec-

tor s (s f or n) is given by

(16) Nis z'bs + es,

where z is a vector of observed variables that affect the wage offer

ws and es is an error term whose population mean is zero. Substitute

(16) into (15) and rearrange terms, to obtain

(17) Us + x'12s + v: V: + v:,
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where 24s = al(qs)

Yn 82010

V* 32 es el(qs) v(ws, qs, x),

which is linear in all observed variables z and x. (Note that some ele-

ments in z may also appear in x, and vice versa).

Finally, let the distribution of the random term v: in (17) be

approximately independent Weibull. This means that intersectoral dif-

ferences between these errors, of - v:, of - v:, of - v:, etc., are all

approximatel; independent logistic.

Together with (14), the independent logistic assumption implies that

(18) Pr {in sector Ell ,1

exp(V:)

exp(Vt) + exp(V*) + exp(V*) + exp(V*)

for s = f, n, u, or o. Thus, (18) gives the probability that an indivi-

dual will be in any given sector s as a logistic function of x and z.

Note that (18) is therefore a reduced form expression, since it contains

both supply and demand variables.

We now consider how to use estimates of parameters governing labor

force status, 1,e., estimates of (18), to obtain estimates of the parame-

ters of the wage offer equation. We refer to this as structural wage

regressions.

As noted earlier, we consider two kinds of employment in our

analyses: federal and non-federal employment. Let Ns be the number of

persons in sector s; s = f or n. Let ws be the logarithm of the (best)
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wage offer for work in sector s available to an individual with charac-

teristics x, z, and assume that ws is given by (16) above.

Now, (16) is an expression f,-P the wage ws that the individual will

receive if he works in sector s and, by assumption, the mean value of

ws in the population as a whole, given z, is

(19) E[ws z] = z'hs.

On the other hand, the mean value of ws, given z, among persons actually

working in sector t is

(20) E[ws z, s = t] = z'bt + E[es z, s = t].

Note that (19) and (20) are equivalent only if the conditional mean of

es is independent of the condition s = t, i.e., only if the population

mean of the error term es and the mean of es among persons actually

employed in sector t are the same. If not, then, in terms of the

discussion in the previous section, persons, in sector s are a selected

sample. The sampling distribution of the es in the data is not the same

as the distribution of the es in nature. This is the case in which

conventional least squares analysis of the regression based on a sample

restricted to persons actually in sector s will yield biased estimates of

the parameters of the wage offer function bs. Such a regression in

effect ignores the second term on the right-hand side of (20), and so

will suffer from omitted variable bias, where the omitted variable in

question is the conditional mean of es. (For further discussion of this

point, see Heckman, 19790
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To derive an alternative to conventional regression that may be used

to obtain consistent estimates of the parameters of the wage offer func-

tion, note that

(21) E[ws 1 z, s = f)

77 wf mf(wf, wn, x) p(wf, wn 1 z) dwf dwn
s

f f xf(wl, wn, x) gwf, wn 1 z) dwf dwn
-00

where ns(wf, wn, x) = Pr {in sector s 1 wf, wn, 11.1 and p(wf, wn 1 z) = the

joint density function of wf, wn conditional on z. Approximate the

numerator of (21) with a first order Taylor series around the means of

wf and wn. Approximate the denominator of (21) with the unconditional

probability of choosing sector s to obtain an overall approximation:

(22) E[ws 1 z, z'btirt(F-11.b fbn,

irt

where ne(wf, wn, x) has been evaluated at mean values of wi and wn, and

ms is the average value cf ns in the population. Note that ns is the

probability that an individual will be in sector s and may be computed

using estimates of the parameters of (18), while ns is the proportion of

all persons in sector s.

Equation (22) suggests an instrumental variable estimator of the

coefficients bs in the structural wage equation (16). The basis for this

claim is the form of the approximation to the conditional expectation of

the wage given the sector of employment in equation (22). This is the
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approximate regression function for ws given employment in sector s and

the exogenous variables z. Therefore, by construction, the variables on

the right-hand side of (22) are orthogonal to the error term in the

sector- specific wage regression. These right-hand side variables depend

on an unknown ratio A = n(z'bf, ,'bn, x)/ ns, which is the ratio of the

probability of being employed in sector s evaluated at the mean value of

the wage in each sector, given z, to the average probability of being

employed in sector s. This ratio fluctuates around unity. It is higher

for individuals with higher than average probabilities of being in sector

s and lower for individuals with lower than average probabilities of being

in sector s. This ratio may be estimated by using as the numerator pro-

bability the fitted value of the estimated logit probability developed

above and using as the denominator probability the sample proportion in

sector s.

Having developed an estimator for thitvratio, we are faced with a

choice of strategies for estimating bs. First, we could regress the

sector-specific wages on the product of z and the ratio A. Since the

ratio A is estimated, this strategy will lead to problems in determining

the appropriate measure of precision for this estimator. Alternatively,

one may use A to develop a set of instruments that'are correlated with z

but uncorrelated with the error in the conditional wage expectation given

z and the sector of employment. These instruments are exactly the right-

hand side of equation (22). The A must still be estimated; however, this

approach does not lead to problems in estimating standard errors because

the convergence of the moment matrix of the instruments is guaranteed by

the consistency of the logit parameter estimates and by the fact that no
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nonlinear instruments are used as right-hand side variables in the

equation being estimated. The estimated residuals may be

heteroskedastic; however, in estimation we allow for this possibility.

Each row of the instrument matrix Q is defined as

(23) 34i = zi Asi,

where Asi w(la'bf, xi)/78, i = 1, ..., Ns, and Ns = the total

sample in sector s. To allow for potential misspecification of the

probability-generating process we add a set of instruments, q2i, defined

as

(24) .941. Asi.

The complete instrument matrix Q, then, consists of Ns rows of

[au, 12i" ] . The bs are estimated using instrumental variables:

-
(25) bs [Zs'Qs(Qs'Qs)-1(4'20-1Zs-Qs(Qs'Qs)-1(Is'is,

where Z is the Ns by k matrix of wage equation variables, Q is the

Ns by 2k matrix of instruments, and 231f is the Ns by 1 vector of wages

observed in sector s. The estimator of the asymptotic variance-

covariance matrix is

-2
(26) Var[bs] - as [Zs'Qs(Qs'Qs)-1Q171'Zs] -1,

-2
where as is the sum of squared structural residuals divided by the sample

size Ns

-2 -

(27) os = (w - Z'bs)"(w - Z'bs)/Ns.
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Conceptually, the structural estimator of the parameters relating

ws to z is quite different from both the direct and reverse regression

estimators of those parameters. If z includes a vector of race/ethnic

indicators, say d, then the structural model developed in this paper

estimates the coefficients on d for the population conditional expec

tation of ws given z and not for the subpopulation conditional expec

tation of ws given z and s t for some sector t. This difference is

important, since the structural model attributes behavioral significance

to the population conditional expectation and not to the selfselected

subpopulation conditional expectation. In a direct or reverse regression

analysis of race/ethnic pay differences, the conditional expectation of

pay, given the productivity index z'bs and given the sector of employment

s, may differ across groups because or systematic differences in the

employers' pay practices (the usual assumption in statistical discrimina

tion analyses) or because of systematic differences in the workers' pre

ferences, as modeled by the sectoral choice model above. In general the

conditional ..cpectation of pay, given z'bs and sector s, may differ
MEM

across race/ethnic groups because of variation in labor demand (employer

policies) or labor supply (employee policies). The structural model

developed in this chapter makes assumptions sufficient to identify the

parameters underlying labor demand (but not labor supply), permitting

estimation of the conditional expectation of pay offers given only z.

DATA USED IN EMPIRICAL STUDIES

Most of the data used in the empirical studies described in this

report are derived from the 1976 Survey of Income and Education (SIE).
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The SIE was conducted during April-July 1976 by the U.S. Bureau of the

Census for the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare (now the

Department of Health and Human Services), and was the largest national

survey since the 1970 Census of Population. Most of the procedures and

definitions used in the SIE are identical to those used in the annual

March Current Population Survey (CPS), but the SIE also contains

questions Pertaining to income, education, and
language skills that are

not contained in the CPS. For further description of the SIE, see U.S.

Bureau of the Census (1978).

We have excluded persons under 21 years old. Among persons 21 years

old or older in the SIB data base, 8,168 are Uispanics, 19,501 are black

non-Hispanics, and the remainder (246,837) are whites (that is, persons

neither Hispanic nor black). Ethnicity is self-reported. Race, however,

is determined by interviewer observation.

Second, we have excluded persons not residing in the continental

United States; our data therefore exclude persona residing in Hawaii and

Alaska, and also, of course, persons living in Puerto Rico.

The SIE therefore refers to a sample of persons in the country as a

whole, and geography undoubtedly has major effects on pay through its

association with such factors as (i) regional cost-of-living differen-

tials, (ii) regional differences in amenities and also, to the extent

that labor is immobile, (iii) regional differences in factor proportions

(for example, see Kiefer and Smith, 1977). Moreover, there are important

regional differences in the location of minority populations and the

location of various industries, including the federal government. In all

of our analyses, geography, specifically locational choice, is taken as
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exogenous. Nevertheless, we have taken several measures to ensure that

minority groups are compared with nonminority groups from the same

geographic region. The sampling design of the SIE oversampled less popu-

lated states, meaning that the geographic distribution of employment

ipportunities is not sampled randomly.

In order to control for the differences in labor demand across

geographic regions, we have used two sets of geograpUcally matched

samples in our analyses. The logit models of the labor force status were

estimated using samples of blacks and of white non-Hispanics that were

geographically matched to rur sample of Hispanics. Regression analyses

were performed on federal and non-federal samples that were geographi-

cally matched to the federal sample.

We did this geographic matching by state and by what the SIE calls

central city code, which categorizes persons according co residence in

the following way: (1) located in the central city of a Standard

Metropolital Statistical Area (SMSA), (2) located in an SMSA but not in a

central city, (3) located outside an SMSA, and (4) location not disclosed

(in order to avoid breaching Census regulations governing

confidentiality). Relatively small numbers of persons, mainly persons

residing in outlying areas, fall into the last of these four categories.

Thus, for example, after determining the total number of Hispanics living

in the central city area of the LOG Angeles-Long Beach SMSA in

California, we randomly selected equal numbers of black non-Hispanics and

of whites from the total populations of such persons in the same area;

and similarly for all other areas. The result of this process of

matching was three samples (of Hispanics, black non-Hispanics, and
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whites, respectively) with the same sampling probabilities for each state

and central city code. In addition, we produced two samples (of federal

and non-federal employees, respectively) with the same sampling probabi-

lities for eacn state and central city code. Therefore, five analysis

samples were produced: three which were geographicaly matched to the

Hispanic data and two which were geographically matched to the federal

data.

For the samples geographically matthed to the Hispanic sample from

the SIE, the sampling probabilities for Hispanics and whites are iden-

tical for each state and central city code. However, because there were

not enough black non-Hispanics in the original SIE sample for the West

and Southwest regions, this group is undersampled for these regions in

our sample. All federal employees in the SIE are included in the federal

sample. In the non-federal sample, whites are exactly matched geographi-

cally but Hispanics and black non-Hispanics are oversampled. Since eth-

nicity and location are always conditioning variables in the analyses

using the federal and non-federal samples, the oversampling of blacks and

Hispanics can be expected to reduce sampling error on ethnicity effects

without inducing a location bias.

Since we are not able to observe the actual work experience of the

individuals in cur data, we must use a measure of potential work

experience (Mincer, 1974) defined as current age less years of schooling

less 5. The problems associated with this proxy are well known, par-

ticularly as regards male- female differences in potential vs. actual work

experience. Accordingly, we think it appropriate in analyzing diZferen-

tials in employment status, wages, and earnings to consider men and women

separately.
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Annual earnings, as defined in our studies, is the total amount of

income from work received during the year 1975. The hourly wage, as used

in our studies, is computed as the ratio of annual earnings to annual

hours of work, where the latter is computed as the product of weeks

worked during the year 1975 and usual hours worked per week during the

year 1975. Labor force status is defined according tc standard Current

Population Survey concepts (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1978) as of the

week preceding the actual survey date.

The period 1975-76 was part of an unusually severe recession. This

may have implications for the interpretation of our results. In par-

ticular, differentials of any kind (skill, racial, etc.) may tend to

widen during business-cycle slumps and narrow during booms. To the

extent that this is true, the various effects we discuss in this report

may overstate somewhat the effects that would be observed during more

normal (less recessionary) times.

In addition to the SIE we also used the federal government's Central

Personnel Data File (CPDF). The CPDF is a payroll data set based on

federal personnel files. CPDF data are derived from various federal

payroll documents and are used by the federal Office of Personnel

Management and other federal agencies in studying characteristics of the

federal civilian work force, in personnel planning, and in other related

activities. The CPDF is longitudinal in nature, having begun in 1972 and

having been updated on an annual basis since that time; thus, it permits

analyses of several different years. Finally, since the CPDF covers

essentially all federal employees, it contains large numbers of Hispanics

as well as large numbers of persons in other racial and ethnic groups.

(For further details on the CPDF, see Schneider, 1974.)
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In computing results using the CPDF, we started with samples of 5,000

Hispanics and 5,000 non-Hispanics, selected randomly from the total CPDF

populations present in each of the years 1375, 1976, and 1977. As in cur

work on the SIE data, we then excluded persons who either (i) were not

living in the continential United States or (ii) were under 21 years old.

This reduced a given year's sample by about 12% to about 8,800 people.

About 15% of the persons remaining in any given year's sample after appli-

cation of this exclusion could not be included in the regression for that

year due to missing data (mainly for educational attainment or, to a

lesser extent, race or sex). Also, we computed regressions for each year

separately for each sex. Thus, the total size of the sample used for

regressions for a given sex for a particular year is between about 2,000

(in the regressions for women) and about 5,600 (in the regressions for

men).

In order to provide a basis for comparisons between the various sta-

tistical procedures described earlier, we estimated a set of different

wage and earnings models using the same data and definitions. We briefly

discuss the design of these models. All regression models for wages and

earnings based on the SIE use the same sets of explanatory variables.

The regression models for wages and earnings based on the CPDF use dif-

ferent but similar explanatory variables. The logit models for

employment sector based on the SIE use an abbreviated set of explanatory

variables. We describe each explanatory variable list in turn.

The dependent variable for the wage and earnings analyses based on

the SIE is either the log of the hourly wage rate or the log of annual

earnings. Independent variables capture effects on wages associated with
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human capital, ethnicity, race, age, geography, and other factors. A

list of all variables used in the wage and earnings regressions based on

the SIE data is as follows:

Dependent Variables

either the natural logarithm of the hourly wage gate

or the natural logarithm of annual earnings

Independent Variables

Group A variables (ethnicity and race indictors--variant 1):

1 if Hispanic, 0 otherwise

1 if black and not Hispanic, 0 otherwise

Group B variables (ethnicity and race indicators--variant 2):

I if Puerto Rican, 0 otherwise

1 if Hispanic but not Puerto Rican, 0 otherwise

1 if black and not Hispanic, 0 otherwise

Group C variables (human capital, geography, and other factors):

number of years of formal education

1 if graduated from high school, 0 otherwise

1 if graduated from college, 0 otherwise

1 if any postgraduate education, 0 otherwise

1 if currently a fulltime student, 0 otherwise

1 if currently a fulltime public school student, 0 otherwise

number of years of education received outside the U.S.

1 if had any education outside the U.S., 0 otherwise

1 if taught in English, 0 if taught in any other language
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1 if U.S.-born, spoke English as a child, and speaks English now;

0 otherwise

1 if not U.S.-born, 0 otherwise

number of years lived in U.S. (equal to zero, for persons born

in U.S.)

1 if English not the primary language spoken as a child,

O otherwise

1 if English not the primary language spoken now, 0 otherwise.

1 if English not spoken or understood very well, 0 otherwise

1 if has any physical condition limiting ability to work,

O otherwise

1 if age is ovel. 30 and under 41, 0 otherwise

1 if age is over 40 and under 51, 0 otherwise

1 if age is over 50 and under 65, 0 otherwise

1 if age is over 64, 0 otherwise

potential experience (age minus years of schooling minus 5)

square of potential experience

1 if employed part-time, 0 otherwise

1 if a veteran, 0 otherwise

1 if lives in New England area (Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont,

Massachusetts, Rhode Island, Connecticut), 0 otherwise

1 if lives in Middle Atlantic area (New York, New Jersey,

Pennsylvania), 0 otherwise

1 if lives in East North Central area (Ohio, Indiana, Illinois,

Michigan, Wisconsin), 0 otherwise

1 if lives in West North Central area (Minnesota, Iowa, Missouri,

North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Kansas), 0 otherwise

1 if lives in South Atlantic area (Delaware, Maryland, District

of Columbia, Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South

Carolina, Georgia, Florida), 0 otherwise

1 if lives in East South Central area (Kentucky, Tennessee,

Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas),

O otherwise
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1 if lives in Pacific area (Washington, Oregon, or California),
0 otherwise

Group D variables (population proportions and interactions):

proportion of population in area (classified by state, SMSA, and
central city) that is black non-Hispanic

proportion of population in area that is Hispanic

proportion black non-Hispanic in area times years of school

proportion Hispanic in area times years of school

proportion black non-Hispanic in area times potential experience

proportion Hispanic in area times potential experience

Group E variables (interactions with race, ethnicity indicators):

Hispanla indicator times years of school

black non-Hispanic indicator times years of school

Hispanic indicator times high school graduation indicator

black non-Hispanic indicator times high school graduation indicator

Hispanic indicator times college graduation indicator

black non-Hispanic indicator times college graduation indicator

Hispanic indicator times postgraduate education indicator

black non-Hispanic indicator times postgraduate education indicator

Hispanic indicator times potential experience

black non-Hispanic indicator times potential experience

Hispanic iadicator times square of potential experience

black non-Hispanic indicator times square of potential experience

Group F variables (interactions between race, ethnicity indicators,
and population proportions):

black non-Hispanic indicator times percent black non-Hispanic in
area

black non-Hispanic indicator times percent black non-Hispanic in
area times years in school
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black non-Hispanic indicator times percent black non-Hispanic in

area times potential experience

Hispanic indicator times percent Hispanic in area

Hispanic indicator times percent Hispanic in area times years in

school

Hispanic indicator times percent Hispanic in area times potential

experience

Group A and Group B variables are indicators for minority status.

Group A identifies Hispanics and blacks who are not Hispanics. Group B

uses the same black non-Hispanic indicator but distinguishes between

Hispanic subgroups, i.e., those of Puerto Rican origin and other

Hispanics.

Group C variables are forms of the basic human capital variables nor-

mally found in direct wage regressions. The exact form of these

variables is, of course, limited by the nature of the data available

in the SIE. These variables--for education, age, potential work

experience, and the like are proxies intended to capture the employer's

attempt to estimate the productivity of potential employees.

Some variables in Group C go beyond the basic proxies used in most

previous research. Variables for years of education outside the United

States and for not speaking English as one's primary language are

intended to capture effects of immigration and language skills that may

affect earnings (see Chiswick, 1978, 1980). Indicators of geographic

location reflect the possible impact of region (that is, regional price

differentials, capital-labor ratios, etc.) on job offers.

Group D variables reflect local Hispanic and black non-Hispanic popu-

lation proportions. These population proportions are also multiplied by

126



115

years of school or potential experience in order to capture possible

interactions. Group E variables are interactions between human capital

variables (schooling and potential experience) and minority status.

Group F variables are tripleinteraction effects, i.e., minority indica

tors multiplied both by minority popvC.=, in proportions and by either

years of school or years of potential experiene.

Since the CPDF is similar to the personnel data files of a single

employer, the variable list for the regression analyses based on these

data includes more detailed information on the individual's work history.

The variable list does not include the detailed educational, language,

and immigrant backgound data found in the SIE. The variables used in the

regressions based on the CPDF are as follows:

Dependent Variables

natural logarithm of annualized salary

Independent Variables

Group A (race and ethnicity indicators):

1 if Hispanic, 0 otherwise

1 if black, 0 otherwise

Group B (expanded race and ethnicity indicators):

1 if Hispanic, 0 otherwise

1 if black, 0 otherwise

1 if Oriental, 0 otherwise

1 if American Indian, 0 otherwise
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Group C (human capital, geographic location, etc.):

educational attainment indicators (1 if possesses the indicated

characteristics, 0 otherwise) for each of the following mutually

exclusive categories:

completed elementary school, did not complete high school

has some high school education, but did not complete high school

has high school diploma or equivalent

attended terminal occupational training program, but did not

complete it

completed terminal occupational training program

attended less than one year of college

attended one year of college

attended two years of college

has associate-in-arts or equivalent degree

attended three years of college

attended four years of college, but did not receive B.A. or

equivalent degree

has B.A. or equivalent degree

has B.A. or equivalent and some post-B.A. training

has first professional degree (e.g., J.D., M.D.)

has first professional degree and some post-first-professional-

degree training

has M.A. or equivalent degree

has M.A. or equivalent and some post-M.A. training

has a sixth-year degree (e.g., Advanced Certificate in

Education)

has a sixth-year degree and some post-sixth-year degree training

has Ph.D. or equivalent degree

has Ph.D. or equivalent degree and some post-Ph.D. training
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years since highest degree, for persons with at least a B.A. or

equivalent (for persons with less than a B.A., this variable is set
at zero)

square of years since highest degree

indicators for field of highest degree, for persons with at least
a B.A. or equivalent (1 if field of highest degree is the one
indicated and zero otherwise; set at zero for all persons with less
than a B.A.), as follows:

medical doctors (M.D., D.D.S., D.V.M., etc.)

allied health professions (nursing, therapy, etc.)

mathematics, architecture, engineering, data processing

physical or biological sciences

arts or humanities

social sciences

law

age

square of age

years employed in federal government

square of years employed in federal government

product of age and years employed in federal government

1 if has physical or mental disability, 0 otherwise

indicators for veterans' preference (1 if possesses the indicated
type of veterans' preference, 0 otherwise), as follows:

five-point veterans' employment preference

ten-point disability veterans' employment preference

ten-point compensable veterans' employment preference

ten-point other veterans' employment preference (e.g., spouse,
survivor)

indicators for state of residence (1 if lives in a particular
state, 0 otherwise) for all 48 states in the continental U.S.
and the District of Columbia
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The Group A and Group B variables differ only in that, in the latter

group, we distinguish between Orientals and American Indians, on the one

hand, and all other persons who are neither black nor Hispanic, on the

other. More or less by definition, this group of all other persons might

be called majority white.

Note that our Group C variables (reflecting human capital, geographic

location, and the like) ere quite similar to the ones used in our SIE

regression models in some respects, but are rather different in other

respects. In particular, the CPDF data permit us to derive educational

attainment indicators that are more detailed than the ones thei: can be

obtained from the SIE data: for example, the latter do not contain any

measures of the number of years elapsed since highest degree, or of the

field of the highest degree, while the CPDF data do; and while the SIE

measures the number of years of school completed, the CPDF data provide

somewhat more information about the amount and kind of educational

attainment than the simple amount of time spent in school. The CPDF data

also contain a measure of years of employment in the federal government,

while the SIE data do not contain any measure of actual work experience,

even with one's present employer. Of course, on the other hand, the CPDF

data do not contain measures of some variables of interest that are

available in the SIE. For example, the CPDF data do not contain any

information on language skills and also do not differentiate between race

or ethnicity. That is, the SIE data classify persons according to both

race and ethnicity (which, for example, permits one to differentiate be

tween black and white Hispanics), while in the CPDF classification scheme

race and ethnicity are defined in such a way as to make black and

dispanic mutually exclusive.
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We use the variables listed above to form two different regression

models. The first model uses the simple Group A race-ethnicity indica-

tors and the Group C variables, while the second model uses the expanded

Group B race-ethnicity indicators and the Group C variables. Note that

the first model, comprising Group A and Group C variables, is most com-

parable to the basic model used in our SIE regressions.

Because of the problems associated with estimating many parameters in

logit models we use a smaller set of the available variables in cur ana-

lysis of labor force status. The variable list for the logit analyses

based on the SIE data is as follows:

Dependent Variable

labor force status, categorized as follows:

employed in the federal sector

employed in the non-federal sector

unemployed

not in the labor force

Independent: Variables

number of yearn of formal education

potential experience (- age minus years of schooling minus 5)

1 if age is over 30 and under 41, 0 otherwise

1 if age is over 40 and under 51, 0 otherwise

1 if age is over 50, 0 otherwise

number of years lived in U.S. (equal to age, for persons born in
U.S.)
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1 if born in U.S., spoke English as a child, and speaks English now,

0 otherwise

1 if married with spouse present, 0 otherwise

number of persons in household

percent of population in area (classified by state, SMSA, and central

city) that is Hispanic

percent of population in area that is black non-Hispanic

percent Hispanic in area times years of school

percent black non-Hispanic in area times years of school

percent Hispanic in area time& potentia2 axperience

percent black non-Hispanic in area times potential experiene

1 if of Puerto Rican origin, 0 otherwise

We estimate various logit models, containing alternative combiations

of these variables, separately for each sex, using separate samples of

Hispanics, black non-Hispanics, and white (that is, other) non-Hispanics.

Note that an indicator for Puerto Rican ethnicity cannot be included in

logits for samples of black or white non-Hispanics because, by defini-

tion, this indicator has a value of zero for all such persons. on

other hand, we do include such an indicator in Iogits for samples of

Hispanics in order to distinguish between Punrto Ricans and other

Hispanics.

LABOR FORCE STATUS RESULTS

One of our principal interests in this research is to compare the

federal and non-federal sectors. The implications of our logit models

with respect to emplOyment in these two sectors are summarized in Table

1, which compares the actual and predicted employment sector for each
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Table 1

Comparison of Minorities' Predicted Employment Proportions
(Predictions use logit coefficients from the sample of whites)

Federal Employees Private Employees

Actual
2

Predicted
X

%

Diff.
Actual

2

Predicted
t

%

Diff.

Men

Hispanic 4.53 3.57 26.9 75.82 75.08 1.0

Puerto Rican 4.58 2.49 83.9 68.64 17.22 -11.1

Hispanic non-Puerto Rican 4.53 3.71 22.1 76.89 77.22 2.8

Black 5.07 2.98 70.1 67.62 73.17 -7.6

White 3.91 -- 78.41 -- --

Womert

Hispanic 1.65 1.62 1.9 46.61 47.45 -1.8

Puerto Rican 1.35 1.00 35,0 34.28 51.64 -33.5

Hispanic non-Puerto Rican 1.69 1.71 -1.2 48.43 47.06 2.9

Black 3.53 1.29 173.6 50.96 52.08 -2.2

White 1.60 -- Mb 43.95 -- --

Note: Data base is the Survey of Income and Education; see text for description of

analysis.
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race/ethnic group. The comparison is based on the characteristics of

each individual in the sample (regardless of actual sector). A predicted

probability was generated using the estimated logit coefficients for

labor force status from the white sample. All comparisons in this table

concerning under- or overrepresentation are made rel2tive to white

non-Hispanics (men, in the case a the other male ethnic groups; or

women, in the case of the other female ethnic groups). A positive entry

for a given sector in the column headed "% Diff." indicates that the

group in question is overrepresented in that sector relative to white

non-Hispanics of the same sex with the same educational attainment, age,

etc.; a negative entry indicates underrepresentation.

The main implications of Table 1 may bd summarized as follows.

First, virtually all minority ethnic groups (that is, groups other than

white non-Hispanics) are substantially overrepresented in federal

employment relative to white non-Hispanics. (The only exceptions to this

generalization are Hispanic non-Puertc Rican women, who are slightly

underrepresented in federal employment, and Hispanic women generally,

who are only slightly overrepresented in federal employment, on average.)

However, note that such overrepresentation in federal employment is only

a small proportion of any given group's population. (For example, Table

1 indicates that men of Puerto Rican origin are overrepresented in

federal employment in the sense that the actual proportion of such men in

federal employment is 4.58%, as opposed to the 2.49% that would be

expected if this group acted and were treated in regard to labor force

status as white men with identical schooling, age, etc.) In this sense,

an end to such overrepresentation would not involve the reallocation of
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a large number of persons. Second, Puerto Ricans of either sex are also

substantially underrepresented in non-federal employment relative to com-

parable white non-Hispanics. Third, black non-Hispanic males are also

underrepresented in non-federal employment. Recall that these differen-

ces in labor force status cannot be attributed exclusively to either

supply or demand factors (e.g., to individual tastes or to emplc7er

discrimination) since the estimated version of the logit model does not

identify either of these two behaviore. relationships separately.

Tu complement Table 1, we present in Table 2 a summary of the implica-

tions of our logit results concerning the relation between ethnicity and

nonemployment, i.e., either unemployment or absence from the labor force.

This shows that both men and women in each of the minority ethnic groups

considered in cur analyses are overrepresented among the unemployed,

relativ 'bites with comparable schooling, age, family composition,

etc. Not, luerto Rican Hispanics of either sex and black women tend to be

underrepresented among persons not in the labor force; Puerto Ricans of

either sex, and black men, tend to be overrepresented.

All things considered, our logit results suggest that ethnicity as

such does not have a particularly pronounced association with labor force

status once one holds constant the effects of other supply and demand

factors such as age, schooling, family composition, and the like. One

simple way to illustrate this is shown in Table 3. In this table, we

show how changing the ethnicity of all ethnic groups to white

non-Hispanic (without changing their age, schooling, etc.) would alter

the distribution of our total sample by labor force status. As shown

there, changing the ethnicity of all persons in our sample to white would
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Table 2

Comparison of Minorities' Predicted Unemployment
and Not-in-Labor-Force Proportions

(Predictions use logit coefficients from the sample of whites)

Unemployed Not in Labor Force

Actual Predicted
2 2

%

Diff.

Actual Predicted 2

% 2 Diff.

Men

Hispanic 5.83 5.43 7.4 18.03 20.23 -10.9

Puerto Rican 8.92 7.24 23.2 21.51 17.09 25.9

Hispanic non-Puerto Rican 5.43 5.20 .2 17.58 20.63 -14.8

Black 7.16 5.20 37.7 27.38 21.64 26.5

White 3.45 -- 22.54 -- --

Women

Hispanic 4.90 4.96 7.5 52.80 53.52 -1.3

Puerto Rican 6.37 4.87 30.8 62.74 49,73 26.2

Hispanic non-Puerto Rican 4.70 4.52 4.0 51.44 54.04 -4.8

Black 7.21 4.78 50.8 41.20 45.69 -11.8

White 3.32 -- 51.13 -- --

Note: Data base is the Survey of Income and Education; see text for description of

analysis.
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Table 3

Comparison of Predicted and Actual Labor Force
Distribution for Entire Sample

(Predictions use logit coefficients from the sample of whites)

Men (N a 10,025) Women (N = 11,361)

Actual if White. Actual If White,
Predicted % X Predicted %

Labor Force Status

Employed 72.86 73.94 45.78 44.89

In federal sector 4.40 3.57 2.09 1.53

In non-federal sector 68.46 70.37 43.69 43.36

Unemployed 5.22 4.62 4.86 4.14

Not in labor force 21.92 21.44 49.36 50.97

Ethnicity

35.51 37.91Hispanic
Puerto Rican 4.36 4.56

Other 34.15 33.35

Black 22.99 24.16

White 38.49 37.93

Note: Data base is the Survey of Income and Education; see text foT
description of analysis.
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produce rather small shifts in the distribution of our total sample by

labor force status. For example, the proportion unemployed among men

would fall about 0.6 of a percentage point, while the proportion unemployed

among women would fall by about 0.7 of a percentage point. (Recall,

also, that our total sample for each sex consists of roughly equal num-

bers of Hispanics and white non-Hispanics, with somewhat smaller numbers

of black non-Hispanics. Thus, minorities are substantially overrepre-

sented in our sample relative to their representation in the population- -

meaning that any changes of the kind shown in Table 3 would be much

smaller in the actual population than they are in our sample.)

DIRECT REGRESSION RESULTS FROM THE SIE DATA

In this section we discuss our direct (conventional least squares)

regression results on ethnic pay differences, taking each sex in turn.

(See J. Abowd and Killingsworth, 1981, for detailed tables; A. Abowd,

1982, for alternative specifications.)

Results for Men

1. Magnitudes. The pay differential for a given ethnic group rela-

tive to comparable white non -Hispanics varies considerably by ethnic

group (and, as noted below, to a lesser extent by sector). All differen-

tials are negative, implying that minority ethnic groups tend to be paid

less than whites who are otherwise comparable (in terms of the other

variables in the regression model from which the differential is

derived). They are largest in absolute value (between about -.14 to
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-.25) for black non-Hispanics, smallest in absolute value (between about

-.01 to -.05) for non-Puerto Rican Hispanics, and of intermediate size

(between about -.07 to -.13) for Puerto Ricans.

2. Statistical significance. As measured by t- statistics, the sta-

tistical significance of these pay differentials is generally quite

substantial for blacks (t-ratios for most black-white differentials are

between about 5.9 and 9.9); t-ratios for most Puerto Rican-white dif-

ferentials are considerably lower (between about 0.8 and 2.2). Most dif-

ferentials between non-Puerto Rican Hispanics and comparable whites would

not be judged statistically different from zero at conventional levels

(t-ratios for most of these differentials are between about 0.3 and 1.5).

3. Sectoral patterns. For all three minority ethnic groups,

minority-white differentials in wages are larger in absolute value (that

is, more negative) in the federal sector than in the non-federal sector,

while minority-white differentials in earnings are larger in the non-

federal sector than in the federal sector. For example, the black-white

wage differential in the federal versus non-federal sector is about -.16

to -.18 (-.14), while the comparable figure f-Jr the earnings differential

in the federal versus non-federal sector is about -.16 to -.17 (-.25).

4. Alternative dependent variables. For all three minority groups,

the wage differential is larger than the earnings differential in the

federal sector, but smaller than the earnings differential in the non-

federal sector. For example, for Puerto Ricans, the wage (earnings) dif-

ferential is about -.12 to -.13 (-.08 to -.10) in the federal sector,

while in the non-federal sector the wage (earnings) differential is about

-.07 to -.08 (-.13).
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5. Alternative models. For all three minority groups, estimates of

a given differential are relatively robust with respect to alternative

models (that is, use of alternative sets of independent variables). For

example, regression estimates of the Puerto Rican-white differential are

about -.08 to -.12 when population proportion variables are not included,

and are about -.10 to -.13 when such variables are included among these

regressors. (Changes in differentials for most other race/ethnic groups

attendant upon inclusion of these variables are smaller still.)

Results for Women

1. Magnitudes. With'a few exceptions, minority-white pay differen-

tials among women are smaller than among men, and many are either posi-

tive (implying that certain groups of minority women are paid more than

comparable white women) or else essentially zero, in a statistical sense.

The black-white pay differential among women is about .05 to -.05; the

Puerto Rican-white female pay differential is about .12 to about -.40;

and the non-Puerto Rican Hispanic-white pay differential is about .04 to

-.13.

2. Statistical significance. On the whole, the statistical signifi-

cance of minority-white pay differentials, as measured by their t-ratios,

is lower among women than among men. Black -white differentials among

women have t-ratios in the range 0.6 to 2.1; Puerto Rican-white differen-

tials have t-ratios between .07 and 1.6; and non-Puerto Rican Hispanic-

white differentials have t-ratios between .7 and 2.3.

3. Sectoral patterns. With a few exceptions, minority-white pay

differentials among women are more negative (that is, lower in absolute
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value) in the federal than in the non-federal sector. For example, the

black-white pay differential is about -.04 to -.05 in the federal sector,

while differentials in the non-federal sector are between about .05 and

-.05.

4. Alternative dependent variables. Black-white and non-Puerto

Rican Hispanic-white differentials in wages are typically more negative

(that is, larger in absolute value if negative, or smaller in absolute

value if positive) than are earnings differentials; while in the case of

Puerto 'Rican-white differentials just the reverse holds. For example,

the Puerto Rican-white wage differential is about .06 to .12, while the

earnings differential is about -.01 to -.40; black-white and non-Puerto

Rican Hispanic-white differentials in wages (earnings) are about -.02 to

-.13 (.04 to -.09).

5. Alternative models. For all three minority groups, estimates of

pay differentials are relatively robust with respect to alternative

models (that is, use of alternative sets of independent variables). For

example, regression estimates of the Puerto Rican-white wage (earnings)

differential are about .06 to .12 (-.01 to -.40) when population propor-

tion variables are not included, and about .06 to .14 (-.01 to -.39) when

such variables are included among the regressors in a given model.

REVERSE REGRESSION RESULTS FROM THE SIE DATA

In this section we present the results of our reverse regression

analysis for each sex. (See J. Abowd and Killingsworth, 1981, for

detailed tables and A. Abowd, 1982, for a discussion of alternative

specifications.)
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Results for Men

1. Magnitudes. The pay differential for a given ethnic group rela-

tive to comparable white non-Hispanics varies considerably by ethnic

group (and, as noted below, to a lesser extent by sector). Unlike the

direct regression differentials, most of which are negative (implying

that minorities tend to receive lower pay than comparable whites), most

of the reverse regression differentials are positive (implying that

minorities tend to receive higher pay than comparable whites). The

black-white differential is between about .06 and -.05; the non-Puerto

Rican Hispanic-white differential is between about .14 and .02; and the

Puerto Rican-white differential is between about .06 and -.01.

2. Statistical significance. As measured by their t-statistics, the

statistical significance of these pay differentials is generally quite

substantial for non-Puerto Rican Hispanics (t-statistics for this group

are between about 3.7 and 5.9). Black-white differentials in the federal

sector, and Puerto Rican-white differentials in the non-federal sector,

also have relatively high t-ratios (between about 3.4 and 4.2, and be-

tween about 1.5 and 3.1, respectively). However, black-white differen-

tials in the non-federal sector and Puerto Rican-white differentials in

the federal sector would not generally be judged different from zero, in

a statistical sense, at conventional levels of significance.

3. Sectoral patterns. The magnitudes and even signs of these dif-

ferentials vary considerably by sector. Puerto Rican-white differentials

are always smaller in algebraic value (either negative, or else positive

but small) in the federal sector than in the non-federal sector (the
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range of federal sector differentials is about .02 to -.01, while the

non-federal sector differential is about .06). On the other hand, dif-

ferentials between non-Puerto Rican Hispanics and comparable whites in

the nonfederal sector (which are in the range .07 to .02) are smaller

than the differentials in the federal sector (which are in the range .14

to .09). Finally, introducing population proportion variables changes

completely the sectoral pattern of the black-white differentials. In

models in which these variables are not included, the black-white dif-

ferential in the federal versus non-federal sector is -.04 to -.05 (.02

.01), but when such variables are included the differential in the

feueral versus non-federal sector is between about .04 and .06 (.01 and

.00).

4. Alternative dependent variables. For all three minority groups,

the wage differential is about the same as the earnings differential both

in the federal and in the non-federal sector. For example, for Puerto

Ricans, the wage (earnings) differential is about .02 to .01 (.00 to

-.01) in the federal sector, while in the non-federal sector the wage and

earnings differentials are both about .06 and .05.

5. Alternative models. For Puerto Ricans and other Hispanics, esti-

mates of differentials are relatively robust with respect to alternative

models (that is, use of alter-ative sets of independent variables). On

the other hand, the federal black-white differential seems to be fairly

sensitive to inclusion of population proportion variables. When such

variables are excluded, the federal (non-federal) black-white pay dif-

ferential is between about -.04 and -.05 (.02 and .01), and when such

variables are included, the differential is between about .06 aad .04

(.01 and .00).
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Results for Women

1. Magnitudes. Minority-white pay differentials among women exhibit

few obvious patterns; very roughly speaking, there appear to be about as

many positive differentials (implying that minority women are paid more

than comparable white women) as negative differentials (implying that

minority women are paid less than comparable white women), and a large

number do not appear to be different from zero (in a statistical sense)

at conventional levels of significance. The black-white pay differential

is between about .04 and -.17; the Puerto Rican-white pay differential is

between about .14 and -.11; the non-Puerto Rican Hispanic-white pay dif-

ferential is between about .08 and -.01.

2. Statistical significance. On the whole, the statistical

significance of minority-white pay differentials, as measured by their t-

ratios, is lower among women than among men. Black-white difterentials

among women have t-ratios in the range 1.1 to 8.6; Puerto Rican-white

differentials have t-ratios between .4 and 5.1; and non-Puerto Rican

Hispanic-white differentials have t-ratios between .2 and 7.6.

3. Sectoral patterns. With a few exceptions, minority-white pay

differentials among women are lower in algebraic value (that is, larger

in absolute value if negative, and smaller if positive) in the federal

than in the uon-federal sector. For example, the black-white pay dif-

ferential is about -.02 to -.17 in the federal sector, while differen-

tials in the non-federal sector are between about .04 and .02.

4. Alternative dependent variables. Black-white end Puerto Rican-

white differentials in earnings are typically more negative (that is,

larger in absolute value if negative, or smaller in absolute value if
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positive) than are wage differentials. For example, the Puerto Rican-

white wage differential is about .14 to .03, while the earnings differen-

tial is about -.04 to -.11. On the other hand, non-Puerto Rican

Hispanic-white differentials in wages are greater in algebraic value in

the federal sector, and are smaller in the non-federal sector, than are

non-Puerto Rican Hispanic-white differentials in earnings.

5. Alternative models. For all three minority groups, estimates of

pay differentials seem fairly robust with respect to alternative models

(that is, use of alternative sets of independent variables). For example,

regression estimates of the Puerto Rican-white wage (earnings) differen-

tial are about .14 to .03 (-.04 to -.11) when population proportion

variables are not included, and about .13 to .05 (-.05 to -.08) when such

variables are included among the regressors in a given model.

STRUCTURAL REGRESSION RESULTS FROM THE SIE DATA

We now discuss our structural (instrumental variable) regression

results for each sex. (See J. Abowd and Killingsworth, 1981, for

detailed tables, and A. Abowd, 1982, for a discussion of alternative spe-

cifications.)

Results for Men

1. Magnitudes. The pay differential for a given ethnic group rela-

tive to comparable white non-Hispanics varies considerably by ethnic

group (and, as noted below, to a lesser extent by sector). In most

cases, these differentials are negative (implying that minority groups
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are paid less than comparable whites), and many of them are quite close

to the corresponding direct wage regression differential. (We say more

a.,Jout this below.) Differentials are largest in absolute value (between

about -.14 to -.25) for black non-Hispanics, smallest in absolute value

(between about -.01 to -.05) for non-Puerto Rican Hispanics, and of

intermediate size (between about -.07 to -.14) for Puerto Ricans.

2. Statistical significance. As measured by their t-statistics, the

statistical significance of these pay differentials is generally quite

substantial for blacks (t-ratios for twat black-white differentials are

between about 6.2 and 10.4); t-ratios for most Puerto Rican-white dif-

ferentials are considerably lower (between about 1.0 and 2.1). Most dif-

ferentials between non-Puerto Rican Hispanics and comparable whites would

not be judged statistically different from zero at conventional levels

(t-ratios for most of these differentials are between about 0.3 and 1.5).

3. Sectotal patterns. For all three minority ethnic groups,

minority -white differentials in wages are larger in absolute value (that

is, more negative) in the federal sector than in the non-federal sector,

while minority-white differentials in earnings are larger in the non-

federal sector than in the federal sector. For example, the black-white

wage differential in the federal versus non-federal sector is about -.18

to -.20 (-.14), while the comparable figure for the earnings differential

in the federal versus non-federal sector is about -.17 to -.19 (-.25).

4. Alternative dependent variables. For all three minority groups,

the wage differential is larger than the earnings differential in the

federal sector, but smaller than the earnings differential in the non-

federal sector. For example, for Puerto Ricans, the wage (earnings)
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differential is about -.14 (-.11) in the federal sector, while in the

non-federal sector the wage (earnings) differential is about -.07 to -.08

(-.13).

5. Alternative models. For all three minority groups, estimates of

a given differential are relatively robust with respect to alternative

models (that is, use of alternative sets of independent variables). For

example, regression estimates of the Puerto Rican-white differential are

about -.08 to -.14 when population proportion variables are not included

and are about -.07 to -.14 when such variables are incloded among the

regressors.

Results for Women

1. Magnitudes. With a few exceptions, minority-white pay differen-

tials among women are smaller than among men; most are fairly similar to

the corresponding direct wage regression estimate; many are essentially

zero, in a statistical sense. The black-white pay differential among

women is about .06 to -.09; the Puerto Rican-white female pay differen-

tial is about .29 to -.53; and the non-Puerto Rican Hispanic-white pay

differential is about .03 to -.36.

2. Statistical significance. On the whole, the statistical signi-

ficance of minority-white pay differentials, as measured by their t-

r4_10s, is lower among women than among men. Black-white differentials

among women have t-ratios in the range 0.1 to 1.7; Puerto Rican-white

differentials have t-ratios between 0.2 and 0.9; and non-Puerto Rican

Hispanic-white differentials have t-ratios between 0.4 and 2.0.
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3. Sectoral patterns. Black-white and non-Puerto Rican Hispanic-

white pay differentials among women are usually somewhat more negative

(that is, lower in absolute value) in the federal than in the non-federal

sector. For example, the black-white differential is about -.00 to -.09

in the federal sector, while differentials in the non-federal sector are

between .06 and -.02. Finally, the Puerto Rican-white differential is

always larger in absolute value in the federal sector than it is in the

non-federal sector--but the estimated wage differentials imply that

Puerto Ricans are paid more than comparable whites, particularly in the

federal sector, while the estimated earnings differentials imply that

Puerto Ricans are paid less than comparable whites, especially in the

federal sector. (See below.)

4. Alternative dependent variables. Black-white and non-Puerto

Rican Hispanic-white differentials in wages are typically more negative

(that is, larger in absolute value if negative, or smaller in absolute

value if positive) than are earnings differentials; while in the case of

Puerto Rican-white wage differentials just the reverse holds. For

example, the Puerto Rican-white wage differential is about .25 to .29 in

the federal sector (vs. about .05 in the non-federal sector), while the

differential in earnings in the federal sector is about -.39 to -.53

(vs. -.02 to -.03 in the non-federal sector).

5. Alternative models. For all three minority groups, estimates of

pay differentials are fairly robust with respect to alternative models

(that is, use of alternative sets of independent variables). For example,

regression estimates cf the black-white wage (earnings) differential are

about .05 to .29 (-.02 to -.53) when population proportion variables are

not included and about .05 to .25 (-.03 to .39) when such variables are

included among the regressors in a given model.
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DIRECT AND REVERSE WAGE REGRESSION RESULTS FROM THE CPDF DATA

In this section we discuss direct and reverse regression results

derived from the federal government CPDF data.

1. Results by race/ethnicity and sex. In general, the CPDF results

seem fairly similar to the SIE results as regards racial and ethnic pay

differentials by sex within the federal sector. As in the SIE results,

the CPDF results :mply that both Hispanics and blacks are paid less

within the federal sector than are whites (that is, either non-black

non-Hispanics, including American Indians and Orientals as well as

majority whites; or majority whites as such). In general, black-white

pay differentials in the CPDF results are larger in absolute value than

Hispanic-white pay differentials; and, for either racial-ethnic group,

the minority-white differential among men is larger than the minority-

white differential among women. Most of the CPDF differentials are sta-

tistically different from zero at reasonable levels of significance.

2. Results by type of statistical model. In our CPDF results, as in

our LIE results, reverse wage regression generally produces estimates of

differentials that are less negative than those derived using direct wage

regression; indeed, in several instances (notably for Hispanics), this

direct wage regression estimate of the minority-white differential has

a negative sign (implying that minority persons are paid less than com-

parable whites), but the reverse wage regression estimate is positive

(implying that minority persons are paid more than comparable whites).

Black women are an exception to this generalization, however; in some

cases, the reverse wage regression estimate of the black-white differen-
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tial for vomen is slightly more negative than the corresponding direct

wage regression estimate. Finally, the shrinkage in the estimated dif-

ferential (tha is, the extent to which use of reverse wage regression

makes a given differential less negative) seems, in general, to be

smaller in the CPDF data than in the SIE data.

3. Comparison with results derived from the SIE. On the whole, both

the direct and reverse wage regression astimates of the black-white dif-

ferential derived from the CPDF :.ire similar to the direct and rel.,-se

wage regression estimates of this differential derived from the SIE.

(However, the CPDF direct wage regression black-white differentials among

men seem somewhat smaller, in absolute value, than the corresponding SIE

estimates.) On the other hand, the CPDF estimates of the Hispanic-white

differential seem, in general, to be somewhat closer to zero (either

smaller if positive, or less negative, if negative) than the

corresponding SIE estimates. However, the differences between the SIE

and CPDF estimates do not, in general, seem particularly large.

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVE ESTIMATORS AND RESULTS

We now consider the alternative
estimation techniques that we have

used in evaluating the determinants of pay. We do this using our pre-

ferred results from the SIE for men and for women, which we set out in

Tables 4 and 5, respectively. These results are all evaluated at the

mean values of all variables for white non-Hispanics and are derived from

either our basic regression model (in which case they are labeled

"without population proportions") or from our detailed regression model
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with population proportions but without three-way interactions (in which

case they are labeled "with population proportions").

In drawing conclusions about our three different estimation tech-

niques from Tables 4 and 5, it is worth recalling that these techniques

are concerned with different statistical and conceptual issues. First,

structural regression is concerned with estimating the answer to the

first methodological question; that is, with estimating differences in

employer wage offers. It does not, however, make a correction for

possible measurement error bias. Second, both direct and reverse wage

regressions are concerned with estimating the answer to the second methCd-

ological question; that is, with estimating differences in compensation

conditional on employment. Direct regression does not make a correction

for possible measurement error bias while reverse regression does make a

correction of this kind. Thus, it would be reasonable to expect that

these three different techniques would produce different results. The

key issue is, of course, the extent to which results derived from these

techniques do in fact differ.

As before, it seems advisable to consider each sex separately. As

regards men, it is evident from Table 4 that the reverse regression dif-

ferentials contrast sharply with both the direct and the structural

regression differentials: differentials estimated using either of the

latter two techniques are usually negative (and often significantly dif-

ferent from. zero, in a statistical sense), while differentials estimated

using the former technique are frequently positive. As regards the

federal sector, both structural and direct regression differentials are

negative, but the latter are usually somewhat smaller in absolute value
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Table 4

Summary of Direct, Reverse, and Structural Wage Regression Estimates of

Ethnic Differentials in Pay for Men Evaluated at Mean Values of Whites

Federal Sector Non-Federal Sector

Hispanics of Hispanic

Puerto Rican non-Puerto
Origin Ricans Bia2ks

Hispanics of Hispanic

Puerto Rican non-Puerto
Origin Ricans Blacks

A. Without Population Proportion Variables

1. Log Wages
direct -.1241 -.0466 -.1789 -.0799 -.0265 -.1426

(.0820) (.0321) (.0183) (.0481) (.0232) (.0192)

reverse .0201 .1097 -.0471 .0619 .0509 .0215

(.0497) (.0186) (.0111) (.0201) (.0085) (.0897)

structural -.1413 -.1987 -.0783 -.0257 -.1409

(.0856) (.0342) (.0191) (.0482) (.0232) (.0191)

2. Log Earnings
direct -.0857 -.0186 -.1650 -.1340 -.0441 -.2476

(.1072) (.0419) (.0238) (.0628) (.0303) (.2503)

reverse .0042 .1362 -.0517 .0479 .0403 .0133

(.0682) (.0255) (.0151) (.0323) (.0137) (.0145)

structural -.1083 -.0404 -.1887 -.1344 -.0437 -.2472

(.1118) (.0447) (.0250) (.0629) (.0303) (.0250)

B. With Population Proportion Variables

1. Log Wages
direct

reverse

-.1279 -.0476 -.1612 -.0697 -.0080 -.1420

(.0821) (.0337) (.0204) (.0482) (.0241) (.0202)

.0056 .0945 .0390 .0818 .0682 .0093

(.0521) (.0195) (.0116) (.0211) (.0090) (.0095)

structural -.1444 -.0503 -.1750 -.0676 -.0070 -.1386

(.0856) (.0356) (.0214) (.0482) (.0241) (.0202)

2. Log Earnings
direct -.0965 -.0108 -.1564 -.1304 -.0443 -.2497

(.1073) (.0440) (.0267) (0630) (.0315) (.0264)

reverse -.0140 .1083 .0584 .0587 .0235 .0030

(.0705) (.0264) (.0156) (.0325) (.0137) (.0146)

structural -.1134 -.0278 -.1726 -.1299 -.0438 -.2475

(.1118) (.0465) (.0280) (.0631) (.0315) (.0264)

Note: Data base is the Survey of Income and Education; standard errors are in parentheses.

,1-52



141

Table 5

Summary of Direct, Reverse, and Structural Wage Regression Estimates of
Ethnic Differentials in Pay for Women Evaluated at Mean Values of Whites

Federal Sector Non-Federal Sector
Hispanics of
Puerto Rican

Origin

Hispanic
non-Puerto
Ricans Blacks

Hispanics of
Puerto Rican

Origin

Hispanic
non-Puerto
Ricans Blacks

A. Without Population Proportions

1. Log Wages
direct .1209 -.1268 -.0501 -.0590 -.0267 -.0119

(.1576) (.0567) (.0236) (.0619) (.0262) (.0189)

reverse .0320 .0127 -.0512 .1398 .0659 .0329
(.0765) (.0264) (.0110) (.0276) (.0183) (.0095)

structural .2943 -.3615 -.0025 .0472 -.0290 -.0147
(.3268) (.1784) (.0387) (.0621) (.0263) (.0189)

2. Log Earnings
-.3962 -.0327 -.0378 -.0075 .0350 .0537direct
(.2522) (.0907) (.0377) (.1074) (.0454) (.0327)

reverse -.1133 .0574 -.1665 -.0394 .0176 .0444
(.1340) (.0462) (.0194) (.0258) (.0196) (.0182)

structural -.5281 .1889 -.0945 -.0185 .0332 .0563
(.5908) (.3224) (.0699) (.1077) (.0456) (.0329)

B. With Population Proportions

1. Log Wages
.1363 -.1328 -.0485 .0622 -.0199 -.0149direct

(.1575) (.0586) (.0263) (.0621) (.0273) (.0195)

reverse .0548 -.0050 -.0205 .1349 .0802 .0174
(.0820) (.0283) (.0118) (.0281) (.0105) (.0097)

structural .2474 -.0045 .0508 -.0242 -.0173
(.3264) (.1,59) (.0381) (.0622) (.0273) (.0195)

2. Log Earnings
-.3997 -.0911 -.0507 -.0144 .0350 .0402direct
(.2523) (.0938) (.0421) (.1077) (.0473) (.0338)

reverse -.0754 .0208 -.1228 -.0513 .0581 .0216

(.1392) (.0480) (.0202) (.0548) (.0203) (.0189)

structural -.3938 -.1211 -.0112 -.0256 .0321 .0415

(.5611) (.3025) (.0655) (.1080) (.0474) (.0339)

Note: Data base is the Survey of Income and Education; standard errors are in parentheses.
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than the former. On the other hand, structural and direct regression

differentials for the non-federal sector, while usually negative, are

also generally quite close to each other; indeed, in many instances, a

structural wage regression differential for the non-federal sector is

usually slightly smaller than its direct wage regression counterpart,

although the difference is generally very small. Finally, in most

instances (particularly as regards the federal sector), t-ratios for

structural wage regression differentials are somewhat larger than t-

ratios for their direct wage regression counterparts: standard errors of

estimated structural wage regression differentials are slightly larger

than standard errors of estimated direct wage regression differentials,

but the estimates themselves are larger still, particularly for the

federal sector.

While Table 4 thus suggests a variety of generalizations concerning

the impact of using alternative estimation techniques as far as estimates

for men are concerned, Table 5, for women, suggests little in the way of

patterns or stylized facts. The three estimation techniques, applied to

the federal sector, seem to produce three rather different sets of esti-

mated ethnic differentials among women. Estimates for the non-federal

sector derived using the three techniques seem, on the whole and roughly

speaking, to be somewhat closer together. However, in many cases--and

to a much greater extent than is true of our results .aen--the dif-

ferentials for women r,ported in Table 5 would not be ju -ed different

from zero, at conventional levels of significance, regardless of the tech-

nique used in estimating them. In this sense, then, the results of these
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different estimation techniques are closer together than cursory inspec

tion of Table 5 might suggest.

Table 6 compares the results obtained from both the STE and the CPDF

for the year 1975. For the two estimation techniques considered, direct

and reverse, the results from these data sources are quite similar.

Essentially the same inferences are supported in either data set.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

There is not much consistent or compelling evidence in our results to

suggest that minority women generally suffer substantial wage discrimina

tion (in either the Question 1 or Question 2 sense) relative to com

parable white women. One possible exception to this statement concerns

black women in the federal sector, where our results usually show negative

pay differentials. (However, a considerable number of these differen

tials do not differ from zero, in a statistical sense, at reasonable

levels of significance.) An important caveat in this respect is that our

data do not contain measures of actual work experience (Garvey and

Reimers, 1980). We are, therefore, forced to use a proxy, potential

experience.

Second, as regards ethnic differentials in pay among men, our results

suggest (a) that minority men may suffer discrimination both in terms of

conditional differentials a- ' in terms of offers, and (b) r ates

of the magnitudes of both kinus c,f -i iscrimination may be subject to

serious measurement error bias. Part (a) of this conclusion follows in a

straightforward way from consideration of our direct and structural wage
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Table 6

Comparison of Ethnic Pay Differentials for Men and Women
for 1975 Derived from SIE and CPDF Data

Men Women
SIE CPDF SIE CPDF

Hispanics

direct -.0558 -.0543 -.102 -.0134
(.0304) (.0080) (.0114)

reverse .0993 .0283 .0146 -.0017
(.0176) (.0062) (.0251) (.0107)

Blacks

-.1787 -.1381 -.0503 -.0603direct
(.0182) (.0130) (.0236) (.0151)

reverse -.0471 -.0421 -.0512 -.0441
(.0111) (.0110) (.0110) (.0147)

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses. SIE columns present
regression differentials derived from the Survey of Income and
Education for men and women in the federal sector; dependent
variable natural logarithm of hourly wages. CPDF columns present
regression differentials derived from the federal Central Personnel
Data File; dependent variable natural logarithm of annualized
salary.
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regression results; note that our results provide much stronger support

(in the sense of statistical significance) for this proposition with

respect to blacks than with respect to Puerto Rican or other Hispanics.

Part (b) of this conclusion is prompted by our reverse wage regression

results.

Third, our results also suggest that wage discrimination against

minority males (particularly blacks) is greater in the federal than in

the non-federal sector, while earnings discrimination against minority

males (particularly blacks) is smaller in the federal than in the non-

federal sector. At first sight, this may seem paradoxical: if the non-

federal sector is better than the federal sector as regards wage discri-

mination, why isn't it also better as regards earnings discrimination?

One possible explanation of this apparent paradox has to do with

employment instability, which is greater in the non-federal sector than

in the federal sector: if minorities suffer substantially and dispropor-

tionately (relative to comparable whites) from the relatively greater

employment instability (layoffs, etc.) in the non-federal sector, then

the non-federal sector could well be worse than the federal sector as

regards-earnings differentials even if it is better as regards wages.

Our logit results on labor force status appear to suggest that minority

groups generally are overrepresented among the unemployed. While this

finding does not prove the validity of our conjecture about sectoral pat-

terns in wage vs. earnings differentials, it is certainly consistent with

it.

Of course, the notion thar discrimination within the federal sector

may be substantial is noL new. Our ,esults not only support this view
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but also suggest something else: discrimination against minority males,

particularly in terms of wages and with respect to blacks, is of greater

magnitude in the federal than in the non-federal sector. This is par-

ticularly noteworthy because previous studies have tended to suggest just

the opposite. We suspect that one reason for this is that, in contrast

with previous work, we have attempted to control in a fairly detailed

fashion for purely geographic effects on pay (via differencss in the cost

of livinb and the like). Since minorities are generally overrepresented

in federal employment, and since much federal employment is concentrated

in urban areas in particular states, sorting out purely geographic

effects on pay (in effect, purely compensating or equalizing premia) from

other kinds of effects, including ethnicity, obviously need not be a tri-

vial matter. Indeed, the difference between our results and those found

in previous work suggests that such effects may be important.
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NOTES

1 Studies that attempt to decompose earnings differentials into por

tions attributable to employer discrimination and portions attributable

to differences in productivity characteristics such as education include,

among others, Blinder (1973), Oaxaca (1973), and Smith (1977).

Litigation under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act and other antidiscri

mination laws and regulations is implicitly or explicitly concerned with

the extent to which observed employment and earnings differences between

sexes or between racial or ethnic groups are attributable to employer

discrimination per se rather than to other factors such as differences in

productivityrelated characteristics. Analyses of earnings differences

in the context of legal proceedings include Baldus and Cole (1980),

Ehrenberg (1979), and Finkelstein (1980).

20ne important reason for studying employment and earnings differen

ces by sector is that such differences may reveal the extent to which a

particular sector is unusual compared to the rest of the economy. (For

example, see Smith, 1977.) A second reason is that nonpecuniary rewards

to employment may vary by sector: for example, federal government

employment may entail greater job security or better working conditions

than employment elsewhere in the economy (Smith, 1977). We define wage

discrimination as a differential in the total reward to employment,

including both pecuniary and nonpecuniary rewards. This reinforces the

usefulness of an intrasectoral analysis of wage discrimination since

important differences in nonpecuniary compensation across sectors are, in

effect, held constant. On the other hand, the fact that such an analysis
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may have conceptual advantages over an intersectoral study does not

necessarily mean that statistical procedures suitable for the latter kind

of study are also suitable for the former kind of study.
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Relative Earnings of Hispanic Youth

in the U.S. Labor Market

The presence of substantial earnings differentials in the youth labor

market provides the motivation for this paper. At a time when we speak

of the graying of America, the passing of the post-World War II baby

boom, and the increasing dependence of an ever-growing number of retirees

on a relatively shrinking number of working men and women, it is vital

that we not understate the role of youth in policy formation. What

policy makers must consider are the effects of problems encouatered early

in their labor market experience an the eventual position that youth will

hold in the "prime-age" labor force. The youth whom we investigate here

are not only laying the foundations for their own economic livelihoods,

but are also having an impact on the general economic health of society.

Focusing on Hispanic youth is justified not only by the changing age

composition, but also by the changing racial and ethnic composition of

the population. The overall U.S. population has indeed aged. However,

preliminary data from the 1980 Census show that the principal minority

groups - -both blacks and Hispanicshave younger age distributions than

whites.1 The size of the Hispanic population has increased substan-

tially in recent years due to relatively high fertility rates, a tendency

towards large families, and a continual flow of legal (and illegal)

immigrants. Marshall et al. (1980) project that, given a 14% growth

rate in the Hispanic population between 1973 and 1978 (as compared to

3.3% for non-Hispanics), Hispanics will represent a larger share of the

U.S. population than blacks before the year 2000. Granted the importance
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of studying the labor market behavior of youth, the study of Hispanic

youth in the labor force has both immediate and long-run policy

implications.2

In this paper we consider the financial position of Hispanic youth

vis-a-vis non-Hispanic white and black youth. Two fundamental measures

of labor market success--average hourly earnings and wage and salary

earnings in the past twelve months--are employed as dependent variables

in the analysis.3

To accomplish the objectives of this paper, we first regress the

dependent variables on the set of independent variables that are

discussed in the next section. We then investigate the role of education

in early career earnings. We follow that section with a "wage gap" and

"annual earnings gap" analysis that permits investigation of the magni-

tude of earnings differentials among the youth in the sample. The final

section presents the summary and conclusions.

THE DATA, CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, AND HYPOTHESES

The 1979 wave of the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLS) pro-

vides the data for the analysis.4 In addition to detailed sections

covering education and training, environmental factors, and labor market

variables, the survey instrument includes an extensive work history sec-

tion and information on personal background characteristics. From the

background characteristics that were provided, we were able to construct

the racial and ethnic identity of each respondent.5 Unfortunately, the

limited number of observations in the NLS-data prevent us from analyzing

separately the individual Hispanic groups and from focusing on particular

16?
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geographic regions. Thus, our results must be interpreted as applying to

"Hispanics" in general and not necessarily to individual Hispanic groups.

Nevertheless, we present separate estimates for Hispanics of Mexican ori-

gin in order to provide some insights into this single largest Hispanic

group. Overall the sample in the analysis is limited to nonenrolled

(i.e., not in school) young men and women who were 16 to 22 years of age

and were employed as wage or salary workers in civilian occupations in

1979.

The conceptual framework used in this paper follows standard human

capital theory. Such implication of human capital models to Hispanics

has been done by various authors, including Carliner (1976), Chiswick

(1978), Fogel (1966), Reimers (1980), and Tienda (1981b). Analyses of

the earnings of youth also abound in the literature (e.g., Antos and

Mellow, 1978; Freeman, 1976; Grasso and Myers, 1977; Griliches, 1976; and

King, 1978). However, to the best of our knowledge, investigation of the

labor market outcomes of Hispanic youth has only recently been

undertaken.

We postulate rather straightforward earnings models as described

below. (The earnings-gap models are described at a later point in the

paper.) As mentioned, the dependent variables in the analysis include

the natural logarithm of average hourly earnings on the respondent's

current job and the natural logarithm of an adjusted yearly earnings

measure.6 The conventional log forms of the earnings measures are

employed for two reasons. First, it more clearly represents the shape of

typical age-earnings profiles; second, it allows interpretation of coef-

ficients in the model as percentage changes rather than absolute changes.
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The independent variables used in the analysis and their hypothesized

effects are presented below.

Education

The positive net relationship between schooling and earnings is well

documented (e.g., Becker, 1975; Mincer, 1974). Also documented is the

fact that Hispanics, on average, have relatively little formal education

and very high dropout rates from high school (e.g., Briggs, Fogel, and

Schmidt, 1977; Newman, 1978). It follows from human capital theory that

these high dropout rates must be linked either to a relatively high cost

of funds for schooling or, more likely, to relatively low rates of return

to schooling among Hispanic youth. Nevertheless, the expectation is, of

course, that schooling will be positively related to financial sucess.

Following Grasso and Myers (1977), we have categorized this variable into

0-8, 9-11, 12, and 13 or more years of formal schooling in order to

disentangle the expected nonlinearity in returns to education.

Experience Measures

We use three measures of actual work experience (measured in months).

The first of these, EXP, measures the amount of post-school work

experience the individual has accumulated, which is expected to be posi-

tively related to earnings. Since our sample is young, the youth

involved are, most likely, on the upward-sloping portion of their

earnings-experience profile, and the variable EXP enters the models

linearly. When EXP is included in the same equation with a second

measure of experience (i.e., employer-specific experience, TEN), the

16i
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interpretation of the EXP and TEN coefficients may be interpreted as the

return to general and specific on-the-job training, respectively. The

expected sign of TEN is also positive. A third experience variable

mesure the respondent's in-school work experience (SEXP). Myers (1980)

found SEXP to be a significant determinant of subsequent labor market

success (in a sample of college workers). Griliches (1980) found no

significant relationship between work in high school and later earnings,

but a modest positive effect of work in college on earnings. We hypothe-

size that in-school experience has a positive payoff in terms of earn-

ings.

Training

The returns to completing a post-aJlool private sector training

program (TRCPVT) and to completing a government training program (TRCGVT)

are expected to be positive. The important policy questions of the

worthiness of particular training programs can only be answered here in a

very broad, averaging way due to the heterogeneous nature of the progams

that are combined in these variables. Nevertheless, the "controlling"

influence of training in the model should yield a better set of results

on the education variables.

Occupational Information

The amount of occupational information that the respondents possess

is represented by their score on the ten-item Knowlege of the World of

Work (KWW) test administered during the interview. At the same time,

given the high correlation of a similar variable with IQ results in prior
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NLS Youth surveys, we also consider KWW to be a rough control for

ability. 7 Since those who exhibit higher levels of labor market infor

mation and higher levels of ability should do better in terms of labor

market success, we expect to find a positive sign on KWW.

Geographic Variables

We include in this set of variables South/nonSouth region of resi

dence (SOUTH), urban/rural residence (URBAN), and the

(midpointedcategorical) unemployment rate in the local labor market

(LOC U). These variables are included to control for regional price

level variations and demand conditions. While the expected sign on SOUTH

and LOC U is negative, we expect a positive sign on URBAN.

Personal History Variables

In all models, we include a variable which takes the value of 1 if

the respondent is married (MAR). For young men, this variable is

expected to be positively related to labor market success for two

reasons. First, it serves as a rough control for differential labor

supply behavior. Second, it may proxy for an individual's

"attractiveness" to potential employers. For young women, being married

may proxy for greater family and home responsibilities, which implies a

higher 'home wage" and is therefore expected to be negatively related to

earnings because of a lower propensity to supply hours to market work.

If being married is associated with greater intermittency in labor

supply, average hourly earnings will also be lower, owing to the atrophy

of human capital skills (Polachek, 1981).
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Among Hispanics, the presence of English language difficulties (LANG)

is expected to be negatively related to earnings. Lack of proficiency in

English may hinder the transferability of skills (Chiswick, 1978), and

thus lead to more difficulty in acquiring labor market skills in this

country. Our LANG variable is binary, equal to one if the interview had

to be conducted in Spanish or if the respondent reported that lack of

English fluency hindered his or her ability to get a "good job."

The timing of immigration is shown by Chiswick (1978) to be impor-

tant. According to that study, an earnings gap exists between the

immigrant and the native-born individual, but the gap narrows over time.

After 10 to 15 years the gap disappears. Unfortunately, the NLS does not

contain the date of immigration. Therefore, two proxies can be used. The

first is birth in a foreign country (B FOR), which distinguishes the

immigrant from the native-born resident.8 The second is foreign resi-

dence at age fourteen (FOR _14). According to Chiswick, the longer the

time since immigration, the less an earnings disadvantage exists. Thus,

the coefficient on B FOR may be negative, zero, or positive, but is

expected to be greater than the sum of the coefficient on B FOR and the

coefficient on FOR 14. That is FOR 14 is expected to be non- positive.9

Additional variables indicate ethnicity (HISP, PUERTO, MEX), race

(BLACK) and sex (FEM). In the results that follow we segregate the runs

by sex and provide results for total, Hispanic, Mexican, black, and white

samples. Ideally, we would prefer to separate all Hispanic groups, but

small sample sizes make that impossible.1°

In the total, the Hispanic, and the Mexican equations, two models are

estimated. Model 2 includes the variables LANG and FOR 14. Model 1
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omits those measuies, since they are fairly highly correlated with other

variables in the models, especially will, the education set. The high

correlation makes it difficult to disentangle the independent effects of

the variables and also contributes to high standard errors. The sample

is limited to nonenrolled young men and women who were 16. to 22 years of

age and employed as wage salary workers in civiliar occupations in

1979. All regression equations have been population-weighted because of

the intentional oversampling of Hispanics, blacks, and low-income whites.

Table 1 lists the variables and the direction if their hypothesized

effects.

RESULTS

Gross Comparisons

Prior to reporting the results of the regression equations, it is

instructive to discuss briefly the means of variables used in the analy-

sis (Tables 2 and 3). As can be seen, Hispanic men have extremely high

dropout rates from high school (almost 60% versus about 40Z.for black

males, and about 25% for white males) .11 However, for all male cohorts

the rates are alarming, especially in view of the well-known and well-

publicized relationship between high school graduation and labor market

success (see, e.g., King, 1978). The dropout rates for women are con-

siderably lower, but still fairly high--34% for Hispanics and about 12%

for blacks and whites. In terms of higher education, 7.5% of Hispanic

men have completed at least one year of college, a figure-that falls bet-

ween the means for whites (10.7%) and blacks (4.7%). Among Hispanic men,
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Table 1

Variables and Direction of Hypothesized Effect In LNWAGE
and LNERN Regression Equations

Variable Expected Sign

ED 0-8

ED 9-11

ED 13+

SEXP

EXP

TEN

TRCPVT

TRCGVT

KWW

SOUTH -

URBAN

LANGa

LOC U

MAR(Men)

MAR(Women)

FOR 14a

HISPb -

MEXe

PUERT0c

BLACK

Note: For definitions of variables, see text. ED 12 is the reference
group. Data base is the 1979 National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth. All regression equations are population weighted because
of the intentional oversampling of Hispanics, blacks, and low-
income whites.

aTotal, Hispanic, and Mexican equations only (Model 2).

bTotal equation only.

cHispanic equation only.
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Table 2

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables Used in LNWAGE and LNERN Analysis: Young Men

Variable
Total Hispanic Mexican Black White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Tien SD

Dependent

Variables

LNWAGE 1.451 0.396 1.311 0.346 1.358 0,350 1.323 0.388 1.482 0.391

LNERN 8.186 0.860 8.621 0.822 8.568 0.852 8.263 1.232 8.811 0.168

Duncan Index 22.833 15.161 20.601 14.069 19.378 13.902 19.618 12.640 23.455 15,498

Independent

Variables

ED 0-8 0.071 0.256 0.282 0.451 0.306 0.463 0.082 0.275 0.053 0.223

ED 9-11 0.215 0.411 0.308 0.463 0.297 0.458 0.323 0.469 0.193 0.395

ED 12 0.616 0.487 0.335 0.473 0.350 0.479 0.548 0.499 0.647 0.478

ED 13+ 0.098 0.298 0,075 0.263 0.047 0.213 0.047 0 212 0.107 0,310

SEXP 6.216 14.268 3.990 10.201 3.721 8.739 4.425 12,172 6.637 14,690

EXP 15.428 1',.320 16.664 13.140 15.813 12.147 12.845 10.528 15.693 11.234

TEN 14.171 17.301 13,865 16,530 12.302 14.712 12.490 16.244 14.429 17.500

TRCPVT 0.110 0.314 0.077 0.267 0.051 0.220 0.074 0,263 0.118 0,323

TRCGVT 0.021 0.145 0.038 0.192 0.051 0.221 0.077 0.267 0.012 0.111

KWW 6.597 1.962 5.258 2.181 5.084 2.141 5.064 1.980 6.915 1.791

LANG 0.059 0.235 0.291 0.455 0.289 0.455 0.070 0.256 0.039 0.194

SOUTH 0.292 0.455 0.239 0.428 0.273 0.447 0.546 0.499 0.261 0.439

URBAN 0,758 0.428 0.953 0.213 0.937 0.240 0.849 0.359 0.730 0,444

FOR 14 0.029 0.168 0.268 0.444 0.286 0.454 0.002 0.045 0.015 0,120

LOC U 6.242 2.243 5.676 2.398 5.415 2.531 5.655 1.793 6.368 2.268

MAR 0.170 0.376 0.202 0.402 0,230 0.422 0.088 0,284 0.179 0.384

HISP 0.063 0.244 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

MEX 0.042 0.200 0.657 0.476 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

PUERTO 0.008 0.C11 0.132 0.339 (1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

BLACK 0.115 0.319 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 0,000

WHITE 0.822a 0,000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000

AGE 19.688 1.361 19.487 1.494 19.571 1.420 19.808 1.374 19.687 1.347

Note: All means and standard deviations (except LNERN) from LNWAGE equation.

aCalculated as residual. 176



Table 3

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables Used in LNWAGE and LNERH Analysis: Young Women

Total Hispanic Mexican Black , White

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean ST

1.216 0.350 1.198 0.307 1.195 0.307 1.166 0.407 1.222 0.346

8.373 0.858 8.234 0.994 8.187 0.993 8.067 1.162 8.414 0.802

0.026 0.158 0.146 0.355 0.213 0.412 0.000 0.000 0.020 0.141

0.110 0.313 0.197 0.399 0.167 0.375 0.126 0.333 0.103 0.304

0.671 0.470 0.509 0.502 0.496 0.503 0.610 0.489 0.688 0.463

0.193 0.395 0.148 0.356 0.125 0.332 0.263 0.442 0.189 0.391

5.085

14.780

10.670

11.681

4.487

13.485

8.915

11.325

3.165

12.444

8.114

9.560

3.732

11.211

10.836

9.618

5.264

15.278

10.755

11.833

1.3

as
as

12.099 12.711 11.366 12.413 11.603 11.619 9.680 10.843 12.395 12.886

0.145 0.352 0.095 0.294 0.091 0.290 0.112 0.317 0.151 0.359

0.035 0.184 0.051 0.220 0.063 0.245 0.130 0.338 0.024 0.154

6.713 1.842 5.617 2.050 5.493 2.041 5.652 2.034 6.895 1.744

0.048 0.213 0.190 0.393 0.198 0.401 0.037 0.190 0.039 0.195

0.294 0.456 0.280 0.451 0.274 0.448 0.596 0.492 0.264 0.441

0.815 0.388 0.965 0.183 0.973 0.163 0.875 0.332 0.799 0.401

0.016 0.125 0.166 0.373 0.169 0.377 0.000 0.000 0.008 0.086

6.082 2.048 5.667 2.294 5.600 2.546 5.727 1.623 6.145 2.064

0.289 0.454 0.333 0.473 0.296 0.459 0.212 0.410 0.294 0.456

0.057 0.231 1.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.029 0.169 0.517 0.501 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.006 0.077 0.106 0.308 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.088 0.283 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.000 0.000

0.856a 0.:)00 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 1.000 1.000

19.788 1.310 19.615 1.468 19.560 1.541 19.932 1.225 19.785 1.307

means and standard deviations (except LNERN) from LNWAGE equation.

I as residual.

177 178



166

those of Mexican origin attend college at the same rate as blacks, and at

about two-thirds the rate of the entire Hispanic sample. A different

story is told for women. In all cases, the female cohorts have a higher

incidence of college attendance than their male counterparts. Among

women, Hispanics are least likely to have attended college as compared to

blacks and whites.

While we find that Hispanic men have fewer months of actual job

experience during school, they have more experience than blacks or whites

when we measure experience from date of leaving school to the interview

date. This is, however, not surprising since all groups are about the

same age and since Hispanics have lower educational attainment. Hispanic

men place slightly below the overall mean in terms of specific employer

experience (TEN). In all cases, men of Mexican origin have lower mean

experience values than the set of all Hispanics. In general, the same

generalizations regarding the experience measures apply to Hispanic

women. However, mean in-school experience of Hispanic women is higher

than for blacks, and their post-school work experience is about two

months less than that of white women.

Hispanic men are less likely than white men and about as likely as

black men to have completed a private sector training program. They are,

however, about three times as likely as white men--by only half as

likely as black men--to have completed a government-sponsored program.

The same generalizations tend to hold for the female cohorts, except that

women are more likely than men to have completed a training program out-

side of regular school. For both men and women, Mexican-origin youth

are less likely than all Hispanics to have completed a private sector
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training program, but more likely to have completed a government-

sponsored program.

We find that Hispanic men and women score about 20 to 25% lower than

whites on the occupational information test (KWW). The difference in

scores between Hispanics and blacks is negligible. Hispanics of Mexican

origin score slightly lower than the total Hispanic sample.

Turning to the geographic variables, we see that Hispanics are much

more likely to reside in an urban area than either male or female whites

or blacks (over 95% for Hispanics versus about 75% for the total. sample

of men and just over 80% in the female sample). Hispanics are about as

likely as whites to live in the South (about 25%), while over 50X of the

black sample resides in that region. Hispanics and blacks face about the

same labor market demand conditions, on average. White men and women

face higher local unemployment rates.

As is expected in this age range, there are substantial differences

among cohorts with regard to marital status. Seventeen percent of the

men in the sample were married at the time of the 1979 interview, while

28% of the young women were married. Hispanics are slightly more likely

to be married than the black or white samples--20% of Hispanic men and

33% of Hispanic women. Blacks are much less likely than the others to be

married. Only 9% of black men and 21% of black women are married.

Twenty-nine percent of Hispanic men reported difficulty in speaking

English. That figure fell to about 20% in the female Hispanic sample.

Probably' the major explanation of this differential between the sexes was

the finding that only 17% of the Hispanic women were residing outside the

United States at age fourteen, compared to 27% of the Hispanic men.
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There was very little difference between Hispanics of Mexican origin and

all Hispanics on either the language or residence-at-age-fourteen

measures.

Average Hourly Earnings (LNWAGE)

The mean of average hourly earnings (wages) is highest for white

youth and lowest for black youth, with Hispanic young men and women in

the middle. We also note that Hispanics of Mexican origin (over one-half

of all Hispauice) have mean earnings slightly below those of all

Hispanics.

We turn now to the estimates from the regression equations for men

(Table 4) an' for women (Table 5). The use of regression analysis allows

us to "control" for differences, both among Hispanics and between

Hispanics and the other groups, in order to focus on the independent

effects of the variables in the models. Since the focus of this study

is on Hispanics, we will discuss below only those equations with direct

bearing on the Hispanic cohort--the male and female "total," "Hispanic,"

and "Mexican-origin" equations. We also report the "black" and "white"

equations, and will use those results for purposes of comparison.

Total sample. In this equation we include dummy variables indicating

those who are Hispanic and. black. We note that while this naive test

exhibits a negative relationship between minority status and hourly

earnings, it is statistically significant only for black men.12 That is,

while Hispanics and blacks earn less than whites, only blacks earn

significantly less. The bulk of the remaining variables in the total

equations--education, post-school experience, occupational information



Table 4

LNWAGE Regression Results for Young Men
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Total Hispanic Mexican Black White
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Constant 1.312 1.323 1.636 1.689 1.643 1.689 1.285 1.289

(19.67) (19.63) (8.59) (8.85) (8.55) (7.85) (8.55) (14.75)
ED 0-8 -.225 -.202 -.153 -.073 -.173 -.104 -.382 -.177

(-4.65) (-4.07) (-2.21) (-0.94) (-2.02) (-1.06) (-4.22) (-2.49)
ED 9-11 -.082 -.083 -.035 -.023 -.089 -.082 -.103 -.082

(-2.83) (-2.86) (-0.54) (-0.35) (-1.03) (-0.95) (-1.98) (-2.07)
ED 12 -- --

- -
ED 13+ .061 .062 .050 .029 -.055 -.077 .042 .065

(1.57) (1.60) (0.51) (0.30) (-0.36) (-0.50) (0.38) (1.31)

SEX? -.004 -.004 .004 .004 .005 .005 -.U01 -.001
(-3.37) (-3.37) (1.25) (1.11) (1.18) (1.06) (-0.47) (-0.47)

EXP .007 .007 .004 .005 .004 .005 .008 .008

(5.60) (5.65) (1.39) (1.78) (1.21) (1.46) (2.68) (4.41)

TEN .001 .001 -.002 -.002 -.004 -.004 -.002 -.002
(1.47) (1.45) (-0.80) (-0.88) (-1.43) (-1.41) (-0.87) (1.60)

TRCPVT .033 .033 .201 .199 .016 .017 .183 .013

(0.93) (0.93) (2.09) (2.08) (0.11) (0.12) (2.10) (0.28)

TRCGVT -.028 -.030 .196 .196 .085 .088 .080 -.180
(-0.36) (-0.38) (1.57) (1.57) (0.59) (0.61) (0.92) (-1.36)

KWW .018 .017 -.004 -.004 .001 .001 .025 .020

(2.74) (2.58) (-0.30) (-0.35) (0.04) (0.08) (1.96) (2.20)

LANG -.016 -.045 --- -.027--- ---
(-0.28) --- (-0.58) (-0.30) ---

SOUTH -.117 -.124 -.052 -.106 -.011 -.057 -.100 -.126

(-4.39) (-4.62) (-0.89) (-1.68) (-0.16) (-0.76) (-1.86) (-3.53)

URBAN .059 .061 -.058 -.068 -.109 -.119 .038 .056

(2.21) (2.27) (-0.51) (-0.60) (-0.83) (-0.91) (0.54) (1.67)

FOR 14 -.127 --- -.124 -.114
(-1.57) --- (-1.53) - - (-1.15) ---

LOC U -.013 -.014 -.034 -.036 -.034 -.036 -.018 -.012

(-2.59) (-2.68) (-3.05) (-3.26) (-2.54) (-2.71) (-1.32) (-1.83)

MAR .125 .125 .171 .150 .216 .190 .102 .126

(4.06) (4.03) (2.84) (2.48) (2.89) (2.46) (1.23) (3.12)

HISP -.060 -.031 --- --- --- ---
( -1.24) (-0.61) --- --- ---

MEX -.061 -.060 ilMOOD

(-0.99) (-0.99)
PUERTO -.023 -.035 .

(-0.27) (-0.42) - - -
BLACK -.057 -.059 --- - - -

2
RA

(-1.51)
.17

(-1.54)
.17

--
.13

---

.14 .10

---

.10 .20 .15

F 15.65 14.04 2.94 2.92 2.17 2.03 5.57 9.79

Number 1069 1069 200 200 133 133 239 630

Mean of
Dep. Var. 1.46 1.46 1.37 1.37 1.36 1.36 1.32 1.48

SD of
Dep. Var. .40 .40 .35 .35 .35 .35 .39 .40

Note: Universe is young men not in school, 16 to 22 years old, employed as wage or salar:
workers in civilian occupations.in 1979. T-statistics are in parentheses.

1
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170 Table 5

LNWAGE Regression Results for Young Women

Total Hispanic Mexican Black White

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Constant

ED 0-8

ED 9-11

1.124

(16.17)
-.105

(-1.45)
-.169

(-4.44)

1.155

(16.52)
-.088

(-1.19)

-.160
(-4.22)

1.248
(6.33)
-.145

(-1.85)
.007

(0.10)

1.241

(6.17)
-.158

(-1.73)
.010

(0.13

1.387
(4.62)
-.082

(-0.80)
.094

(0.87)

1.375
(4.53)
-.174

(-1.14)
.100

(0.91)

.981

(5.39)

a

-.338
(-3.31)

1.132
(13.41)
-.071

(-0.73)

-.165
(-3.50)

ED 12
___ --- -a=---

ED 13+ .107 .110 .191

...

.189 .178 .191

....N.M.

.040

mm. en&

.120

(3.65) (3.76) (2.38) (2.34) (1.41) (1.49) (0.49) (3.40)

SUP -.002 -.002 -.003 -.003 -.002 -.001 .003 -.003

(-2.20) (-2.08) (-0.91) (-0.87) (-0.28) (-0.25) (1.00) (-2.22)

EXP .003 .003 .001 .000 -.003 -.003 .015 .003

(2.60) (2.31) (0.23) (0.17) (-0.40) (-0.35) (2.61) (1.87)

TEN .001 .002 .004 .004 .007 .007 -.004 .001

(1.34) (1.48) (1.59) (1.62) (1.12) (1.05) (-0.88) (1.12)

TRCPVT .075 .080 .068 .071 .071 .079 -.017 .081

(2.40) (2.61) (0.77) (0.79) (0.56) (0.61) (-0.17) (2.21)

TRCGVT -.061) -.066 .068 .072 .019 .023 -.175 -.024

(-1.01) (-1.10) (0.60) (0.63) (0.13) (0.16) (-1.91) (-0.28)

KWW .002 .002 .009 .010 .007 .009 .004 .001

(0.30) (0.35) (0.71) (0.72) (0.38) (0.44) (0.21) (0.13)

LANG -.233 -.009 -_- .056 ---
--- (-4.35) (-0.10) -_- (0.35) ---

SOUTH -.063 -.066 -.160 -.157 -.106 -.085 -.044 -.063

(-2.41) (-2.53) (-2.70) (-2.56) (-1.18) (-0.91) (-0.65) (-1.96)

URBAN .054 .043 -.040 -.041 -.150 -.165 .064 .058

(1.83) (1.48) (-0.29) (-0.30) (-0.62) (-0.67) (0.64) (1.70)

FOR_ 14 -- .135 .036 .087 --- ---
---

(1.40) ___ (0.40) (0.56) --- ---

LOC U .000 -.002 -.018 -.018 -.020 -.020 .008 .001

(0.08) (-0.41) (-1.45) (-1.43) (-1.33) (-1.33) (0.40) (0.13)

MAR -.028 -.026 .009 .009 -.041 -.034 .030 -.037

(-1.15) (-1.07) (0.18) (0.17) (-0.51) (-0.42) (0.39) (-1.26)

HISP .017 .028 -- - ___

(0.34) (0.57)
...._._ - ---___ -

MEX .021 .022 --- -- _
(0.39) (0.40) --- --- ------

---
PUERTO - .045 .041

mr.NOVMD

(0.52) (0.45) - ----
BLACK -.022 -.020 --- ......... -- -
2

(-0.54) (-0.50) --- --- -- --- -
RA .08 .10 .08 .07 .01 .03 .14 .08

F 6.81 7.24 1.91 1.67 0.95 0.86 3.16 5.21

Number 963 963 155 155 85 85 154 654

Mean of
Dep. Var. 1.21 1.21 1.20 1.20 1.19 1.19 1.17 1.22

SD of
Dep. Var. .35 .35 .31 .31 .31 .31 .41 .34

Note: Universe is young women not in school, 16 to 22 years old, employed as wage or

salary workers in civilian occupations in 1979. T-statistics are in parentheses.

allo observations.
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(for men), the geographic variables (except IOC U in the female

equations), and marriage (for men)--support our hypotheses. The unex-

pected findings include the negative relationship between in-school work

experience (SUP) and wages, the lack of significance for the training

variables (except private training for women), and statistical insignifi-

cance in the female cohorts for occupational information and marriage.

Hispanic sample. The only variables that are statistically signifi-

cant'in the positive direction for Hispanic men are post-school

experience, private-sector and government-sector training, and being

married (Table 4). Variables negatively related to hourly wages include

the local area unemployment rate, residence in the South, and living

outside the United States at age fourteen. In-school work experience,

tenure on current job, occupational information, residence in an urban

area, and presence of language difficulties are all statistically

insignificant. In the Mexican-origin equation for young men, we find

essentially the same results with only a few variations--training is

insignificant, increased tenure is associated with lower wages, and SOUTH

and FOR 14 are insignificant.

We find it surprising that the education variables do not attain sta-

tistical significance. Only Hispanic men who have completed less than

nine years of schooling earn significantly less than high school grad-

uates, and that is true only in Model 1. However, one reason for this

result is the age range of the sample. Prior work has documented that

the early labor market effects of education may be substantially lower

than the measured effects of education in the longer run (see King,

1978). For example, individuals with greater amounts of formal schooling
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may be more likely to become employed in occupations that involve rela-

tively large amounts of on-the-job training (OJT). Since the payoff to OJT

is not immediate (especially if the training is general), it will affect

the slope of ',.he age-earnings profile, but will not be observable at a

single point in time. Thus, since we are dealing with a very young

cohort at only a single point, we may be seriously understating the long-

run labor market impact of education.13

Both post-school training variables are significant determinants of

wages for the total sample of Hispanic men, but not for men of Mexican

origin. Blacks, however, do have early labor market gains from private

sector training. Finally, we note in passing that marriage is associated

strongly with higher wages among all cohorts of men but particularly so

among Hispanics.

We now turn our attention to the LNWAGE equations for young women

(Table 5). We note that many variables are statisUcally significant in

the "total" equations--the education set, EX? and TEN (but, again, in-

school experience is associated with lower wages), TRCPVT, SOUTH, and

URBAN. It is particularly noteworthy in the total runs that Hispanic

women do not earn significantly less than the entire sample, after

adjusting for differences in the independent variables. In fact, they

earn slightly more per hour than others.

When we compare the wage equations for Hispanic and Mexican-origin

women, we are able to notice differences between the members of these

groups. We note that one or more years of college is a significant deter-

minant of higher wages. However, few of the remaining variables attain

statistical significance. For example, dropping out of high school (ED
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9-11) was a significant determinant of lower wages only for blacks and

whites (leaving school before the ninth grade had negative repercussions

for the set of all Hispanics). Years of service with the current

employer (TEN) did attain significance for all Hispanics, but not for

blacks, whites, or Hispanics of Mexican origin. Total post-school

experience (EXP) was only significant for black and white women.

Residence in the South and high local area unemployment rates were signi-

ficantly related to lower wages for Hispanic women. Further, LOC U is

only significant in the Hispanic equations, indicating the dispropor-

tionate burden Hispanic women bear when local demand conditions are

inadequate.

The policy variables of occupational knowledge (KWW) and post-school

training programs were not found to be statistically significant deter-

minants of higher wages for Hispanics, although the coefficients in all

cases did carry the expected signs. Difficulties with the English

language and place of residence at age fourteen also failed to reach sta-

tistical significance.

Annual Wage and Salary Earnings (LNERN)

In this section we investigate the determireents of yearly earnings.

Since yearly earnings is the product of hourly wages and yearly hours of

work, any factor that affects either will be a determinant of earnings.

Thus, this section draws on both labor supply aspects as well as the pre-

vious section on hourly wages.

Hours of work. Before proceeding with the LNERN regression

equations, it is instructive to observe how the components of yearly wage
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Table 6

Relationships of Hourly and Annual Earnings and Hours and Weeks Worked, by Cohort

Young Men Young Women

Hispanic Black White Hispanic Black White

Mean Wage (dollars/hour) $4.20 $ 4.08 $ 4.79 $3.52 $3.49 $3.58

Mean Hours Worked Per Week 41.28 38,18 41,75 36.95 37.00 36.51

Mean Weeks Worked Per Year 40.43 36.17 42.93 38.31 34.26 41.82

Mean Hours Worked Per Year 1,680 1,423 1,807 1,431 1,299 1,543

Mean Yearly Wtge and Salary Incomea $7,054 $5,806 $8,656 $5,037 $4,534 $5,524

aCalculated from the product of wage (W and Hours Worked Per Year (H). The difference between the repotted

value and the actual mean (lin) W HI is the covariance of W and H.
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and salary earnings vary across the cohorts (Table 6). Here, as in the

LNWAGE case, Hispanics fall between whites, who have the highest earn-

ings, and blacks, who have the lowest. In addition, we note that

Hispanics also fall between whites and blacks along the dimension of

total yearly hours worked. However, the differences among the cohorts in

terms of yearly hours is not uniform: Hispanic men and women work 93%

as many hours per year as do their white counterparts, while black men

work only 83% as many hours as do Hispanic men, and black women work 90%

as many hours as Hispanic women. Thus, we find a larger percentage dif-

ference between the cohorts when we examine yearly earnings than is the

case for hourly earnings.

Total sample. As in the LNWAGE results for the total sample, the

education variables are strong and significant (Tables 7 and 8). Post-

school experience is significant, but TEN reaches significance only for

young women, and in-school work experience narrowly reaches significance

in the equation frr young men. Private sector training has a positive

impact for women, but neither training variable is significant for men.

The only remaining statistically significant variables in the female

equations are LOC U and MAR.

In the equations for young men, ws find that KWW is a significant

determinant of yearly income. In addition, men who are married are

likely to have higher income levels. Men residing in the South or in

high unemployment-rate areas earn significantly less than others. We

again note that black men and women have significantly lower yearly earn-

ings than the others in the sample--and that difference is of substan-

tial magnitude. Among Hispanics, however, such is not the case. While
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Table 7

LNERN Regression Results for Young Men

Total Hispanic Mexican Black White

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Constant

ED 0-8

ED 9-11

ED 12

8.317
(59.36)
-.456

(-4.51)
-.293

(-4.69)

8.322
(59.0)
-.435
(-4.21)
-.295

(-4.72)

9.185
(22.09)

-.368
(-2,36)
-.182

(-1.28)

9.205
(21.95)

-.383
( 2.17)
-.191

(-1.34)

9.134

(20.01)
-.343

(-1.81)
-.303

(-1.66)

9.225
(20.13)
-.293

(-1.38)
-.313

(-1.73)

7.655
(16.95)
-.790

(-3.00)
-.242

(-1.56)

8.343
(49.62)
-.357
(-2.64)
-.286

(-3.66)

M1

ED13+ .127 .129 -.024 -.043 .189 .128 .168 .126

(1.50) (1.52) (-0.10) (-0.18) (0.50) (0.34) (0.43) (1.29)

SEXP .003 .003 .018 .017 .019 .017 .027 .002

(1.33) (1.29) (2.44) (2.39) (1.91) (1.79) (2.56) (0.67)

EXP .033 .033 .03 .039 .038 .039 .079 .028

(12.08) (12.11) (6.59) (6.52) (5.63) (5.74) (6.95) (8.83)

TEN .000 .000 -.014 -.014 -.010 -.009 -.017 .001

(0.06) (0.03) (-2.59) (-2.51) (-1.51) (-1.33) (1.70) (0.45)

TRCPVT .046 .045 .095 .100 .181 .210 .346 .006

(0.60) (0.60) (0.44) ;3.46) (0.52) (0.61) (1.43) (0.06)

TRCGVT -.065 -.061 -.062 -.071 -.303 -.305 .348 -.438

(-0.40) (-0.37) (-0.21) (-0.24) (-0.90) (-0.92) (1.40) (-1.65)

KWW .028 .027 .032 .035 .f)24 .026 .043 .027

(1.99) (1.95) (1.21) (1.30) (0.72) (0.81) (1.11) (1.59)

LANG .146 .204 .250 ---- ----

(1.23) (1.08) --- (1.13) --- ---

SOUTH -.091 -.101 -.216 -.250 -.185 -.286 -.073 -.107

(-1.63) (-1.78) (-1.66) (-1.78) (-1.21) (-1.73) (-0.46) (-1.55)

URBAN .062 .064 .435 -.432 -.573 -.563 -.116 -.069

(1.01) (1.14) (-1.60) (-1.58) (-1.81) (-1.79) (-0.57) (-1.06)

FOR 14 -.354 -.225 --_ -.418 --- ----

(-2.03) ( -1.19) --_ (-1.90) --- - --

LOC U -.028 -.028 -.076 -.081 -.105 -.117 -.059 -.022

(-2.59) (-2.62) (-3.07) (-3.22) (-3.48) (-3.84) (-1.42) (-1.72)

MAR .181 .189 .242 .243 .348 .331 .344 .184

(2.74) (2.85) (1.82) (1.81) (2.21) (2.06) (1.37) (2.33)

HISP -.116 -.067 --- ------ ---

( -1.13) (-0.62) --- -- --- --_ --- ---

MEX --- -.324 -.318 --- --- --- ---

- -- _-- (-2.42) (-2.37) --- --- - -----

PUERTO -.337 -.358 --- --- --- - --

--- --- (-1.81) (-1.91) --- --- - --

BLACK-.368 -.376 --- .= .
(-4.58) (-4.67) -_-

,2
aA .32 .32 .35 .35 .40 .40 .41 .27

F 29.78 26.60 7.14 6.38 6.63 6.07 11.88 16.19

Number 927 927 174 174 113 113 207 546

Mean of
Dep. Var. 8.79 8.79 8.63 8.63 8.57 8.57 8.26 8.87

SD of
Dep. Var. .86 .86 .82 .82 .85 .85 1.23 .77

Note: Universe is young men not in schopl, 16 to 22 years old, employed as wage or salary

workers in civilian occupationpin 1979. T-statistics are in parentheses.
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Table =8

.,--

LNERN Regression Results for Young Women

177'

Constant'

ED.0-8-

ED9-11

ED 12:

'ED 13+

kgXP

EXP

TEN

imam'

. TRCGVT t

,

KIN
'

LANG

'soon*

.URBAN

FOR,14

LOC U_

-MAR,

HISP

MEX ---
. .080 ..102 -....... ---.z

. ---7-- (0.49) (0.60) .......

PUERTO -_- - .140 .190 --- -

-Total Zispanit Mexican Black. White
Model 1 ' Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 . Model 1 Model 2

8.159 8.159 7.159 7.121 7.977 7.971 6.956 8.311
(49.62) (48.82) '(12:41) (12.10) (9.81) (9.66) (15.08) (43.48).
, -.428 '-'.437 -.190 -.248 4 072 '--.209 -.541
(-2.34) , (2.34) (- 0476) (-0.86) (-0.24) (-0.49)

. it
(-2.28)

-.350 -.340 .090 .097 .441' : '.451 -.571 -.377
( -3.78) ( -3.66) (0.43) -(0.45) (1.45)

___
7(1446) ( -2.00) (-3.45)

,

___

.197 .197 .110 ' .120 -.169 , -.155 .196 .237.
(2:78) (2.77)' (0.45) (0.49) (-0450 ( =1.44) (0.93) (2.89)

.003 .003 .Q13. .012 .037 .037 .029 .000
(0.98) (1.05)- (118) (1.14) (2.50) (2.'47) (3.49) (0.06):

.026 .026 .038;. ')4038 .075 .075 482 .022
(8.89) (8.85) (3.72) (3469) (3.41) (1.32) (5.46) (7...02);

.007 .007 . .009 .009 .--:612 ,-.012
1,11

-.012 .007
(2.75) (2.76) (1.01) (0.97) (-0:60 (-0,64) '(-0.91)
..274 .279 .263 -.265 .201 .218 .166

(2.40)
. .274

(3.72) (3.78) (0.93) (0.93) (0.53) (0.56) (0.65) ,(3.31)
.088 .086 -.673' -.672' -1.069 -1.062 -.159 .323

(0.63) (0%61) (-1.80) (-1.78) (-2.70) (-2.64) (-0.70) (1.67)
' . .000 .002 ' .058 ..063 .052 ' .056 .Q04 -.010
`(0.00) (0.15) (1.47) (1.54) ..(0s-96) (0.99) (-0.52)

7--- -.170 '.200 .227
_(0.10)

------ (-1'.26) (0.70). (0.48)........ - 0

: .050 .051 -.114 -.105 .,-.399 -5.183 .011 .060
(0.80). (0.81.) (-0.63) (0.57) (.71.63) 0(- -1.50) (0.06) (0.82)
-.015 _ -.024 .445 ,i.423 '-.359 .381 .118 -.024

(-0.22) (-0.34) (1.1I) 1:05) (-60:55). (7-0,56) (0.46) (-0.31)
...... -.105. .283

(1.26) (0 :18) --
-.034

(-0.08)

MINN/

--- ---0---

-.038 -.040 ., --.055 -.055 -.068 --.072 -.019 -.042 .

(-2.90) (-2.98) (-1.50) (-1.50) (71.63) (-1.66) .(0.38) (-2.75)
,-.194 -.194 .-.180 -.175 -.417 -.401 -.236 -;.200

(-3.38) (-3.38) (-1.08) (-1.04) (-1.86) (-1.76) (-1.171 (-3.05)
, , -.002 -Ap17 4,-.- / --- _--

(-0.02) (-01$5). .--- r--

- .(0.54) (0.70)
S BLACK

M.O. ra/
.' 7.278 -.275 ....... .-77 ..___

,2
AA.
F
Number

(-2..86)

.24

18.77
- 851

(7.2.81)

.24 .

16.72 ,

851

---- MINEMI OP IMIMOM. Nam !MOO OM IN

.28 . ,:27 .33 .31 .36 .23
4.50 3.95 3.92 3.37 7.-58 1307
139 139 . 77 77 138 574:

.

Mean of -

,

Dep..Var. 8.37 -"8.37 8423 8.23 8.19. 8.19 _8.07 .. 8.41
5D of

Dep. Var.. .86 .86 .99 .99 /- .99 .99' 1.15 .80

Note: Unit terse is young wtmen not in school, 16 to 22.yeari.old, employed as wage or
salary workers in civilian occupaiions in 1979. T-statistics are in parentheses.

IT() observations.
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Hispanics do earn- less per year than the total sample, the difference is

not statistically significSnt-
,

Hispanic sample. ,As in thi case of the LNWAGE' runs, the education
4 '

variables are not 41l significant, but among men tRe relatibnship.between

education and yearly earnings is much stronger than that between education

and hourly earnings. Both groups of dale high school dropouts fire

significantly worse than their counterparts who completed high school

(Among women; however, that relationship does not hold.) In fact among.

all men (including the equations for blacks and whites) the high school

graduates -ire significantly better off financially.. The experience

measures are also fairly consistent 'across cohoits. In-a ool experience

(SEXP) is generally significant for men (except for white men) an An

the case of women, is significant for those of Mexican origin and for

blacks. The measure -of poet-school' eXperience (EXP). is uniformly signi

ficant across all equationafOr both sexes. On the other hand, TEN bears

Ot.
a negative relationship. to LNERN for Hispanic and black men,and

Mexican - origin and black women.

The training.variables are,not significant for:eitherHispenic Men or

for Hispanic women. Indeed, government-spOnsOred training is'astoCiated

negatively with LNERN-in the case of Hispinit males. Knowledge of the

World. of Work Is generally significant for Hispanics:ingentral, but not

for those of Mexican briginiangUage diffiCulties and foreign residence.

at age fourteen are not statistically significant (except the latter in the

case of MexiCan7origin men), but living.inan urbariatea is ne6tively:

related to income for Hispanic men. HispaniOmen who

earn less-per year than other Hispanics while only women of MiXiCan.origin..

reside inthe south



show that-relationship,smohg.the wpoen'in the sample. .As. ec ed, we
, . ,

generally fincia significant negative relationshiOlbetween local-area
.

unemployieht rates and earnings.

Among Hispanic men, we find that those of Mexican or Puerto Rican oft-

gin have'signifidently lower yearly earnings than do 'other Hispanicsi For
r

women, hollever,that relationship does not hold. Finally, we note that

married men in all cohorts have significantly higher yearly income than

,

nonmarried men. AMOng the set of married women, those of Mexican origin
.

and whites earn significantly less per year than theirnontharried counter-

parts.

The. Role of'Educatiad

r
C

As explained above, oui'specification distinguishes education leyels in
4

a breakdown of 0-8, 9-11, 12, and 13 or more years of education. With some-
('

excepti6nar most researchers ppecify models with years of education (ED);

expressed in continuous-forr.1* Iu order to provide some comparability::'

to other studiesiwe estimate the models discusied above with E0 as the

independent variabl.t. The results are shown in Table 9; Aa can-be seen

-'from the table, the estimates In moat-cases are significantly different

framAern at the 102 level.

The desired comparability is limited for a variety of reasons. First,

. no two data sets and /or variableAsett are constant cross authors, given.-

'their different objectives. Second, our seOple
.

to 22 years, which is -rather unusual in Currentiispaniciesearch. Thus,

estimates from our.sampld of: youth will differ from those:of-olderApr even

Samples. Third, and most -important,. we. have estimated results-.

I



'r

Table 9 ,

1tates Of leturn'. Years :Of EdUcation percentages

O

Total,. lt .3

2 :14..0

11.1

11.0

:6.5 13.2

6.4 13.6

Hispanic' 2.5 ,6.1 3.3 4.8 1

2 1.7 6.6 3.2 5.0

la,

,,Mwdcan

3.8 ibi 7.1 15.8

aGiven an earnings eivation of the form In Y2 in Y0 rs, ;where Xs

annual earnings of an individual wits s. yearsiof schoolingl,..the coef-
,

ficient'r .may be interpreted as the rate of return, to schooling ;under

the following thiie assumptions. (1) the cost, of a yeaedt schooling gm
foregone eirningi in thet year _(i.e.; direct costs' are iiactly offset bit:

in-school ,earnings); (2) r is Consiant, over all Iidividitals; ftnd (3)*

is constant 'over years of schooling;(i.e., marginal r:::6;average r) (see
,

-----r-Becket-andTChiswicic,-__1966;_liibOWitz, 1976).

u
uNot. statistically significant eat the 10% level

a



across all Spanish-origin groups under the generic term,,"HiapaniC." Most

other studieZ,'7.where.sample sizes permit, break out such groups as Mexican, .

Puerto Pltan,Cuben, Central or Latin American, and other Hiep4nic. We are
tv,

only able to dO thiS for Mexican., Table 10 presents a comparison of a

sampling of previous reseArch.1.5: As can be seen,, our estimates fell close,

j. to those listed !Will cases except among men In the LNWAGE estimation. :In

this case, our estimateslie'conladeribly:below those -Of both Reimers and

'Borjas._ As .wee have.stfted before,since nursample As 'very-xoungthe

effect of schooling on!:Wageshas not yet been fully realized. 'L Thus., our

results probably do-underitate the"rate.%pf return to education.

Intercohort Earnings...21E:

In this section we Wishy.to.Investigate -further the observed hourly

and annual earnings:differenceiamong the Cohorts. A ,,simple summary of 0;

proportional"Wrage,andyearly earnings differencieneing'unadjutted o'er'

values of LNWAGE and LNERN yields the results.ig Table 11. Wi note that

white Men, on averageearn about 122 more per hour and.:272imnre:per year

than'do Hispanic Men., White women surpiaajlispenic women in eatningd by °

12 per hour and 202 per year.- Comparing earnings of Hispanics and

.blacks,.we.note that both male and femile Hispanics earn about 42 more

per hour than do blacks, and that the yearly differential increases to

1 452 and 172 for.Hispanic men and Women, respectively, Over- their black
P

Counterparti.10

in Tlace:of:simpli Unadjusted mean earnings gaps1,4 gore eopti*etieitied

two additiOnal factOrit:::7thie earnings differences

firse,:bothHcoherts Under Consideration-bid:the tat*

190-.
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O

Table 10

Comparison of Rate of Return Estimates for LNWAGE and LNERN Models

(Percentages)

Study
.

a.

Men Women

Hispanic Mexican White. 'Hispani0-: Mexican ../White

LNWAGE

41yersand King 1.7 1.5

Reimers (1980! 4.6k 5.3

Borjas (1981) 3.2a2 2.7

LNERN

Myers and -King 6.6

Borjas-(1981) 5.5a 5.3

Cirliner (1976) 5.9a 4:9

Tienda and Neidert 6.0-8.6a 6.2r-7.7#

(1181) o

-r 3..8.

6.4

aThe overall Hispanic estimate s calculated from the results forimarticular

a a .

Hispanicfa-Agin groups. It is calculated' as E win/ E whisie.ii is the

,
jobl Jul

appropriate estimate and wi.is the sample size ..of each of n Eispanicoritin.
0groups.- While there are some problems with this approach it does_allow for

, .

10:0

6:9

convenient summary.
. . .

a,



1 .4( 1
, , -

:Hourly and'.Annital.Earnings Gap:, among HispaniC, Black, and White Youth
.

S.

White/Hispanic

Unadjusteda Adjustedb

His)anic/Black

Unadjusteda Adjustedb

1..

LNWAGE

Men

Women

INERN'''

Men

.Women'

/aThe unadjusted

is the mean of

1 ihas D II

,,

.067 '

. .

-.009

:136

.013,

.041

.041

.448

.174

t

.093

.010

.650

-.069 ,

4apAs calculated as 0 - 1, where D-gm,YA - and Yi

the appropria;e log earnings meaeure fot group i. Column
o

Y8.in and column 2 has D

bThe adjuated gaps are iebw

respectively.

offi

bR) and 111)(bR -0B) for coluMns 2 and 4



;

observed mean .characteristics, and aecor, if =both cohorts faced identical

structures. .Thus; disparity in'earnings may come from two sources--

differences in distribution, and iiscriminatioo,"
,

In Table 11 we calcurate an unadjusted gap as'a inaction of ilk

_
where Tt.is the mean (in logs) of the appropriate earningi measure for

4,

group i. If Xi is a vector of mean charaCtiristice of grolip i (i H for

Hispanics, B for blacks, and W for
.

whites) snd biis the corresponding

vector of regression coefficients,
.

then. wc."Can writeAvia the normal

.1

:equations):

(1). fH iHbH

its 1013.

fW

*Under the hypothesis that cohort 'A is'beiag treated differently from

cohort B, we would like to knqw.hoWtheir marninlin wouXd Change 11 they were
.

treated the same as cohort. ---Bthat is, whit they would'earn if they (cohort

A) faied B's wage strutture:. For,eximple, let cohort% be Hispanics and

Cohort B be whites. If Hispanics faded the whiteleage structure they would.

earn

(2)

and

/
YR Xlibw,

the difference in earnings betWeen what they.earn and what they conld

\

earn is given by

'. - -
(3). / YR Yli a- 41 OW bo .

1, ./
The difference between what whites actually earn and what Hispanics could

k

.\

earn is.given,by

, -
(4) YW -,YH.'(XW` xtObw

The term in (3) reflects unequal rewards_fo-like_individuals (a measure o



discrimination) and the term in (4) reflects equal:rewards as applied to-
A. .

measure of differences in
.

the "gap" can be reported in dual faihiOn as:

(5)

, ,-----

.------what we seek to explain is the white/Hispanic gap Os well as, the.

,-- HisPanic/black.gap) after,the effects of differences in'distribtitional
v

;characteristics are raved. That whiCi remains can,be aasumed to be an
,

upper limit of the extent of discrimination in earningi. The "adjuated"

- (iW YR) +4(YH iH)

earnings gaps ,are also presented in
.
Table 11.

' 4
.,...-:-

We note from Table 11. that Hispanic *let a would earn aboUt.7% morf;'per
.0

houi.and 142 more.per year'if they faced the white male earnings strucr.

tures. TO the extent.that We can argue-that discrimination is the reason

for differences in eatnings1Structute, we can ti.1-iourjalcnlared-72 hourly

wage differential as a measure of labor market discrimination against'

Hispanic,men.. It is less clear whether' we could use the 142 yearly, dif7

ferential as a discrimination measure, since that magnitude is -a function

of labor supply as well as hourly wages. Thus, we would have to have more

information regarding the
.

reasons for:labor.supply differences in that

case. When we investigate the adjusted femele White/Hispinic earnings

gaps,lwe,,see that they are virtually nonexistent. Our analysis therefote

implies that Hispanic women face no mare labor market discrimination than

'clo white women.

We find tbat bladk men would be, better off if they' faced the Hppanic

The Haspanic/blick adjusted LNWAdEwage and-earnings ainictures.

lerential is about12,-anUthe yearly earnings difference. is 65g. In

1 9 9



other words, if black men faced the Hispanic earnings structure (a func-
,,..

,

=Um-of-hourly earningi and labor Supply)-,' their annual earnings would'

increase by 65%.18 When we turn. our:attentiOn to the young women, .we

again see little, difference in the calCulatedWagi gap. -a 1% advantage
0

-

for Hispanic women with respect to black women..\. The yearly.earnings.dif-

ferenCe, orf theother nd, is'about-7% in favor of black.vomen.9

. .

SURMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Air\

, -
Before adjusting for differences'amonuthe cOhoris, we lind\HippanicA,

falling between whites (at the high end) and blacks (at the low end) "in'

terms oUhourly and Yearly earnings. After Adjusting for differences, we

continue. to find Hispanics falling.tetween whltes and blacks, bUt(closer

to the whites. When we look ,for differences between the cohorts we find

education looming large. Among employed male Hispanic youth, alpost

thiee-fifths are high'school dropouts; Among Hispanic mien, over one-

third failed to complete high-school.

Turning to some.genetaliiutions retarding the determinatiOn of the

financial suCcess'of:Hispanics,!we find.that the higher dropoutrates of

Hispanics:may be explained in part by the lower benefits of education for

* Hispanic youth is-l-vii Aaacki.and whites. (That in ,.Hispanic high

scflool dropouts face lower market. Oenalties.than black andiwhite Arop-

outs, And Hispanic males who have attended college have lever returns
c

than'blacks or whites.) Reimers (1980) and Carliner (1976),;,alto found

.

that-Hispanics have lower rates of .return to education than whites.
, -

ioweve±, we do find that years of:lichooling play-,a liairlyA4cable role in

Hispanic earnings, especially the,yearly measure c+f earnings.



I. A

Our three measures Ofseiperience have mixed results-for the Hispanic
.4 .-.

cohorts. While post-schdOl experience proves to be an importantdeter-
.

ninintof:earnings, months of service With. the currentsemployer has

little
.

.e ff eC t: ):In-school'work experience .has poSitive effeetls in the
, ,_---

yearlq earnings equations, but:shows little 1n the,equation explaining

hourly earnings.'. Our two measures .of post-School training have mixed

results: While the impact of training. is' generally small, it, is a

significant determinant of hour* ecirnings for (but not lor Mexican-

origin.men): Another factor --the extent of occupational knowledge.

possessed by the respondeht--is not generally significant except. in the
. .

analysis of yearly earnings:

Theresulti of the geographic variables are generally in the expected.

direction. Those residing in" the South or in high unemployment rate
. .

areas-do worse-then others; While'those in urban areas do not"diffit

-significantly. Surprisingly,/little evidence was found to Ow that

Hispanics with language difficulties. or who were residing outside the
. .

United States.at age: outteen are snvwerse off than theirOuntetpitts:
, -

And finally, we-note that married- men dd have higher earnings (hOutrY',

and yearly) than unmarriedHispanic men, other things equal.

In the analysis, we find that Hispanic males wodld earnabout 7% more

per hour4,and 14% more per yearjf,they faced the whiteymale earnings

structures. To.the'extent that we can _argue that discriminationis the

reason for differences in earnings structures, we -caile the calculated'
- .

72 hourly wage differential as a measure of.-labor market diaeriminition

-against Hispanic manes. When ue investigate white/Hispanitjatiingvgape-

among the women we findthat they are Virtually nonexistent: Our-analV
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sis therefore implies'th t Hispanic women face no more labor market

discrimination thin do white wL)en.

This study represents an attempt to Highlight the labor market posi-

tion of Hinpanidyouth in a broad context. The size' of the, task tr set

out to accomplish required the sacrifice of more detailed investigation

of manyaepects. Neveithelie'is, some-specific COnelusionsend' recommon-.

dations a re possible.

We have--shown-that considerable difference in7edUcationaI attainment

.

exists. The reasons for this are =Clear. A lack of equal opportunity

or access to schooling, Inefficient or ineffective educational delivery

systems to Hispanics or lack of incentives to invest in human capital on

the part_ of Hispanic-youth-would-each contribute-to the obserped_lower

educational levels of Pispsnics. Additionally Hispanic immigrants are

likely to have relatively favor years of education that.that atives, which'

would exacerbate the educational ?differences between Hispanics and whites.
.

In any event, the issue of the disparity in educational attkinment aiong:'
. - tr,

.

-
youth ought to occupy'a highpriority in-fut wark!:.:

Despite mixed result our arious measures_of experience

should not `downplay th dmiportintrole of work_experiencetc; labor market,

auccesa:: The:46inetiMes negative results of tenure may 'actually reflectAt.::L

one

_%-.-
'leek of job mobility due to a lack of opportunities- or labor market

...:,-

__.---..--- ,:..

\,

i'Thar is, a certain amount of'71ob Ioppine,u0.0a*e benefi-r'-
r i

,cial 'effects,'effects, cor young workers. Further, the results show that thoie

minorities (Hispanic, and black): who gain experience byworking while

-enrolled in school are rewarded in terms of annual aarnings esumagr,

through-their increased supply. This result, combined with-the
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4.

apparentneed to increese.levels of education of Hispanic'youth,.sUggests

considerable potential for cooperative (work combined with Schooling)
-

approaches toleducation, or at-least indicates the value of working while
. ,

.

in school.
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NOTES.

1The *Oen asefor whites'24 31.3 years, the median age for both

r- blacks and Hispanics is 23.2. years.--Also, theHunder-15=y0arsof=ege-rate-

. .

for_Rispanics (12%) and-lowest for whites (21.3%). In addi-

tion, less that 5%,of EIspanici in the United-States are over 65. years of .

.

_:.../

age, while over. 12% of whitestare-(1980 Census as, reported in Scientific

J

American, November 1981, p. 61)..

/
2Thispaper.:48. one chapter, of a larger stddy, o

.comes of Hispanic .youth. (Myers !t al: 1982).

the labor market out

es4

3Use of lOurly earnings as a measure is mdch,"cleaner" econometri-

cally, since it doeanoi involve the labOr supply. decision of hours

worked per yea. That is, measures such as annual earnings are sensitive

to differences in hours and weeks of work, which are'themselVes dependent

upon Wirly earnings. Nevertheless an. analysis of yearly,earnings

generates much interest and policy significance, since it is'this magni-

tude that primarily deterritines living standards:
4\

4See 86rus et al. (1979) for a-descriptive analysis of the NLS data.

5The measure of "Hispanic" used-in this study comes from a two-part

. . .

identificatiOn. First, the respondent is asked to self-identify with one

of 13 ethnic origins, including Mexican-American, Chicano, Mexican,
,

e r

Mexicano/Cdban, Cubano/Puerto-Rican, Puertoriqueno, Boriqua/Latino,
.

_

Other Lati American, Riapano, or Spanish-descent. If the respbndent
...

chooses on iaf the ebbve,- then he or she'is coded es-ilispanic." Second,

*,

if after this self.- identification therespOndent remains unclassified as

t

,

Rispanic,:but reports thapanish-wailspoken in his or heriloUsehold
-

when the "was a child," the-surname correspOndi-to-a
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X

Census-derived list of Spanish surnames, then the re pondent is coded as

"HisPanic." The remaining respondents are coded as lacksZt-"othera."

--
.

We have purged,,the "other" group of the non-Hispan c, noablack, nonwhite

respondents to retain only\a nun-Hispanic/whit group.
'

/
6We calculate an adjusted annual eiarn ngs measure by_multiplying the

respondenei usuaL,hours of work. per by weeks: worked in the paityear
V

. .bye average hourly earnings. Since the, pailt7year reference-periocVyiries

among indiViduals (it is acually weeks Worked froM January 1, 1978, to

the interview date), we adjusted alIf.pasiods tO:s 52-week base. For
/

example, if an individual worked 75% of all available weeks from 1/1/78,.

to, say,.4/14/79 (the data of the interview), we count that person as \

'having:worked 39 weeks (.75 x 52) in the past year

7For a discussion of the KWW ability relationihip, see Parnes and

Kohen (1975); Griltches (1976), and Lazear (1977). Nevertheless, we are

uruible-hpre to,aeparate the effects of occupational information from

those of

8For the purposes of thia'reportresidence outside the 50 states and

the District ,of Columbia is considered to. be outside the Un ited States,

even though areas such as Puerto Rico ,and GUam are U.S. commonwealths or

territories.

9A11 models,were run with B FOR, but Are not reported here. Zn those
J .

runs: (1)-$no coefficient:exCipt FOR 14 changed significantly, and '-

(2) B.FOR was rarely Significan. Due to theJligh-degree of collinearity,
,

-

'ye.include cal), FOR 14 and theexpected sigh is negative..:

lOsamole sizei.intheMaxican equations are already perilously, low.
.-,:

The most serious problei with small sample sizis'in models with*large
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number of independent variables is that standard errors - become largb and

statisticakeignificance falls.-The coefficient estimates remain

unbiased under classical assumptions on the error terg. -

11It should be noted that the base from which we calculate thesi.
. .

"dropout rates"..is composed of.nonenrolled individuals, 16 to 22 years of

age.-)ince we are excluding here those who are enrolled' in school, _the

dropout rate is considerably highei than those calculated on a full age;

sample.

-12In this paper we are using m <-.10 as our measure of statistical
'

significance. When we use one-tailed tests (the, hypothesized direction
/

. / ,

1

of die variables/aie listed le 1), t-vnlUes.of 1.28 VOr latger..in

the expected direction are Considered statiaticallysignificani:-, For the

two- tailed tests to be statistically egnificant, the abtOluW.yalue for

the t itatlitic must be at least 1.64.

"See Beeker.(1975), Mincer, (1974), or Griliches (1976). Examples of

this phenomenon:include apprentiCee:in ifie balding trades.andgriduate,

teaching assistants,.' -both of.: whom are trading off current waget-fof

current OJT and higher subsequent earning power.

14Neideri and"Tienda (1981) *mine five different models of the

relationshipbetween education and earnings for Hispanic malss. They

tJ

find that while th6 linear (or continous

best fit to the data, thejothei]

insights..."v0. 164).

ucetion model) the

ls. are superior!fOr-,pioviding new,

15The estimates presented'Weie-selected for their_compaiability to

4-our estimates and do not necessarily reflect the auihors' "best

estimate." For'example, Reimers (1980) offert estimates corrected fOr
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.

seleztivity bias, which we do not present. In every case, the estimate

for "Hispanic" is a weighiell-average of separate estimates on various
! cp

.

Hispanic-origin groups (e.g., Mexican, Puerto Rican, etc.).

"16These high yearly differentials between Hispanics and blacks, can be

. 1
., .

seen in Table .6 as most directly related to relatively loit average, annual

hoUrs worked.

17Set Tienda (1981b) and Reimers (1980) for similar ana1yeea.

Wbereas Tienda investigates gaps in annual earnings, Reimers inyeatigates.

differences in At.wages. Aioth'have fuilage dimples, but Tienda analy-

tes only.men.
0

18See note 16. Note also from Table ,7 the consideiably greater

penaltied to blacks than to Hispanics-of dropping out of high school,

especially fer,,ED 0-8 ( -.368 for Hispanics,.- .790 for blaCks).

191t bustybe borne in mind that this findingis not inconsistent with

the observation-that Hispanic women'eatn more per,heUreadA0ork more.'
.

,

annual hours than ao their:black counterparts. The earning.structure

the result of a compleltelf interaetiona as noted aboVe..-.-:Onefacte;:we

.note frOM:4Omparing His Panic. , and black female' earnings. regressions that ---
. .

leaet:partii explailps the 72 finding ivthat,

Hispanic women completed less than 9 years of schooling, as compired to

0% forblack women. Further,: HispaniC women who Compleidclonli 0-8-Steers

of schooling earned 19% leas per year* osterii par bus, thah

women ,4K a hiithAmhool diplema.

20'7
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Ethnic Differentials in Unemployment

. ,Amon -His anic.Americans

Throughout the recent past, the unemployment rate of the Hispanic
. .

labor force has persistently exCeedertg4he national average. Ih./1980,..

when 6..12 of white men were °tit_ of work:, the annual-Tate for Hispanic. men

Was 9.72 (see Table 1).1 Among Hiapaeids,_there ire- marked differences .

across ethnic groups,.ragging in 1980 frouva low of,8.92 of,Cubane---

1 jobless to a high of '13.12 for Puerto Rican men. 'tnemployment among
.

.blsck men was, at 13.22, well above either white or .Hispanic and

\the high black jobless rate-has been the oubjedt of some, though still

\
too 'little, analysis by economistsjsee, eg., Gi2roy, 1974; Flanagan,

a

1978). Par less research has been dc?pcsonthe disproportionate share of

unemployment experienced by SpaniWorigin workers despite their fast

growinvinportande:in:pirticular urbanand regional lebOr markets2' And

despite the.increased availability of relevant national data lets-since,

the mid-1970s.I

The purpose of this study 4 :-tcLpp-assmine differendevin both the inci-

dence -and duratiOn of unemployMent among Hispanic men. CoMparisons- are

also made between Hispanics and non Hispanics:

questions to be addressed are theollowingf

1.Can.the higher unemployment rates of Hispanic Sc groups be

Among themost important-7

largely attributed to more frequent spells Of unemployment or to

the longer duration Of.thosetpells?
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Table 1

Uumploymeni\Rates of.gen 16 Years and Over by
pace and Hiipanic Ethnic Group, 1976-1980 VT

-
All Whites

. All Hispanics

Mexican
.

Puerto Rican

Cuban
.

1976 1977

6.4%

19.8

9.9
. -..

15.7

12.5

.52,

9.0
..

8:5
-

13.7

7.6 '

1978 :1979 ' 1980

_-,

4.5% 1-14.4% 6.12

3,..6--, 6.9 9.7

7.0 6.5 9.6

-12.4 11.4 13.1

'6:7 6.1-, 8.9
I.

Source: U.S Bureau of Lubor'StatisticsunpUblisbed.tabulations..

oti
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2. Do ethnic groups differ4in the relative importance of human capi7

tarvariables--such as education, fluency in English and work

P
experience - -as deterMinants of the prqbability and. duratiov Of

joblessness?

3. Are there.substantial'dilferences among the ethnic grogps in the

impacts of structural fictord is'local labor market.con-
, .

ditions, industry'of employment, and occupatirn?.
.

4. Are Hispanic immigrants' rticularly,prohe to fiequent nnd/Or

-

lengthy spelle\Of.uneMployment, at least. during their first.few
. .

years of,adjustment tO:.US: labor markets? If so, to what extent,:

can the sizable nuibera of retenifimMilants among certain ethnic
.

,groups account for the unemployment leveleof:those grOUpsT:
. ,

The 4ata base, principal'sariablei of:interast-and'the.econonit

rationale behind their selection; and the empirical mathodologyare

---discuseed:in the following section. In the ObseqUent section we:first
. ,

. present summary statiatics On various dimensions of unemployment,:,

including srIlla and duration, as well as quit An laYoff ratan, for the._

sample stratified by ethnic grOup nitivity age, and geographit region.

Maxitunilikelihond logit analysis of-the determinant* of-theilrObibilitr

of unemploymentsin;i975 p'then conducted fOr individual Hispanic - ethnic

groups as well as for white non-Hispanics.. To control for the possible

confounding effects of divergent patterns of settlement
. .

countrykseparate!regional analyses are also tonducted:' Next, differen-

,

tes in the probability of multiple spells of .unemployment are examined,'

across the

again:Using logit estimation teihniqt&a. Then, ordinaryJeastsquares
.

estimates of the determinants of the duration of Unemployment pre-,
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sented for both theptional sample and a regional subsample. In the

/ . ./

next section, differences in the likeliho6d of unemployment hetween.

Hispanics and .non-Hispanics are decomposed into portions attributable to

difference's in schooling, job' characteristics, and, labor market tteat-.

ment.±The sepaiate strands oftheenalyaisare drawn together i)r-the

last- section.

DATA, VARIABLES, AND METHODOLOGY:

The empirical analysis employs data .from the 1976 Survey of Income

ana Education (SIE).-,This survey4s'an expanded version of the Current ,

PopulAtion.SurveycOnducted.nationwide, Mostly in May and June of 1976,

which oversampled.Hispanics and.. which contains a wealth of _demographic-,

immigration, and lebotmarket information-relevert behour topic. : From

the complete file of 151,170,heetieholds,.a, subfile of #43viduals aged 14

and over was extracted which indluded:411 peteons self-identified as

being of Hispanic emigin plus a random

The study sample was testricted to Men

Place of birth, 'who weteAmpt-full-tiMe

sample of white nen-Hispanies.

who reported their ethnic gxOup or

students or self-employed and who

worke0or pay at'imme time in 1975.
.. (

To investigate differences An the incidence of unempl tint-, the

following :unemployment probability function is'estimated s patately by

ethnic group:

) P(UNEMP75.01) f (EDFOR, EDUS , EX, EXSQ, MHP CHILDS , CHILD517,
HEALTH, IMM7475 , IMM7071, IMM6569, IMM6064,
INMPRE60 , NONWHITE , FLUENT; OTHINC, PARTTIME,
UNRATE," OCC , IND, HISPROP ) ,
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where UNEMP75 1 if unemPloyed*e week'ex more in 1975, 0 otherwise.

All other variables are defined in Table '. The effects of the indepen-
fd

dent variables given ahove on two other dependent variablei, the probabil-

.ity of more than one spell of unemployment during the year (SPELLGT1)

-
and the total number 4f-weeks of unemploymentin 1915 (WKSUN75) will also

be explored. BothUNEMP75 and WKSUN75 are constructed frow resp es to

'the sUrVey'question item: You said (householdoaember) Worked about

weeks in 1975. many of the remaining weeks was (household-member)

looking for work or on layoff from job?" Interviewers were instructed to

ask the questiononly of those individuals who worked fewer than 50kweeka

that year.4 .

S.

PrediAing the, signs of all the explanatory variables is particularly

difficult in the probibility,of unemployment equations because, the depen-

dent variable includes both the probability of quitting and the probabil-

ity of being laid off. However with unemployment in 1975 at a postwar

high.antlayofts accounting or an unusually large share of all'

joblessness, :OA unemployment variable is doubtless weighted toward the

liyoff rather than the quit dimension.: In light of this, previous

theoretical ea.-empirical work enables us to Speculate on the probable

effects of a number of the independent variables.-
- -

Most of tIle relatively few recent .studies on Hispanic unemployment

have stressed the importance of ethnic difference& in ag , schooling,

immigration patterns, and occupation or industry::nfemployment

Gray, 1975a, 1975b; Newman, 1978; Piore, 1978). ''Insofares older workers

represent a larger investment:in firm-specific capital-by:the employer,

such workers would be less vuiZale to layoffs than younget individuals.



Table 2

List of'Vriables.

11(4ilable
0'

Definition

UNEMP75

SPELLGT1

WESUN75

1 if out of work and looking, for a job Or'On,layoff 1

week or more in 1975; ,0 otherwise.

1 if more than 1 stretch of time spent looking for work

in 1975;,. Ootherwiee.

Number of weeks looking for work or_ on layoff in 1975.

EDFOR Years of schooling completed abroad.

EDUS

EX

'EiSQ

MSP

CHILD5

CRILD517

Years of schooling tompleted after. movinetO U.S. (total...

years of schooling minus EDFOR).

Potential-laboi-market experience atte

of schooling minus. six). 0'.

minus total years

Potential labor market eiperiende, sqa,szed.

1 if married, spouse present; 0 otherwise.

Number of children in family under 5-years old.

dumber of children in 'family 'ages -5 to 17.

HEALTH i 1 if amount or kind Of-work limited by health; 0 other-:

wise.

IMM7475 1 if foreign -born and moved to U.S. 1974 or after;

otheriise.

IMM7073 1 if foreign-born and moved to U.S. 1970-73; 0 otherwise.

--IMM6569--- ---1 if,:foreign-botnand moved-to-U.S-.-196569; 0 otherwise.

IMM6064 1 if foreign7 ri and moved to U.S. 1960 -54; 0 otherwise.

DIMPRE60 1 if foreighb ri and moved to U.S. efore,1960; 0-

otherwise.

(table continues)
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Table 2 .(dont.)-

List of Variables o.

Variable Definition

NONWHITE - 1 if nonwhite; D otherwise.

. .

_FLUENT l'if_speaks and understands English very.; well; 0 ether
wise.

OTHINC

PARTTIME

UNRATE

Other family, income, labor earnings epV,
uneMploymentbenefita(reipondent and apouae), and
earnings- related transfers.

: p
,

1 if worked fewer than 3511ourtqweek when employed:in'
1975; 9 otherwise.

,

Annual unemploymeni vtelfor DMA of residence or SMSA.

1 if employed :as craftsman, 'operative,- laborer or
serVice.worker On:lOngeet job in 1975; 0 oOetWise.-

1' if amployethin:durabl&MenufadtOing;.or construction
industrieepnrldigest Joh:U.119M 0:ethevwide..

HISPROP . Percentage of state population Sispanid..
(5,; 1

UI 1 if received. any unemployment dempenOtitiOnAh 1975;
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-
,

Likewise, the greater-the.volume
.

of worker-financed specificcapitaL the

o . ', .

,
. ---," '. ).t

lower theprobability of quitri4-;. Education and proxiee for o -the-job.

training, suchavexperienee and tenure with the firm,- are usu ly viewed

As increasing specific capital., We would thus expect years ,f eschooling

completed-to be'negatitrely'related to the probability of being unemployed

one or more times. To distinguish between the effects. of foreign and

U.S. schooling, educational attainment was divided into premigration

,(EpFOR) and postmigrationJEDUS),components: effecte of theseaaMe

. '

,variables WV* duration fof joblesaness art, ambigueus. On the one hand,

better,edUCAted, more highly skilled indi;/idUals may have higherexpeeted

returns from job search, thus lengthening unemployment spells. HoWever,

search costs are also higher for those with more .fits&spedific:capital.

and these individuals may be more efficient`. in use of search

teehiliques: The latter tonsideratiens would,feem:Mere compelling in

slack liber markets,; suggesting a negative relationship betweenedudat.

tion, (47,4-,erience,and duration.6

.The implications of migratory elifferences across gfoups are _even leis

obvious. ''Recent imMigrants maybe,at some didadvantage in the

market relative teearlierimMigranto and the nativeTliern dueto

smaller stock of-U..Slabor market inforiation,language problems, the 1.

imperfect international mobilityjof skilli, and a variety of.legal

restrictions of aliens,in certain fields. Chiswick '
.

quit rates may be high, at least in the

industrial,

and geographic-mobility Search of labor, market'infe tion,and j

on the:empllyment"

(1978b, 1982)jUggesia:thattheir

initial:adjustmentperieciiae they engsgein:bccUpatienal

opportunities. 'Writing #Om A:labOr,market segmentation perspettive,
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Piore (1979) argues that recent immigrants-are among thosemost likely

be confined co the'typically.unstable, loWskill Saba common in secondary

sector industries.' Relatively high rates o.f job turnover and

unemployment, generated by both tupp4 :itit demand forces maythus be

expected=for
1

recent cohorts.
.

On the other hand, much of the sociological literature
.

on immigrants

has'stressed their high motivationto.-locate jobs quickly in 'Order to, end

dependende on friends and.relatives, to-begin:accuMulating'SO4ingsfor

self-sUpport and to remit to their families at origin, andlo acquire

U.S. - specific and firm specific training. Kinship networks'aiready

establishedat destinotion..mOy play an important role in advising on the:

optimal timing of.the-iMmigration, arranging initial housing accom.

, ,

modationeisOCial:Contactei'ind assistance in job search.(see, e.g., Levy

and.Hadycki '1973; Roguand Cc..4ney, 1980; Tienda, 1980): Prior migrants,

thus reduce the 'econ omic. and psychic costs Of'immigratiOn as well -as

accelerate the newcomer's successful., into the .job market. The

relatively rapid earnings progress of most fOreigneborn,grOUps relative

to their native-born counterparts (Chiswick, 1978a; 1979b) likewise

suggests that,thi-initial employgdent disadvantages are. typically' overcome

after an odjustmentHperiod:Orvoriable length. Among Hispanic

immigrants, the uneMployment experience of two ethnic Eroups are

especially , difficult to predict. Research on Cubans by Chiswick (1978a),

Borjas (1982),and Reimers (1980) has pointed to thesdifferent earnings-

patterns of colitiOal-refugees and economic migrants. ThaiUddenness of

most Cuban emigration prevented much:premigration job'sesrch,: and the

.

-ateepdOwnward occupational mobility many appear to undergo upon arrival



.
may cause` job dissatisfaction and Lipieferince for general huMan capital

: 4 r
investments to improve fUtuce occupational - prospects over firm-specific.-

T

investments, at'lealt in the initial period after arrival., The result

may be high 'quit.and/or layoff rays.- Puerto Rican-born,men ire not for-

mally_classifiable as immigrants because they are U.S. citizens and are

.

not impeded by legal restrictionson rentry, or exit from theUnited

:

StateS. Whether'they MohetheleSs have unemployment experiences similar

tn.otherAispanics born outside'the:UnitedStatesis4 matter foreMPiri'..

Cal analysis.

To control

.:-

for.industrial characteristics, a..dichotoMoUgi variable

(IND)isset equal te.iif,therestiondent's lohgeit:redent jobs Was in the

dUrebiel.manUfamtUring constructiOw-induStries.-: In the tourse'of

durable goods manufactUrers led by auts'andrelated:industries,

experienced the 'largest absolUte seplOyment reduction of any industrial
r

group, account;ng for two-thirds of the overall .drop in manufacturing

employment. The highest .unemployment rate of any single industry.(18.1Z

on an annual basis) was in contract construction-i-where-the-work-force---

was cut sharply as hou4ing starts Plummeted with the tightening of-the

Money market (St. Marie and Bednarzik 1976). Although joblesaneW in

white collar, occupations rea0a,postwar*She, semiSkiIledtsndeeskilled777

as in'previonivrecessions,the:movulnera61i70rWiicalworkers. were

fluctuations (St. Marie and:Bednarzik,-1976i Cohen and Grubei, 1976-.

7
.

The dummy. variable OCC equals 1:if employed ia,eraft, Operative, aeriic,

or farMoccuPatiuum,"0 otherwise. 'A dumMy variable. wasalso
r ' -

included for whichis likelytobeespe7

ciallyunstable ,cluiracterizeSitLid by few seniority Orunion protic--

Ct t...!
sv
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liond against layoffs,and by employer' perceptions of part-time workers

as especially quit-prone.

Three approaches were adopted.to take into account the markedly dif-

feent regional distributions of various ethnic groups. First, the

annual unemployment rate of theSMSA (Standardltetropolitan Statistical

Area) of residence or th nearest SMSA (UNRATE) was, included in all

".

regressions.&: The reduced numberof vacancies and increased costs-of

search in slack labor markets are likely tOlheassociatea with increased

layoffs, falling quit rates, and, among the unemployed, longerduration

joblessnesSecOnd, in to test the:comMon View that the

"crowding" oVHispanic-wor4ers in particular areas ristriCts:1Ocal*:.

employment opportunitiesithe variable RISPROP.wasrdefine.as. the prOpOr-ek,
_

tion of Hitpanica.in each state's. population -Finally, where sample-812e.

permitted separate regressions were run forparticuliii-;regions of the

cotin.firy with high concentrations of-Hitpanic residents.

Although recent researchindidates that black workers tend':,to have
. /!,

lower quit'ratet than whites with similar TertedaI andOb charac_

teristics (Blau end-Kahn:1981b) intofar. ea:66010yers.;perceive,them-as
4:e

high.turnOver workers_the employers:WW, be lett willing::to finance. fi

.specifilc*capital. Together with discriminatory factors, this would tend

IF
to_increase_the Vulnerability_of_nonwhites_to_layoffs.

Finally, controls were includedfrfor two types. of income:
L--

nonla'bor

income (OTHINC) and unemployment, ins4ince (UT). ;The probable effects o

nonlabot income on the ineidence"of unemployment-are not Apparentva
.

... .

.priori. But-to.the. tent .that-sUCh'income'cinbe used to finan

extended job searchi,li may be-Posiiiifely related to the dur lion of
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a 'number of studies have found a positive corre-

lation between the receipt of utemployMent henefits and duration.9 A
.

dichotomous variable (UI)oettqual:to 1 if the...individual received

unemployment insurance in1975, has thus been included in the duration

equations.,.

EMPIRICAL RESULTS

The summary statistics presented in Table 3 reveal striking differen-

ces betWeea.HispaniCs and non-HiSPaniC Whites, as well as:among Hispanic .

ethnic groupS, in a number of characteristics. Withan average Of leas

.

than 10 years of schooling, MexiCsn andTluertoRican men. are 3,yeart

below the:mon-Hispanic level and. 1 to 2 years belowthe other Hispanic

3.

.groups.HCubaniare, on average,'.older (mean:. t. 41 years10). with more

work experience than any other_group, but muCiv.of that work experience
....

Was in
-
the CUbin labOr4r-kit--4bout 95% of the Cubans were foreign-orn,

and nearly 42% had been in. the United states 10 years or less by 197!:.

Central and South Americans are even more recent immigrants: 39.2%

arrived'in the 1970s and another 24.7% in theperiod 1965759Lesi.than

one-fdurth of all Puerto Rican mefi

c ontrssC,-7-4517of -those of-Me

.

'bornAm the U.S. mainland. In

and-81C-o-f-ths-other*

Hispanics". were native-born Ci:e.,,V.S.-;born)
.11

proportions oLPuerto Cubandi and-

Centril.and-South Amer/Cans bori abroad,is not surprising tO:find that

the majority of.theit. schooling took,.place n their countries of origin

only 422 of Cubans andand that many,lack fluency in English'. -In fact

somewhat more then.one-halfof:Puerto Ricans andCentrilAnd,Soutk
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Table 3

Means of _Explanatory Variables among Men in Various Ethnic Groups

White
Non-

Variable" HispaniC -.Mexican

EDFOR

EDUS

EX

EXSQ

MSP

CHILDS

- 1.137
.(3.458)

11.350
(4.476).

20.960
(15.753)

687.065
(824.641)

.745
(.436)

.221
-,(.519)

CHILD517 .889

(1.248)
.

HEALTH

IMM7475

IMM7073

IMM6569

IMM6064

1124PRE60

.079

(.271.)

.007

(.083)

.012
(.109)

.021

(.143)

- .015

(.129.)'

.103
(.304)

1.237
(2.847)

8.360
(5.130)

18.770
(14.883)

5,5.990
(793.396)

.700
(.458) .

.457.

(.740):.

1.385
(1.633)

Puerto
Rican - Cuban

\5.019

(4'477)

4.729
(5.555).

'20.222
(13.705)

601.220
(701.534)

.771
(.421)

.356
(f619)

1.111
(1.384)

.079 .070
(.269) (.255)

.029 .041
(.169) ft (199)

.054 .092

- -.048 .086

(.213) (.280)

.028. .102
(.165) (.303)4

.097
-,(.295)

'Central &
South Other

'AmeriCsn Hispanic

8.764
(4.909)

2.717
(4.321)

-.-

9.572'

*(6.010)

2.497
(4.459).

1.146.

(3.474)

10.049
(4.497)

23.696 _18.868 21.401
(14.370) (11.423) '(15.943)

774.699 483.414 703.576
(741.162) (535..970) (848.661)

.739 .687 .128
(.441) (.465) (.445)

:180 .380 .254
(.446) (.618) (.548)

.919 . .795 1.103
(1.178) (1.168) (1.434)

.062 .042 .075.

(.242) (.202) (.263)

-.037 .102 .004
(.190) (.3045 : (.060)

.124 '.289 .025
455)

.255 .247` .037
(.437) (.433) (.190)=.--

.342. .139 .025
. (.476) (.347) .._- (.156)

(.202)
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Table 3 (cont.)

of Explanatory Variables amongMen in Various'. Ethnic, Groups

Variable

(?hits

Non-
Hispanic Mexican

Puerto
Rican

NONWHITE .022 .086

(.146) (.280;

FLUENT .911 .671 .540

(.285) (.470) (.499)

OTHINC
(00' s)...

45.887,

(83.385)

30.607
(55.441)

22.:'00

(44.730).

PARTTIME .094 :088

(.292) (.284)

UNRATE 8.322 8444
(2.254)-

(ce .576

(.494)
T.

IND .276

(.442)

.
HISPROP 3:080

(4.923)

UI )f16 .179

(.147)

.060

(.237)

9.486

(2.561) (1.658)

.808 .806

(.396)

.268 .329

(.432) (.463)

12.741
(9.400)

.185

(.380)

4.299
(3.425).

.194

(.396)

Cuban/

Central &
South

- American

.037 .133

(.190) (.340)

.422

(.496)' (.502)

34,399 74.341

--(53_k160) (59.8100

'..042-. .053

( .202) (.225)i

10.947. .- 9.636

.702'. `.729 Asa

(.459) (4446)

.258. .306

. (.439) (.462).

:7(2.'.859) :(5490)

(469). (.033)

Other
Hispanic

.050:

(.218)

.192

( .406)

34.473
(67.8h9)

.072

(.259)

8.780
(2440)

.741
(.439) ---

.258

(4361%.4

15.284,
(14.089)

.172

(.378)

8,480 /-,937 32i 163 .170 566..

. Note: Data base is -the 1976 Survsy of Income and Education.. Standard deyiations

are parentheses. 1



Americans could speak and understand English very well. Cuban and

Central and South American immigrants are, however, far more likely than

Puerto Ricans, to have'been drawn from the urban middle classes and' skilled

occupations of.their homelande.12

These three groups tend to reside in'labormarketi with average

unemployment rates well above those for, theSother.Axoups. Whereas the

majJtity-v&Elexicans and "other. Hispanics" lives *4 the SouthwestaUd over

twO-fifthiare outsieeustroiOlitan ereesi;e4ei :892 Of-each:of the other
. .

HispanicYgroupa reside. in SMSAS, principallY .in: the Northeast and in the

case of Cuban*, in :Florida. Puerto Rican* andr.Central cand::86Uth'

American* tend- to be more concentrated in cyclical. induitries, and Puerto
. 1

Ricans, as Well as,Nexicans) are far more likely than4ither

non-Hispinics or the other Hispanic ethnio4roUps to be in.low-wage:occu-

pations:t

Table-4 provides information on yariOUsAimensiOns'Of Unemployment

for. the sample* stratified by ethnicity, natiVitY4 Age;:*Cregioo.
:.

.

Nationally; as well as within specific regions, Hispanics were sibstan-

tiaily more likely7,to have been:.UnetiPloyed at some than

non-Nispanic whites. Of the full Hispidic-sadOle, 21.52 experienced

-.joblessness compared with. non-)iiii-cs. Within each of r.the-two-

aubpopUlationa',. the foreign-borprate was somewhat above the native- born

. level, but the difference was.statistically.aignificant only for.

non-Hispanic whites. AMong Hispanics rates vari..frok21 to 232Jor

Mexicani;,.Puerto,itiCais janitUbans-to less than 182 forCent al and

South Americangrand,OtharAispanics. ControllingfOr:age,' a ranking

remains the same among-prime-Aged males '35 to 54. When oarticular_

2
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Table 4

Selected Characteristica of Unemployment by Ethn°
.Nativity, and Region of Residences

Weeks Out
Weeks ' of Labor

Unemployed Unemployed!) Splits.. 'Force Quits Layoffs Entrants

United States

White Non-Hispanic
Native
rereign

Hispanic
Native

HFOreign
-Mexican
PUerto Rican
COan
Latin Americanq,
Other Hispanic

.149

.145

.167

.215

.205

.214

.214

.228

.228

.171

.179

17.71
17.58
18.78
18.00
17.5;
18.79
18.09
18.82-
19.82
16.17
16.69

:35754'Yeara Old

fhite,NOt-Hispanic.
214iitiCan

PuertO Rican
` Cuban:

1 1iin.Amiticanc-
49ther HisOaniC

New York-New Jersey

k

White.flon7RiPPaPic
-Puerto Rican
,Cuban
Latin ARaricane
Other Hispanic

Southwest

Abite:Not-Hispanic
Mexican-
,Otheitispanic

.411
-.176
.207

495

.093-'

.143

.197.

.217

.230

.172

li.71
17.51

24.35
16.30

.''15.86

22.72
1.e.1.5

21.60

13.00. .035
17.71

,ii,

.127 17.11

.200 : 18.11
'

.155 17.10

.047

.047

.050

.071'

.079.
A61
.079
.056

1.072
.035
-.072

4.110
4.143
3.932
4.313
4.869
3.322
4,859
3.092
1.843
1.083
4.318

.034

.(,62

.04Y

.058

.000

.036

1.111'
2.563
1:650
.058

1.152
1.671

.007

.007
..005

.007

.007

.009

.008

.014

.012

.000

.002

.004

.004

.007'

:000.

.000

.000

.029 .015

.028 ".015

.035 .012-

.047 :022..

.042 .024..

.056 ..018

.045 .021
. .025".

.096 .024

.041 ' .006

.035

.025 .005

.037 .006

.036 .014-

.103 7 .012

.038 .000
..018 .013,

.4. .

.041 2.742
_._.

. ,-. .038 '2.748
.044 -2.087-
.033. 3.344

.050-

.074
:078

(table continues)

229

3.035

5.046
4.267.

-.002
.000
.000

.000

.000'

.001

.004

.058 .019

.030 .023

.065

.082 .000

.035 .035

.010

.050

.042
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Table. 4 (cont.)

Selected Characteristics of Unemployment by Ethnieity,
Nativity, and,Region of Residencea

Weeks Out
. -Weeks: Multiple of_Lebor.

Unemployed Unemployedb Spells Force Quits Layoffs Entrant*:

.161 "17.67 .118 9.835 .011 .022. - .032'''White Non-Hispanic
Cuban ' .279 21.76 .131 .775 .000 .164 .016-

aMean values of itariAbles:
which are for :1976.

bSatple restricted to menTuneMployed 1 week or more in 1975.

All variables refer to 1975, ezcept.foi quits .lagoffs and entrants'

''reversAerers so Central an'! ,7;,'-1th America.

A

a

"sa



t regions are examined separately, "other Hispanics" continue to have rela-

tively low rates, but nearly 23% of Central and South .Americans in New

York or New Jersey SMSAs were unemployed, the highest level of aiy

, ,
,

Hispanic group. Central and South. Americans in this region ire; on

average, younger (mean age of 35.6 years), more like to be 'recent

immigrallts, and more concentrated in unskilled ano semiskilled °coupe-

tions thanOther ethnic grOuis or than. Central and South-American men

elsewhere'in the country. The largest disparitY in unemployment is in

Florida, Where CubanS were .over 1.5 times as likely to be jobless, than

were non- Hispanic whites.

.Turning- tothe key 'components of unemployment, the duration of time

out of workaveraged about 183 weeks for Hispanics and non-Hispanics

alike. '''rhe iMportanct of long-teim joblessness.is r...1yealid by the

finding that; among the uneMployed, about:30Z were;withOut work for six,

month:4 or more, regardless of ethnic groups. The higher Hispanic

unemplOytent rate thus-refleets apre frequent spells: 13.5% of Hispanics:

had one spell and-1.3% had two or more, while the torreopondintfrequen-
,

.

cles.for n6a4iispanics were 10.3% and 47Z.1-ihetherone

figures edjuSted or unadjuited fOrage differendes; Cubans

Ricans, and:,Nexicans had thejangest mean duration

and other Hispanics are below even the white non -Hispanic le4e1.14 In

contrast to the. pattern4or Mexicans. and Cubans,1 the Unemploymentof

Fuerto-Ricans appears tojoe Con:tentrate0.in dingle rather than multiple

:apells. This may; in pait refkeet*labor marketconditiOns in New York

while South Americans

,City and the higher\unemploymett,bentliit7aVailebliTthere. - This-is -barns
. _ .

out by. the finding that;-.in Nnw York and New Jersey SMSAs, all groups
--
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\

experienced above-average durations of joblessness butno more than 4%

had multiple spells.. The.difference in spell length between Mexican and

othgr Hispanic, men observed- in the national subsamples does'not persist
J.r..

when-we focUs solely on the Southwest. In contrast, the duration dif-

ferential between non-Hispanics an'a-Ubans ,doubles.-when. we shift from the .y

national:to the Florida subsample. The dnemployment .f Cubans is charac-

terized by both longer and more frequent spells.

Despite a much highe- Incidence 'of unemployment, Hispanics appear no

more likely than non-Hispanics to drop out of the labor force. Although

the proportion of "discouraged workers" doubtlesi increased in all.groups

,

as the recession deepened, Puerto Ricans andCential and South American

men averaged one week7lessapent out of the;labor force. than,

non - Hispanics, and Cubans had.briefer spellsef nonparticipation than any-

.

other. group, both'in'the nationalland.in the regipaal: iUbsatpleb.

To .eiplori further the determinantivol uneMpioymentaseociated with

inter-job and-inter-labor-force tilohility, it be Most:deairable to

have comparable ditaOn the relitive'lrequenties of'qUits layoffe,

entrants., and reentrants forench ethnic group in 1975. .:Unfortunately,-

the only information in the StE on specific' reason for unemployment is.

for the aurvey,2ei-ntl.970 and is restricted to those tUrrOitiy.-,

unemployed. However, since unemployment remained at hiStoricalli, high

levels well into .1976 (unemployment in New York and in Florida. still

averaged above 10% that year),.:compariitons across ethnicAgroupsOw

reason foL imemiloyment in 1970 May giveAlt least.sOme indication of the

previous-7-yearia-Tattert7----

As one would mipect in repressed labor market's, quit rates were low

foralLgToupai with,Anignifitant,tifferences between native-
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eign-bOrn men and among ethnic groups. The last two columns, however,

re eal a tendency for most Hispanic groups to have higher probabilities

f unedOloyment due to layoff and to labor market entry or reen y than

non-Hispanic-Whites. By:far the highest layoff rate observed was that cf

Cubans in Florida, who were-almoit times as likely to-beAmemployed as

a result of layoff .than white non-Hispanics in that state.11, This

appears to beat least partly. attributable to the high proportion'Of

recent immigrants among the CUban sample. :Although the difference in

layoff rates between native- and,fOreign-born Hispanics. is, relatively

small and only significant. at ,the ..10 level, separate tabulationd by

immigration cohort Iunadjuited for,humaw.capital or:laborMarker

variables) revealed that Mexicans, Puertoilicans and,tUbaneymoving to

the United States since 1965 average higher rates than earlier waves from

their.homelandor. than nonHisianics. In contrast-, native -born Hispanics:

have higher unemployment due to'labor market-entry or reentry ihan-the

foreign-born; in fact, native,born Puerto Ricans have '3 times the rate
.

of rhose born ow the island.

.

Table 5 presents maximum: likelihood logit estimates ofAselected coef

licients in the unemployment/probability equations for a pnbledaample of

white non-Hispanic. and all Hispanic men, as well ea.eatiiatetJrom

regressions run separatil,yon norrHispanics:and on Rispanicd. Intha

pooled sample, both.without controls for fluendy in English job and

labor:market factors (col. 1) and withlauch controls (col. 2), grant

;oohorts appear to have a probability of unemplOyMent insignificantly dif

ferent frowthatof7native=born men. CgteL4e-ditaggregete7intOTieiara;e.

'nOn-Hispanic and Hispanie-aUhsets, however, two .patterns an revealed..



Logit Estimates of Probability of UnemployMent Equations,. Non- Hispanic,
and Pooled Hispmnic/NOn-Hispanic Men:

-Table

Variable
White Non - Hispanic

andAll Rispanid

(1) (2)

-..White Non

Hispanic Ri.spariic

(3)'.

.215 7,207
(.401) (.284)

.169 .'.606**

(.3p2): (.246)

4417* -.859***
(.229) (447)

-.090 -4550**-
-.(.287) - 1455y

. .4442*** 7.254
(.131) .11S4

IMM7475

IMM7073

IMM65-69

IMM6064

IMMPRE60

Mexican

Puerto RiCan

Cuban

:Central and.
South American

OtherllisOanic

2 x log
likelihood.

N

.005

(.219)

-4225

. -.204
(.166)

-.226
(.184)

..162

(107)

-.017
(4U71)

0**

(.20/7)

7,078
(.225)

.044

(.117)

A0020.71 9671.60'

..130

(.229)

-.198
(.189)

-.180
(4172).

:189
(.188).

-.139
(.111)

.188**.
(.083)

(4)

-.235
(.160)

.148)

. .409*
(.211)

-.136
(4229)

(.129)

11,444 11,644.

, ,

SOurce: 1976 Survey of Income and Education.

NotiT7-Dependentlveriable is UNEMP75. , Standard errors s-are in parenthe-.
ses. The regressions in cols. (1). (3). gincF(4),Include schooling,-
experience, marital statuft,.number of children,- health status-and race
variable*. Puerto Ricans;are,ihe ekcluded:greup in'col. (4)7 .The.- .

regression in col.;(2) also.includes variables Or edpirt-time:ploYment,
,00/T;"non -labor income, Rispanicproportidn of itit ,poPulation,Occupation,

industri, local employment raie,-ind_fluency in English.

3125492:

3,164

*Siatisticaily ilignifiCantattha--10%JeVe4.
**SiatisticallyaignifitintAtithe5% level,-
***Statistically:aignificartta0e 1% level:



In regiesSions without cOntrols'for. English fluency or labor market

characteristics, white non-Hispanics (Col. 3) tend toHhave positive,dif-

ferentials relative to the native-born (though only the 1965769 and

; .

pre-1960 cohort coefficients are significant),- whereas Hispanic

imiigrant's arriving. between:1960 and 1973 have,significantly.'.1cwer 'prOba-:

bilities'of AUblearness than native -born Hispanic; with otherwise . similar

personal characteristics.

Among all men, Anglo and Hispanic, Cubans appear to haVe hada signi-

ficantly greater. llielihoed of being UnemplOYed in' 1965 than White.

non-Hiepanics (the. excluded refeance group) regardless of theeliecifi-
.

cation. used. Mexican men 'are aIse-at.a signifieintithough

disadvantage once job and labor market factors are held constant.(col.

2)..

Table 6.:preeente maximum likelihood logit estimates of the

unemployment probability eqUationo for white nonHispaticr, all
. .

Hispanics, and indiVidual kispanicLethnic==groups..16.4sreiPected, more

highliiiiducatedLindividuals are less vulnerable to uneiilOymentamong all

grAupi, although the coefficients are not statistically significant for

1hUerto Ricans inc1Cubans (whose extremely small sample size helps account

-71or their relatively le significant-coefficients) To the extent that,

schooling in WUnited'States p ovides languagraiWig and-country-

-specificlabOr. market information, one might predict that EMS would'have

A largerimliect (in Absolute value) the. EDF0Ri-and this is the case for

the pooled-HispanicOixican, and other Hispanic subsamples. Among
. 1

'non- Hispanic whiCes,'Nerto Ricans, and Cubans, however,' schooling prior

to arrival appears to have a relatively stronger influence.17



'',Logit Estimates of Probability of Unemplcryment Equations,
White Non-Hispanic' and Hispanic Men,, by Ethnic Group

Variable

EDFOR

EDUS

EX

EXSQ

MSP

CHILDS

CHILD517

HEALTH

IMM7475

12017073

IMM6569

IMM6064

IMMPRE60

.4-.

White Non
Hispanics HispaniCs MekiCans

Puerto:
Ricans:: :; Cubans '

Other
Hispanics:

-.120*** -.078*** -.125** -.092 -.042 .D93
(020) (.022) (.037) (.060) (.074) (.071)

-.098*** -.120*** -.156*** -.069 -.053 . -.106*
(.015) (.020) (.025) (.066) (.101) (.054)

.041*** -.060*** -.052*** -.144***' -.035 -.069**
(.008) (.012) (.015) (.045) (.067) (6029)

.0002 .0004** .0000 .Q02*** . .0004 .0007
(.000Z) (.0002) (.0003) (0008)

,
(.001) (.0005)

'-.335***' -.166 -.061- ..079 -.074 -1.425

''. (.091) (.127) (465) -. (.417) (.562) (.330)

.003 -; -.019 -.048- -.054 -.760 .146

(.066) (.074) (.087) ' (.257) (.684) (.239)

-.080*** -.009 -.049 '.105 .027 _.081-

C.028)_2 (.032) (.039) (411)_ (.181) (.086)

, .341*** .251. . .126 .522 1.042' .330

(.112) (.172) (.220) ,(.516). (.813) (6430)

.364 -.201 -.776* '2.024** -.364 -.245
(.416) (.295) (.401) (.877) (1.421) (1.191)

.332 -.689*** .793 ** .228 -1.765 -2.530**
(.317) (.255) (.359) (.700) (1.212) (1.133)

.499** .883 * ** -1.034*** 1;208* L1.674 -2.395**-
(.241) (.253) (.373) (.676) 1 -(1.122) (1.080)

I

-.092 -.509* ' -.220 d'.669 -16005 -2.117*
C.295) (.259) . (.386) (:671) 1.082) (1.100)

.414***
'(.140)

-.252 - -.141 .569r, .936' -.588
.7.731(.1-87) (.254) (.469)

((1.075)

(table continues')

2,36

_



Table .6 (cont.)

LOgit Estimates of Probability of Unemployment Equations,
White Non-Rispanic and Hispanic. Men, by Ethnic Group

White Non- All
.Variable Hispanic's. Hispanics Meikicans

pdtrto
Ricans

NONWHITE IMMIMI

FLUENT

OTHINC

PARTTIME

UNRATE

IND

(7)HISPROP -.011 7.019*** ,..019***
, (,005) (.007)

.284 . .482

(.222). (.35;)

.441

(.504)

.132_

(.118)

-.179
(.112)

-.127
(.144)

-.750***
(.350)

-.002*** -.001 -.0002 -.0006
(.0004) (.001) (.001) (.004)

.142 . .389** .433** .535-

(.111) (.165) (.200) , j.5.1.44

.085*** .057*** .072*** -.095

(.014) (.020) (.023) (.087)

.681*** .528*** 519*** .094

( .084) (.145) (.192) (.461)

.683*** .605*** .580*.** .395

(.068) (.098) , (.128) 4.3010.:

Cubans ,.

Other,-
Hispanics

-.0.94' -.091.

(1.'227) (.553)

-.861 -.061
(.565) '...14299)

'-.003' -.061
(.005) (.299).

1.489 .412
(1.071) (.473)

.002 -.023
(.122) (.070).

1.448** '.448.
(.650)- (.355)

.408.

(.470)
.941***

(.248).

-.012
(.011)

.0thet



Logit Estimates of Probability. of Unemployment Equations,
White NOn-Hispanid'and Hispanic. Men, by Ethic Group

Variable

Constant,

-2 x log-
likelihood

N

White Non7
Hispanics',

All..
Hispanics. Mexicans

-1.042*,* .141 .395
(.290) (.401) :,(.457)

.6597.03 3039.,18:. 1872.27

8,480. 3,164 1,937

PuertO Other
RicinsH Ctibairi Hispanica':

1.247 ' -.071
(1.405) (2.511) (.973)

324.31 151.72 479.30

328 163 566

Note: Dependent variable is UNEMP75. Standard errors are in parenthese .

*Statistically significant at the 102 level.
**Statistically significant at the 5% revel. -
***Statistically significant,at the 1% level.



The anticipated Inverse relationship between years of work experience
. .

and the probability of unemployment is confirmed for groups except

Cubans. Likewise marriage and additional dependents appear generally to

contribute to employment stability, though the coefficients are signifi-

cant only for non-Hispagcs. Among otherwise similar Hispanic men,

health-limitations-andLrace-do-not-appear-to-eXert a significant.impact

on unemployment probabilitles. Puerto Ricans able to speak and

. understand English very well. have significant adinintagCoVerother

--PuertOltican.men but thcieffectOf fluency in English :seems to bee weak

for the otherlisOaniC graUpi.

Despite the adjustment difficulties confronting recent immigrants

a new labor market,our resulesor individual cohorts indicate -that,

,whether.due'tO/high motivation, assistance by kin in the United States,

or 'other filciors most-have UnemployMent::probAbilitieweither

I
cantlyi.differeht..frOm or signifiCantly-lower native-born" °cozen

terparts: Thua, among all Hiapanica

only since 1974 (IMM7475Y:,:lre aboUt 5% leas likely tolie:outiof wcrk- than

been in -this country

otherWise similar Hispanics._ The differential is larger

- .

(1215%) for those who arrived between 1965.:and.1973:and is highly signi-

ficant. After. .about 25,yeartin the UnOed,ltates however, foreigntbarn:

Hispanics are about as su sce ptible Unemployment taythenativebOrn.-

-:Among Whiti..nOnHisranica the:reaults are. est consistent and more

.

diffiCult to interpret*: limigrants arrivine'sinceA970'-,have s` probab?1-

itq
. . ,

Of'''uneMployment 41.fferent7 frouv-the7native'-bort.. .

But the' coefficients; chinge*sighand are significantly positive., for

-.earlier cohorts- (196569-and-Ore;60)--for-reasOns-which'are uncliar.--One---
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must bear in mind that non-Hispanic immigranteare a heterogeneous group

of widely. varying ethnic and inational origins, about whom it is hard to

generalize.

The.pattern observed for the pooled Hispanic iimple'is no doubt much .

°
'influenced by the tendency among- exican men, the largest single com-

ponent of the'subsemple, for imm ants to have unemPlOyment probabili-

ties 13.5 to 18% lower than .-born Mexican Hispanics during .the first

10 years in'the United States. The "other' Hispanic" group, also Con-
,

centrated in the southweitern states exhibits a similar pattern, and the

differentials are e4en:larger than among Mexicans.
e

Similarly, the,coefficients\of the Cuban subsempla'are_consistently

negative, and nearly attain significance at the 102 level for the 1965 -69

11

and 1970-73 cohorts. However, the regression results for Cuban

mmigrants must be interpreted with extreme caution because the native

born reference group consists of only 9 individUals,:4 of whoM reported

being uneMployed at some time in

Puerto Ricans'are the only ethnic:group:in which the:most recent':

cohort of newcomers to the-mainlan&United Stateivhas

greater likelihood of unemployment than the natiye-ihorn. Although the

coefficients rapidly fa magnitude: and significance

cohorts, they remain consistently positive.

this pattern may be the unique status among Hispanic immigrants of per-*

sons born in Puerto Rico. As mentioned above, men, born in Puerto Rico'

-are, as -U.S. citizens, able: to move more--freely:,back-and forth- - between

the'.tWo. countries than areMost immigrant grOUPa. lligh:retes OFiem7.:

porary,.....as_well_ai_permanefitireturn-migratiOn Are-facilitateci-by-fast,.



low7cost air-transportation and_the-transferibilitTo social security,

and unemployment insurance. Indeed Gra1975b):found thatj in the

period 1959.to 1972; unemployment insurance claims filed in Puerto Rico,on

the basis of mainland work experience rose'dramatically. :Ineofar as

those bbrn on the Island are:more prone to periodic return visits they

are more likely than the native -born,to have an impermanent attachment to

the mainland labor:market, discontinuous work historiei and a. higher

probability of..unemployMent.' nle increasingly rural, unskilled

backgroUnds of recent migrepta, only weakly controlled for-in our

regressions, also-put them it adisadvantage in urban northsaifetn,job

markets. The limited data available on premigration residence indicates

that, by the late 1950s; three-fourths of all migrants to the mainland

originated in areas outside Sai Juan:and other. major cities, _urban areas

which had beet the source of most earliereiventa. Of .those arriving On

the mainland, between 1957 and 190 the largest-sing/e-grOup of,Pm7

viously employed migrants came from the agricultural:Sector the source

of one. thirtIof-ail-thosevith' Some Work*perience.. Farm labOrers are

thus diaproportionateli represented-among.teCent cohorts-(Gray,

1975b)j9-

It mightqwe objected that-rurelj unekilledbaCkgkoundiarealso:

charactiristAc of-Mexican IMMigrahta;. yet they exhibit exactly the oppo.

sitepattern,of'signifiCantlyleWeir 'probibilities:Of.UneMployment'than

native-bOrn members of their-eth4C:grouplthoughthe-limited evidende

on apprehended illegal entrants -from Mexico does

majOrity'are Jrom rural areal andare concentrated'IW,SeasOnal fag4Jabor.
. .. .

1.7.1 the United States (Fogel and. Corwin 1978) this no longer appears to



hold true -for those able to acquire proper documents.* For example, a

survey of legal entrants arriving in TeXas in 1973-74-found that nearly

twothirds were from urban areas.of-10 000 or more and over one- third.:

were fromAcities with 100,00 or more inhabitants (Tienda 1980). Their

ability tolocate employment quickly was facilitated by the fact that

over 602 haOived in the United :States- previously apparently in an

Undocumentedstatus) and nine out,,Of ten had relatives waiting at their*

U.A. destination. Followinua trend be1144 after:the Second:HOrld

the majority of Mexicans .now. liveand-work inurbahareas and increasing:

numbers reside in regions nutside the Houthwest

be:disproportionately eMployed in, agriculture.

though' they continue_to

Their. moradiversified:

geographic, occupational, and industtial,patterni,-.in cOmbination with

more urbanizedbackgrounds may count as important advantageaoyer Puerto.'

Hican'.migrants *till clustered in and declining lectors of the

New YOrk City economy: Hpirever, since persona 'illega/ly;:in the:Ountry

are doubtlese underreported inany government survey,

Mexican immigrant. unemployment may be biased downward if illegal entrants

experience Above-averageretes of jObledspeed.

Higlier,unemployment in the local' labor market, part-time emplOYMent

-
ar employeentAti,unskilled,and semiskilled occupations the oxpected.

positive impact for Hispanics and bon-HiApanicselike.- ThOattertae.

variables are more consistently positive. and have especially large,

--lignificant-eoeffiei,ent*-lortcnbaniraisingunemployeentptobabilitiet

.by 35 and 252 resPectivilY'.:- iikewiia,':woikerejnHthedUrable cAnufad

turinuand.-conetruetion-industriesIN0) are,,Avexpedted,±mett=proneTto---

joblessness in the course of the year than men in other industries:
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unemployment probabilitytis increas d-by about 9% for non7Hispinics and.

by 11% for the full Hispanic subset., Of individual ethn/c groups, ptoba7

bilities.increase-by over 11% for both Mexicans and "other Hispanica"

k

by roughly 62 for Puerto Ricans, the group most concentrated in

induStries with high unemplo e(4.20

Although some economists have-ditad the crowding of Hispanic workers

in particular labor markets as contributing to higher unemployment rates,

residence in atateswitha high proportion of-Hispanics wasfound. tohave'

an insignificant'effect-on the probability Of-nen-Hispanicebeing

unemployed, and was associated witWa=signifi

unemployment among Rispanics. This May raflec

market differences, as well as the advantages' o

antly lower probabiltY o

certain regional labor

job search in Areas with

'already settled populations of one's own ethnic

In he. national And separate regional regrew)/ ne (Tble 7), &ming
'

variables ware ineluded.49r,.each ethnic group:with i&ertp Ricans as the

benchmark group., Among all Hiepar4ts'natienallyv.C4b ns alone appeared

- .

to have a,somewhat higher (by aboUt6%) probability of being unemployed
. ,

in 1975,i though the coeffidientyie on the borderline of significance a

the 102 level. In the Nalf..lerkNaw Jersey SubsaepleiJiarets.'the coef7:-,

fitient is well below standard significanceAavels,suggesting thaithe°

national-reault may be due to the experiences. of elsewhere, par

iicularly in Florida, where the-: mit recent lee4grauii.'ire

ioncentratech21 different.,freM_moniother_Hispanits

immigrants in that as:refugees, they entered the 11.6. labo

....without_much_opportunity for premigration pyparetipp- or job

on average at-_a much older 40 than other, immigrants. The Telatively



Table

Logit Estimates of ProSability of Unemploytent
White Non-Hispanic' anV. Hispanic Men, by Region

New-York and New Jersey'
White Non- All

Variable Hispanic Hispanic

JSOuthwest

Whiton
'44.0anie -Mexican

EDFOR.

EDUS

,.:1. EX \ -.017 ..-165*** -.042 -.060**.

A \\. (.033) .6054) .(.030) (.019)"

EXSO -7..0003: 2.0031010* .0003 - .0002.0 .

(.00067, .J::001). (.0006) '(.0003)

MSP ', ':- 3.43 --,.570 -.8061f* -.120
(.391). -(.468.); (.308)- 6207)

-.195***
(.066)

-.153** -.157*
(.062)

-.038 -.110
(.075) (.047)

.:( .093)

-.023: -7.154***
.(.051) (.032)-

'OHILD5 '-.216 ..128 \ -.112 -0388..

( .303) (.316) -; (.292) (.113)' ;

CHILD517 -.040 .033 \-,066 -.024j
(.135) (.163)

1

(.094) (.049)

HEALTH ..:.-479 1.414*?k .578 -.278
(`4458) ..,(,683) (.386) .(.309)

IMM74 .. 1.012 ,*717 .447 .!..i.:491-.:.

(1.385) /1498Y. (1.352) 7:.-6520.7Y

T

.

IMM7071 , :840 -.651 '. 1.233 14-59+..
(.865)

:
"(1.106)- (1.358) : (.482):,

,iMM6569 --.028. -1.563 .735 .1.1.324**
.(.812) (1.108)- -(1.397) :(.453)

.. .

,.°

1MN6064. - .370--
x.723

3 .171 ....163

.675) (1:044). (4932); (447)" ...-

IMMPRE60 1.052** -4.942 .273
( .498)- =46984)- ., '(.543)7

(tiible,cOntplues



Table 7 (cent.)

r

Logit Estimates of Probability of Unemployment Equatiens,

White. Non-Hispanic and HiSpanic Men,' by Region,

New York and New Jersey Southwest

White Non-. . All White Non -

Variable Hispanic Hispanic .Hispanic Mexican

NONWHITE .093 .

FLUENT .181

(.371)

OTHINC
(.002)

PARTTIME :334 .

(.463)

UNRA'E .113
`(.104)

0CC ,587*

(,349).

lip

HISPROP

Cuban

Central 6
South
American.

.Other

JliapaniC

.766***
(.296)

(.643)

-.635 -.240 -.135

(.47) (.508)

-.005 -.001
(.002) (.002)

-.120 . .042 ..627**

.(.875) (.355) ..(.238)

-:039 .021 .093***

(.183) (1045). (.028)

.348 .771*** .392*

.(.545) (.271) (.2;8)

.697* .483** .679**.*

(.392)

.102: .073 -.013

(.138) (428): (.016) (.010)

.334

(.648)

.092
(.523)

.333

(.588)

(table. continues)



Table 7 (cont.)

Logit Estimates of Probability of Unemployment Equations,
White Non-Hispanic and Hispanic Men, by Region

Variable

New York and New Jersey Southwest
White : "Non-

Hispanic
All

Hispanic
White Now..
Hispanic Mexican

Constant -1.970 . 1.685. . -.859 .404
(1.999) (3.493) c: (1.113) . .(.600)

-2 x log
likelihood 375.13 225.41 573.64 . 1217.44

N 525 266 806 1,321

Note: Dependent variable is DNEMP75. Standard errors 'are in

parentheses.

*Statistically significant at the 102 level.
* *Statistically significant-atthe 5% level.
***Statistically significant at the 1% level.
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large number with. professional and managerial backgrounds Appear' to

emperience considerable difficulty, finding jobs in their prior occupa-

tions, and suffer sharp downward mobility.for some time. These factors

may contribute to a greater vulnerability unemployment during the

first few years in the United States than is observed for most other

groups.. It could Also be argued that the exdlusion of Selfemployed

individuals and labor force participants unable to find work all year

biases our results, since Cubans are about. twice as likely to be self-

employed.as all Hispanics.- Regiessions run on an expanded sample

including all labor 'force partidipants in 1975 revealed that the self-
,

employed were less likely to be unemployed, but thecoefficient did not

approach significande. The coefficient of the Cuban variable (.4296),

however, was positive and statistically significant at the 102Aevel, .

suggesting that Cubans. were indeed especially affected *the 1975

recession, relative to otherHispanics.22

The coefficients of mostviltiables.in theregional,subsampIes are

.similar to national estimates in Table 6 suggesting that the national

reults were not solelyrefledting tegicnal.variationa. SOMe interesting

differences are, howeverdiscernible in the estimates for work

experienCe hialth'liMitationa,and:industry in the New. York-New Jersey

Hispani&subsei,_ Allare_statistically significant_. and

-71arger (in absolute value) than those ofnon-Hispinics'in the,region

those of Hispanics nationwide In the Subsample-of Mexicans in the five

southwestern states,'it is noteworthy that; despite the'limited

ability possible in the variable for-the proportion of Hispanics in.the

respondent's state of residence, HISPROP continues: to be associated with

A signifidantly lower probability of.unemployment..



Tutping to the determinants of multiple spells of joblessness, Table-

8 report:, the logit. estimates of equations in which the dependent

variable is set equal',to -1 if the respondent had 2 or more spells looking

for work. is in the UNEMP75equations,7education, work experience, and

marital status all appear to be stabiliiifti-influences, significantly

reducing the likelihood of multiple spells for both non-Hispanic whites

and Hispanics4 Hispanic immigrants are generally less susceptible to

multiple jobless spells than the native-barn, but the coefficients are

only significant at the Stlevel for one co The non,liispanic

cohorts' Coefficients are insignificant except for 1970 -73 and pre-19004.

which are significantly positive.` Hispanic And non-Hispanic:

eMplOyee in unskilled and semiskilled occupations. in:cyClical

industries were founci:to ha4e signifiCantly higher pro/liabilities aa were.

Hispanics in parttime JOS._ .:.And Cubans alone haye:A-tignificantlY'(102

level) higher probability of multiple spells than the Puerto Rican

reference groUp.23'

Haying focused -thus far: on the incidence OfeneMployment in our

regression analySis we now move to considerthe role ofyariOUsfactori

in. determining the duration of time Spent looking for work:by'Men with,

some unemployment in -1975. a dePendent-WariableAs WKSUN75

independent variables differ only in:the additiOn of a dummY :variable

_ _

:MI) equal to .1 if the individualireteived.any uneaploymentAnsurance

.

_

.during the year. In restricting:the sample here to min with some

unemployment, the sample sire for:indlYidual ethnic sroupd:Other than

Mexicans'. becomes so avian As to make itimpractical: 0..:',ruo-sepatate:

regressions for each, group.



Logit Estimates 'of Probability of <M4ltii4e!Spells
Equations, White, Non7Hispanic::,And. Hispanic ,Men.

White Non-
Variable Hispanic

-

"77"T
EDFOR.

EDUS -.093***
(.024)

EX -426*
(.014)

EXSQ .000
( .0002)-

MSP -.531***
(.148)

CHILD5 .046 1°'

CHILD517

. All
Hispanic

.112***
(.039)

.0005*
(.0003)

'.430***

--(.193)

.187*

(.110). (.110)

.063

(.042)-.

- .049..

HEALTH .411*** .342

(.173) (.252)

IMM7.475' .273 7318..
(.788) (:.05)

IMM7073 . 1.185** .854**

(.467) (.422)

MM6569 .166 -.471
(.439) (.392)

IMM6064 .093_ -r930*-

(.506) (.476)' .

IMMPRE60 .665***
(.219) 47.21W)

NONWHITE -.925*

(...527)

FLUENT. .478* -.122
(.213) (.174)

(table continues



. Logi; EstiMites of- Probability of. MUltiple SpellS
Equations, White Non7Hispeoic and Hispanic Men

,_Variable.

White Non-
.Hispanic Hispanic

OTHINC

rARTTIME

UNRATE

OCC

IND.

HISPROP

Mexican

Cuban

-.002***
(.0008)

.235

(.171)

(.001) ,

:437**
(.223)-

.070*** .036
(.024): (.030).

.95940.qt

(.154)

.678*f*
(.109)

.006

(.010

.706***
(.252)

.629***
(.147)

.768*

1:412)

Central & South -.123i
AsieriCan (.501)

Other Hispanic

(.328)

.Constint -3.044*** -4.388**
.486) .

2:a log
likelihood 1559..8;"

Noti: Dependent variable SIMLGTI. Standard errors
are in parentheses.

*Statistically.significant,at.,the.102
**Statistically.significant-atthe -52 level.
***StatistiCally_vignificantat_theA2Aevel.':_.

. , ,



Hispanics liven. states, as well as for'nonHisganics and Mexicans

residing in the Southwest, arepresented4n Table 9.

Although:better-educated individualsund to have higher expected

returns from job search, it appears thattheir highersearch costs and

'perhaps also more efficientnse Of search.techniques lead to sli tly

shorter periods of time out of:work."For all Hispanics, an addit nal

year of U.S. schooling is associated with some two-thirds of a week less

in job search, and for Mexicans in the Southwest the reduction is even

larger. The:coefficients are highly :significant at the 52 level for

Hispanics, but are lower and insignificant for white non-Hispanics. .

Additional work experience,has_a_very_weak_effect_fOr:all..groups.

contrast married Hisganio,men have.jobless:durations nearly 4 meeks

below single Hispanici, and °the, coefficient is highly significant.

Just as most Hispenic-immigrant cohorts-have probabilities of: .

unemployment 16+er-than or insignifiCantlyAifferent frowtheir native-

born counterparts, so also AO Watt appear to have briefer spells.. out of
.2 ,

work, although the differentials are uniformly ineignificant. TheNsaise

is true:Of the Toative:Cohort_differettials of nOn7.Hispanies. .Altho411,

as expected,:ahigher local- goemOlOyment ratecontributed'Aignificantly

to lengthier jobSearch.(by Over:one-!half week: for bOhHiaionics'and

nOn-Hispanici nAtiOnOide), difference6 bY:occuPationaland industrial

sectors appt--1:be.insignifiCant. BaCeipt of unemployment insurance

, . .

is, as .previOur,-:Siudies have Shown associated with longer jobless

periods. AMOng otherWise'similar:uneiOlOyed Hispanicai there do -not



Table 9

Ordinary Least Squares Estimates of Total
Duration of Unemployment, 197_5, for
White Non-Hispanic, and Hispanic Men

Variable

All Stites Southwest
White WM- White Non-
HiSpanic Hispanic6, Hispanic Hispanic

EDFOR -.376*
(.219)

-.205
(.229)

-1.729 -.178
,(1.405) (.510)

EDUS o
-.180 -.647*** -.405 / -1.028**
(.160) (.220) (.71? (.408)

EX .078 -.106 .398 -.068
°( .090) (.136) (.451) (.234)

EXSO -.002
(.002)

MSP -2.276**
(.965)

CHILDS .519

CHILD517 -.051
(.299)

HEALTH .925

(1.175)

IMM7475 4.584
__(4.668)

IMM7073 4.415

(3.393)

121246569 -1.833
(2.424)

IM146064 4.056
(3.208)

IMPRE60

.003
(.003)

-.003, .000

-3.761*** 12.463***
(1.308) (3.6135)

.539 5.153
(--.759)--.- (4.698)

-.703**
(.316)"

1.328
(1.772)

-1.079
(3.051)

-2.652
(2.735)

1.126
(1.171)

1.704
(4.406)

26.378
(19.508)

-4.293*
(2.365)

1.400
(1.296)

-.712
(.510)

3.661
(3.591)

-4.714
(5%800)

29.469 -5.131
(20.252) (5.528)

-.743 ;- 11.463 -5.389
(2.766) (20.062) (5.736)

-2.406
(2.680)

-.047 -2.819
(1.512) (1.976)

(table Continues

252

4.083
(6.527)-

1.152
(3.489)
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Table 9 (cont.)

Otdinary'Least Squares Estimates of Total
Duration of Unemployment, 1975, for
White Non-Hispanit 'and Hispanic Men

Variable

NONWHITE

FLUENT

OTHINC

PARTTIME

All Sta
White. Non-
Hispanic.. !tic

1.224
(2.223)

. .

-.604 1.154
(1.303)'.. -'(1.186)

.005 .007

(.005) (.010)

2.190** 1.872
(1:106) . (1.543), ..-

Southwest
White Non-
HisPanic. Hispanic

UNRATE .586*** ..595***

.
(,164) .

(.213) ,

. occ . -.125 -1.279
(.968) (1.652).

IND I .249 1.286
(.761) .(1.033)

.HISPROP .039 .002

(.0781. (.055)

UT 3.529*** A:027***

-.657
(6.874)

.-.006
.-(:016)

. 4.822
(3.799)

,754
(.562)

-2.507
(3.390)

.842

(2.083)

. .008.

(.017)

.974
(2.470)

.529

(-424)-

-3.854
(2.825)

1.571 1.422

j1.142) (1.849)



Table 9 (cont.)

Ordinary Least Squires.Eatimitea of Total
Duration of Unemployment4,1975, for
White Non-Hispanic'and Hispanic Men

All States Southwest

White Non- White Non:.:
Variable Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic Hispanic

: .

,Other
Hispanic

Constant 12.731***
-(1.202)

.053

-1.514
(2.068)

19:854*** 13..293

(4.183) (15A09)

.092 ..245

678 109

l26468***.

Note: Dependent variable is WKSUN75. Standard errors are n
parentheses.

*Statistically significant at the 10% level.
**Statistically significant at the 5%
***Statistically significant at the 1% level.



ANALYSIS OF PREDICTED. UNEMPLOYMENT DIFFERENTIALS

To what extent are the Sizable differences in the unemployment proba-
,

bilities of white non-Hispanics and Hispanic ethnic' groups atttributable

td their different charaCteristics and to what extent do they reflect

differential.treatmentAn the labor market? To answer this question,

each group's estimated coeffiCient vector in Table 6 and the mean values

of characteristics were first used_ to predict probabilities of

unemployment. The.. differences in predicted probabilities between white

non-Hispanics and the-virious Hispanic groups are predented in the first

rovvof Table 10.

The predicted difference between all Hispanics AndOon-Hispanica

is nearly identical to the ectual average difference of7:066-ift\Table'4

Our model was especially successful in predicting the Mexican and Puerto

'Rican probabilities, but underestimated the actual Cubantnon,Hiapanicdif-
?.

ferential and the "other HiapiniC"/non-Hiripanic differential, by AboUt

60e-third..

The average Characteristics of each-Hispanic group were-next4nbati

tuted into the whitAnonHispanic Xogit function to evaluate the role of
- -

differential treatment.. If Hispanic characteristics were treated in the:`

same manner as those of non-Hispanics, the findings in row 2 reveal that

the dlfference in their unemployment probabilities would fall from an

unadjusted .066 to .042, a reduction of over 36Z. The reduCtions by

ethnic group.raaFie frOm 31...64fOrjlexicans to S6.6% for Cubans. Only

.Puerto Ricans wouldbe largely unaffected,by such a change,-due mostly
.

to thetreater iMpact of-OccupitiOnand industry:in the non - Hispanic

equation;Overa-11,'it--appears-that-rel-atively-unfavarab-le-tr ea tment-of



Decomposition of Differences\in Unemployment Probabilities
between White Non-Hispanics and Hispanics

Hispanic/ Nekicant Puerto Rican/ Cuban/. Other. HisPaniC/
Non-Hispanic NonHispanic Non-HispaniC Non-Hispanic -.Non-Hispinic -..

;Assumption \ Differential Differential Differential Differential Differential
I .

/Group's Own
!Characteristics
& Coefficients

Group's Own
Characteristics,
Non7Hispanic

.066 .068 .085 .057

_Coefficients .042- .047 .084 .025

Group's Own
Coefficients,
Non-Hispanic
Schooling
Characteristics .019

--Group's Own
toeffiCients,

-HNon-Hiipanic
Job &.LaborMatketa
.Characteristics

Group's Own."
Coefficients,
All Non-Hispaciic
Characteristics

.005 .070 .037'

.020

.073

.024

1.
fAveragenon-Hispanic values for PARTIPE, 'ORATE, OCC, END, and HISPROP were assigned to each'
'Hispanic group.
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Hispanic txcharacteristics in the labor market accounts for a su stantial

fraction of thc, unemployment differential.

To examine the relative importance of various characteris iCs, it was

assumed that each Hispanic group kept its own coefficient.ve tor and its

own values of all characteriatics,excegt educational attain nt (EDFOR

and EDUS). the large "schooling gap' (over 3 years, in our ample) be-

tween Hispanics and white non-Hispanics has often been cite as one of the

44

oirserious disadvantages hindering,Hispanic earnings and employment

rogress. Its singular importance for unemployment is co f:qrmed by the

results reported in rot( 3': over 70% of the difference, iirnemployment

probabilities between Hispanics and non-Hispanids\would be eliminated

solely by equalizing educational atAiOnggtlevels. For Puerto Ricans,

"the
--,

differential falls by only 18%, and for Cubans by one-third, both

resulting from lower EDUS coefficients relative to ED OR and other

groups' schooling coefficients. But the differentials of Mexicans and of

othet Hiapanics fell-by 85. to 90%.

When non-Hispanit job and labor. market .characteristics alone7are-
/

substituted into the Hispanic'equations, the differentein uneMployment

.-propensities between all Hispanics and non-Hispahies is diminished.by

only one-half of 12 For most groups, thetifferential increases,

reflecting the factthit, for example, Mexicans areless.likely-'thail

non-Hispanics to be pari-time workers, to live.inSMSAs with high rates.
_

of joblessness, or:to_bein the durable manaacturing;otconstrUction

indUstries.'Only the Clibaelnon-Ilispanic diffetential isreducied-(by

:10.9%), due priMarily:tononHispanics' unemployment rates

and smaller proportion ofTititlierf employed n unikalid7.46A semiskilled



247

occupations, as well as. to the unusually large impact.of such employment

estimated in the Cuban unemployment.equation.

.Finally; the full set of non-Hispanic personal and labor Market

1 .

characteristics was substituted into the Hispanic equations. The results

in the last row of Table 10 show that with the same -average charac-

teristics as non-Hitpanic whites, Mexicans would have nearly the same

probability of unemployment and Puerto Ricans a ilightlYriower pro-

babiiity of. unemployment than non-Hispanics. But-the other Hispanic/.

non-Hispanic .differential falls byonly 19%, as the impact of increased

sChOoling levels- is largely canceled out W. the deleterioup effects-of

being assigned nOn-HispaniC job and labormarket characteristics. :The."

Cuban/non-Riapanic 'differential is the only one to.rise, nearly doubling

as a result of non-Hispanics' smaller 'proportiOn:of schooling abroad And

smaller immigration cohorts, bothof which are given considerable weight.

in the Cuban function.

Overall, the clifference in.the probability of omemployment, between

all.Bi nics and whitenon-Hispanics is ridUced by 63.42. It thWA

appears that:the unemployment differential is largely attributable to

differences in personal, and Other characteristics. The remaining one-

third of the differential bay .reflect differences in unmeasured7charee7.

teristics 'and discrimination. The impact of the latter may, of coursei

be even greater if as a number of studies haveisuggested, differences in
f o

certain characteristicasuch_As schooling are at .least in part date e
. %

I

PreiiOui'indantiCipated._discrimination7aiainitAiiiinics(see Fligetein

and_Fernandez _1982 and-studiei-cited-lin that-work).
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This paper has' investigated differences An the incidence and duration

of unemployment among Hispanic men and between Hispanics ana non-Hispanic

whites. It'foUnd that, both nationally and'within particular regions,

Hispanics werefar.more likely to be unemployed one or more:times in the

course of .1975 than were non-Hispanics. The sevOity of the 1974-75'.

recession wa'reflected in the finding that nearly one-thitd of the

Unemployed were, out of work for six months or more. But there does not

appear to hare been a significant difference between Hispanics and non-

.%
Hispanics either' in the average, duration of 'joblessness or in the effects

of most. personal andl.abor market characteristics on total spell length.

Rather, the principal difference is in the higher probability Of

Hispanics eXperiencing one or more `'spells without work.

Differential treatment, appears tuplay a significant role in

'generating the higher unemployment of HispanicZ but differences'in

characteristics appear to play by far the most important explanatory

ro;e. Our findings point to substantial among Hispanie eth-

nic groups in the nature_of the unemployment experience and in the key

Characteristics influencing it. MaXican, Puerto Rican, and Cuban men had

both'a higher,incidence and longer average: duration of unemployMent than

Central and South Adericans andthe "other Hispanit- group. For

,MeXiOans, lower schoolingHleVels are the single most impOrtant fattor

accounting' for_ their aboVe7aveiage probability Of:unemployment. If

Mexicans.had.the same amount of schooling as whfire non7Hispanics, their

unemployment rates would be nearly equalized. lihiteas,:alioniMkxicans,

immigrants_tend_toLhave-:.significantly lower ,probabiliries7of--
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unemployemnt, the. opposite appears to.be the case for Puerto Rican men..

Theo large inflow of recent, increasingly rural and unskilled migrants

from the island. appears to contribute to theirhigher indidenCe of

unemployment. 1o4 educational levels play an influential but secondary.

role.

Despite relatively low unemployment rates during most years for which

data are available, Cuban men appear to have been especially'vulnerable

to unemployment in the course of the 1975 recession. They were found to

have higher probabilities of being unemplOyed and of experiencing

multiple jobless spells than the other Hispanic groups, even after

controlling for a wide variety of Personaland labor market variables.

The results of a decomposition analysiS of the Alban/non-Hispanic

unemployment differential suggest -that the-dondenttation of large;y

foreign-born Cuban. workers. in certain low-wage occupations in high-

employment SMSAs may be among the principal causes of this.paitern..

However, becaUse of the extremely small size-of the Cuban subsampli in

c.

both the SIE and the periodic Current Population Surveys, larger data

sets will be required an the future to explore more fully what appear to

be significant differences in the unemployment experience among Hispanic

ethnic groups.

r
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NOTES

JNote, that the relative unemployment differential appears to move

countercyclically: from a high of 1.69 in the slack labor market

situation of 1976, it fell from 1977 to, 1979, then rose again in' the 1980

recession. This is, of course, far too brief a period to permit drawing

t.irM conclusions about broad.. cyclical patterns in Hispanic unemployment.

2According to 1980 Census figures, persons.of Spanish extraction-

accdunied.for 55.9Vof the population in Miami, 27.5% in Los Angeles,,

15.9% in New York City,' and 19.6% in the Southwest as a whole (U.S.

Bureau of the Census, 1981).

3Since April 1974, separate tabulations of labor force information on

the Spanishorigin population have been published quarterly by the Bureau

'of Labor Statistics. Until that time, the only,sources of government

data on Hispanics were the decennial.census and onceayear supplements

to the Current. Population Survey in 1969, 1971, and 1972. For a desvip

tion of the available BLS data and comparability problems With earlier

series, see McKay (1974).

.
4For a detailed descriptionof the survey methodology and question\

naire, see U.S. Bureau of the Census (1977).

5For a full description of the specific capital framework, see

Parsons (1972):

6See Lippman-and McCall .(1976) for a review of the job search

tune.. Note that, unlike many studies .in this literature, "duration Las.-

used here refers-ndt to dUration per completed spell_of Unemployment.

(information not asked, in the SICiiiiiWD;7but..rather to the full
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"unemployment.experience" in the course of the year, I e.,..to the total

,number of weeks jobless and looking for Work in 1975.

When this paper was already at an advanced stage, I learned of, two

recent studies whose findings are relevant.to this issue. Tienda et al.

(7981, Ch. 9) look at job search techniques and the duration of

unemployment among Hispanics, also using SIE data. Their findings

appear to be generally consisteni with my own on duration. Chiswick

(1982)._used both 1970 Census and SIE data to look at weeks worked by

:immigrants, and findi generally fewer weeks among recent cohorti. These

findings are discussed in more'detail in'peFreitas (1982).-

70n the occupational mobility. of Cuban immigrants,see Chiswick.

(1978b) and Moncarz (1973).. Borjas (1982) provide:4 evidence on the high

rate of investment in U.S. education by Cuban immigrants relative to

otherwise comparable to Hispanics.

8See U.S. Bureau of.Labor Statistics\(1979a) for the annual

Unemployment rates of selected SMSAs.

9See, for example, Ehrenberg and Oaxaca (1976). For a review of
4

releVant studies, see liamermesh (1977) .

10Findings cited in the text but not included

appendix available on request:.

11The "other Hispanic" grouping is a residual category including

individuals identifying themselves as Hispanics of mixed ethnic

background,(e.g.4 Portuguese7Cuban)..

12For evidence on the-above-Average-socioeconomic7backgrOunds

Dominican and. Colombian iMmigrante, the two largest Central7South

American groups in New York ci0, see SasSen-Koob.(1979)

2



13While the principal difference betWeerraispanice and non- Hispanic

whites is in the incidence of unemployment, the single most important

component of unemployment for all ethnic groups in 1975 was the dUi'etion-

ofitime unemployed. This can bemost clearly seen bydefining.the per

sonal unemployMent rate for the ith individual during the year. as, the

.

ratio of the number of weeks unemployed (Wui) to the,total number of

weeks in the labor force (WU):

Wui.

Wli

It can be easily shown (see Leighton and Mincer .1080) that a weighted

average of, these rates for a given group can be computed as

Diu
U .

Wu

L 52

1.
52)

Wolf

where U = number of individuals unemployed during the year,

L = number of individnali in the labor-force during the year,

and

Wolf - number of weeks Spent out of the labor force by labot force

participants during the year.

The following calCulations based on the data in columns -1
_

Table _ 4 reVealLthe_pritaery_impottanOe-70 theAuration_component

the incidencetif uhemOloyMentO/L), and the nOmr(Wu/52) relative to

partitIpation7Component (17/4-1- olf/52)'



Non-Hispanic White` .148.
Mexican: .214 . .346
Puetto.Hican. .228 .362.

Cu an . .228 .381
Central .& South
American .171 .311
Other Hispanic ,179 .321-

"Calculations of a measure-of average duiation per:epell, obtained..

by dividing total weeks unemployed by the number 'of spells for each

V-,
respondent With'. some unemployment a 1975, result .in a similar.

for all groups except Mexicans who suffei more spells of shorter Average

length than white non-Hispanics or most Hispanic groups:

WRhiisptaenNicor, Puerto
Mexican RiCan

Central &
South.:

Cuban American

Average °,14.25 13.53 15.77 15.85

Duration
per spell

weeks) (11.52) (10.94) ;(11.02) J12.40)

13.84

ikInpublished HLEtebulations of Current Population Survey

Other
Hispanic

12.09

(11.44)

data on

annual male urAemplOyMent rateLlyieason fOr unemployment in 1976 (the

firet year fr which annUalratealw-reasOn among Cubans wet*

likewiseindicizte.an above7AVerage unemOloyMent rate dUe to,jobjoss amonv

Cubans, though the rate for PuertO Ricans is well_Above that found in the

Unemployment-Aates of '.Men Aged 16".

and 04er,,by Reason,: 1976

All` Whites.

Job Loseri Quits= Entrants.

3.90 0.70 1.80
All Hispanics -7:82 . 1.03 3.24

Mexican' --6.77-7- 0.97 3.20
...;Puerto Rican 13.78. 1:06 3.54

'Cuban-. 10.60 1.68 2.24

try
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-16Tests-of the-equality ofthe coefficientirof Hispanicsiand non-

Hispanics and among the Hispanics gfoups yielded chi-squarS:statistics
2

(37.21 and 44.5, respectively) above the critidal'value (37.2),,

-indicating significant differences.in the unemployment parameters.,

Significant differences were also fOund between-the coeffiCients of each

Hispanic. group and white nen-Hispanics, except in the case of Puerto

Ricans.

17Recent studies of, the earnings of foreign -born men haie7lound that

the partial effect' on earnings of an extra year of schOoling following

----arrival in the United States is either slightly lower than ot.insignifi-

cantly different froi the effect of au additional year of schooling

abroad for a pooled sample of foreign-born.whites (Chiswick 1978a), but

that post immigration schooling has a highs effect than pre-iMmigration

schooling for men from Mexico and Central and!South America (DeFreitas,

1979).

18These results are consistent with findings for native- and foreign-

born white males based oh 1970 Census data in DeFreitas (1979;Ch. 4).

19From 1951 to 1961, over one-half of migrants interviewed prior,to

departure from Puerta Rico had, no Previous work experience:

"See Gray (19754) for ansnalysis of the occupatiOnaland industrial

distributions of.Puettollicans in New York City.

4Separate -.regressions could not be estimated

/

owing to'inadequate sample Size, .

22When the,UNEMP75 regression was run on an expanded. Samitle oU all

for a Florida sUbsample;

Hispanic labor force participants in 1975 (OCC and' IND were excluded,

since no-informaiion on



workers that year), the estimated ethnic group and Self-amploymOt COef-

ficienti were .as follows (standard"-errors in parentheses);

SELF- EMPLOYED
Mexican
Cuban
Central .S.SOuth American
Other Riapanic

.

-..114

.:083
.446*
.041
..036.

,

(.214);
(.156)!

(.228)H,
(.246)
(.185)L

9

N 3,432

*Statistically significant at'the 5% level.

Coefficient estimates of the other variables bore similar signs and

magnitudes to those'in Table,6, col. 2.

23isfmation of the multiple spells equation for the expanded sample

/

of all male labor force participants resulted. in.an insignificantly Torii-

tive differential between the self-employed and. other workers and a

highly significant (5Z-revel) poiitive coefficient .(496) for the Cuban

dummy.variable.
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Labor Market Turnover ancrJoblessness for Hispanic.
American)Youth

This paper estimates the determinants of joblessfiess of Hispanic

American youth with the useidf national panel data and an analysis which

focuses on the rates of entering and leaving work and nonwork. 'A main

issue is to estimate how individual characteristics aid. labor market

characteristics affect the labOr turnover rates of Hispanic yoilthaFor

instance, education and, skill training for individuals are at the heart

_ .

of several federal policies to reduce joblessness by improving labor

supply, whereas tighter aggregate labor,market.conditions ire associated

with efforts to reduce youth joblesitess by focusing on labor

depandi.e., maintaining strong aggregate demand for workers primarily

by monetary and fiscal policies. Low family income and age have Iso

been useas factors in "targeting" federal employment funde; an&recent

research has stressed the heterogeneity within the Hispanic community.

Higherlocal unemployment rates are found to reduce Malerate$ of:job.

finding '::ether sharply.

Consideration of employment policy issues in a turnover modelContOct,
4

.is in kieping with several.otherirecent studies of youth labor markets.

Leighton and Mincer(1979), Heckman and-Borjes (1980); Flinn and Heamair

(1981), and StephenSon.(1982) each used /iturnover enalysid approach ea,

exeMine the determinants of high you rates of jOblessness and sfrort

periods of job tenure. Each of th se studies extends to .youth labor

markets the basic premise that understenOng the relatively high rates o

youth joblessness begins with examining the determinants of the rates

entering and le-Ewing spells of work and nonwork. This general agreement,-'
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which ,can be traced to the work of, Hall (1972), and; more recently, Clark

and Summers (1979), is referred to as the turnover hypothesis of

unemployment. This basic premise underlies the current work'; as well.

!Another similarity in the Heckman and Borjas, Flinn "and Heckman, and

Stephenson studies is the use of maximum likelihood methods to study

labor market spell duration determinants. This approach is' especially

appropriate in that individual labor market duration data are frequently

censored and thus cannot be properly studied with standard regression

techniques. The advantage of this approach is apparent in several recent

empirical papers dealing with unemployment duration--Burdett et al.

(1981), Lancaster (1979), Lancaster and NiCkell (1980), and TUma and
.

. . .

,
I

Robins (1980).: This paper also es a maximum likelihood approach.to

Mtestimate parameters in several els of, determinants ofexit rates from

work and nonworki using continuous time, indi;vidual data. The data are

frOM the New Youth Cohort,.'a.national panel of nearly 13,000 youths aged:

14 to 21, collected by NORC in 1979 and 1980.' One-seventh of the youths

are Hispanics; they, are the subject of this study.

We will' first consider several theoretical issues, and then present,

two different empirical models: a constant hazard rate, model, and

model. which allows for time dependence.' The data are then described.

The next section...considers empirical results for each model. The final

M13

section sdmmarizes implidations of the research for Hispanic youth labor

.

J
THEORETICAL-ISSUES

The' purpose of this section is to provide a theoretical framework for.

.

the empirical analysis. We consider job finding and job leaVingAm a
. ;
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stationary world,'and briefly discuss nonstationary Implications. The

discussion fOcuses on the single individual and assumes a two- state

environment in Which the individual either works or searches for Amor .

Job 'Finding

Simple job search models have been offered as a foundation for the

recent empirical studies of unemployment- duration:by Bjorklund and

.Holmlund (1981), Flinn and Heckman (1981), and Lancastef (1979)._ye

begin with a similar model-.

Assume that an income-maximizing individual, Who. ia not working,.

searches for work and receives job offers which are sorted into accep-

table and nonacceptable offers. Job offers arrive as a:random process

which we assume to be described by a Poisson process with parameter h, or

h(t), t > 0. Let h(t)dt be the probability of a job offer in a short

interval, (t,t4:dt), and let F(w) be 4 known distribution of wage offers.

.9.

We assume that accepted jobs list forever and that job offers cannot be

.hoarded, i.e., a once-refused job offer cannot be later accepted, and.

workers live essentially. forever. .The key behavioral decision by the

searcher is the determiination-of a reservation wage w* at, time t, because

a choice sequence of !.'*(t) leads to a sequence of transition probabili-

ties which may be interpreted as job-finding'probabilities.1 The tran-

sition probability, u, in a short interval (t,t +dt), equals the product

of two components, h(t), the job offer probability in that interval, and

[1-P(w*(0)], the acceptance probability, or

(1) "a 01-F(w*(0)] h(t)dt.
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A,fundtion 9, called the hazard, or failure, rate, is the limiting

value of u as dt (L This limiting value provides a linkage between

individual search policy and observed spells of unemployment durations.'

Let G(t) be the probability of job finding by an unemployed person at

any time before t. Thus, 1-G(t), often called the survivor function, is
4.

the probability that a person who began an uaemploI ant spell at a time t

remains unemployed until tiinet+dt. We express,the.relationship between

-711 and 8 as follows:.

(21 0(t) = lfm gt,t7I-dt)/dt
dt40

lim Pr(at job at ti-dt I Unemployed at t)/dt

dt-00

Equation (2) can be expressed in terms of the survivor function,

1-50i lind $(0, an associated density function,

and, on integration,

t

(4) 1-G (t) = expl-f*u)du
s

Ettuation_(.4),i9 the fun4amentai_relation-connecting_ssearcb poliry

.
with unemployment duration;: more specifically, equation '(4) relatesthe,,

,

sequence of job-finding probabilftiesesiociated with choiCe of v*-(4r to

the distribution of unemployment' duration.2 If transition rates are

constant over time, a produCt of the stationary search model (Flinn and

HeCkman, 1981, p. then



(5) ITGi(t) ='exp [-A@U]

where u, t-s, is the duration- time -in the state .

Furthermore, as is well known,°the assumed exponential distribution,

of search fimes:(u) means that the expected duration of nonwork (D) can be

_written as the reciprocal of the hazard rate, or.

(6)

D -1/lim[1-F(w*(0,)] h(t)dt.
dt±.0-

An optimal search POliCyf one assumes ancinfinite time horizon and

a discount rate, r, involves solving for a reservation wage in the fami-

liar expression (see Lippman and McCall, 1976).

(7) c Si* (Air) I
w*

le.w,)f(w)dw,

where c- is the instantaneous :(and colistant) search Cost and f(w) is the

knoWn distribution of Wage offers. If w* < w,Alearch stops and the offer

is accepted. Equation (7)Lauggests that the..searcher fihoUld:seltqt that

w*-whithWiI1 equate expecte&marginal coats and , marginal revenue from

continued search. This is a stationary search process eventhOughest ma

'change as Other-values

'A decline in .w* can arise via a leftward shift in the-'magg :offer

r

distribution,,an increase in the cost of:search,;,(c), a decline in'the

rate of arrival of job offers (h), Ur an. increase, in- the discOuntrate
2-,



(r). Associated with these effects, as Flinnand HeOkman have noted

7),are hazard rate changes. The hazard rate 9(t) will increase, with A

rise in search costs, an increase in the discountrate, or a leftward

shift in the distribution' of wage offers, Which means that each of .these

three effects, other things equal, would reduce expected nonwork duca77;

tion, D.

An increase in h, the rate of job offers, ceteris paibud, would-pro-

duo:. two effects of'different sign: -.(1) an increaien D via an increase

in w*, and (2) i_decrease in D. via an increase in 0, the instantaneous

transition rate. Which_ effect of an: in:,hAominates D cannot

iletermined a priori. Feinberg (1977), howeverto notea that the second

\

`s effect dominates in normal and rectangular wage offer distributions.

These theor tical issues can be linked to the',main analytical point,

training vs..ag regate demand policy os.istrategies'to enhance job.finding,

for HiSpinic youth. We expect a reduction in the 1O;a1 unemployment rate

to increase the job offer arrival rate. This effect:On expected nonwork

durations is, however, ambiguous,,for:reasons just stated. :Mote:training

would also increase the rate of job Offers,,but Alio expect more

training to operate...as a rightward shift in the job Offer:distribution.

If w* did not increase

would expect that

nonwork duration.

haVe the greater

Job Leaving

enough to offset this disttibutiOn Shift.,:then'We

the net effectof grease

Which effe4;-raining or greater labor demand', Would:

impact on reducing D is o4 empirical issue.;

n the job finding gdiscussion we built on recent developments in job=

search models used to examine unemployment arising fit= turnover. 4To



model the rate of leaving a job is more complicated. On the one hand,

one might consider a search model of.an.cmployed worker similar to the job
.,_ ,

finding model. in that a currently employed individual wouldbe assumed to

compare the best rewardafrom alternative time-uses (w*) vs. keePing a

current wage,-w. Yet:such a model has an extra complitatiOn; one has to

.

consider the potential. ctiond of both the worker and the current
.

employer in terms of changing the effective rules regarding the quantity.

or quality of work as wellAis'wage adjustments Okun, 1981, ChiP.

To develop such a general model is beyOnd the scope of the present paper,

_ _

On the other hand, MoreformalA:stesentations Such as that of Flinn and

Heckman ( 1981, pp. 27-30) or-Burdett:et al.--papers:whithUtilize dynamic.

programming methods to derive instantaneous utility- maximization rules

for /ealling a job--are. somewhat:disappointing in terms of predictive Con-

- tent.. That is, according to Flinn and Heckman (p.:30)., if one continues

to assume time stationary-value-'-functiona, ,then the hartard fiinttiOn
.

associated with job leaving is indePendent of time:spent at the job!

Thi seems a stiff price

but to drop the stationarity assumption sharply- undermines one's ability

to 'derive ;eatable propositions.

A' reasonable alternative is to estimate: the rate of lob leaving
- '

_

empiriCal model which'is baSe&loOsely:on-economic theory. and to'teit for

a,
the presenceor-ilat'of time :dependence, among other- determinants. That

is, taSed.on past research,:-A.g Burdett et 4..(/981)

greater Wage rates will be associated with a.redUced rate::OfAob leaving

Hispanic youth with relatively more:Work eiperience 7eduCaticin, and skill

training,' ariables which may be closely assOciatedwith.a relatively
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greater market wage, will therefore be expected.to have a lower rate of

job leaving-than other persons. Similarly,: we expect that jab-separa-__

tions will be affected byseveral aspects of the labor market. First,

the rate of job'leaving should be affected by the overall tightness of

the labor market; yet the nature of the effect is unclear, a priori. In'

an economic downturn, layoffs increase, but voluntary quits yresuMably

Will decrease. Similarly, in geographic areas where market and-nonmarket:

alternatives are relatively numerous, such as a large urban area, we

would expect job separations to exceed that-for. persons from rural areas.

Finally, wetexpect that a numbei of demographic characteristics and past

work efforts.may 'affect the rate of job leaving.

indiVidual Worker's earnings are relatiVely impo

might be the case'in a low-income family, then w

For instance., if the

tent to a family, as

would expect job

leaving rates to be relatively low. Being marriel _greater fluency in

English, older youth, and a more stable past work history, all may reduce

the rate of job leaving:

Ai per the effect of job tenure on the rate-Of job leftvilig, the fre-

quent observation is that persons with relatively mOretimeLon_the job

will have a reduced rate of Job leaving e.g., Leighton and Mincer (1979).

Javanovich :(1979) however, .presente_iLtheoreticalmodel_af Worker and

n'Ts-o-rrmimg in which--the - separation 7Tmnbail aE first risesTearly
:

the tenure period and then begins to decline with more and More time On-

- the job:!This.ticiependence effect is tested-beloW:
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EMPIRICAL MODELS OF LABOR TURNOVER

The "Basic Model

In this section we present the basic stochastic model3 used to study

the determinants of early post-school labor mobility. We'assume,

following Heckman and Borjas (1980), Robins, Tuma, and .Yaeger (1980), and

Tuma and Robins (1980), who-have presented similar labor turnover models,

time=that the individual is in one of two states at any time,- employed or not

employed.

,

We-begin by describing an'individual's work'hiStoty in some total

observation perid (0; T). Within -this overall time period, one may

consider an infinite number/Of smaller time periods and record the

individual's employment state, employed or not employed, in.each -inter-

val. A apell.i.Aa Continuous-period-of-time in a state. We consider

persons in statei at time t and ask .what is the probability that _they

are in state 1 at some later tie t + At. We assume stochastic movement

over time from one-state to another. Specifically, we assume A standard

-Iirst.Torder, finite state, nontinudus-time-Markov prOcess ienerates'the

,distribution Ofstate outcomes aver time. The probability_ that a worker

---iiticii-§-iii7ititte-ri-at--time-t-then switches to state j'at a latei' time,

t + At, Is the transition Probability pij (t, . -.t + At).'rjhetransition-
/

rate, Eq1( ), is thus defined as:

/
(s)/ eii(t)--lim pr

At + 0
(in state at t + At

lim-piyt, t + At)/At
At 0,

in state i at t)/At
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where i * j. The rate of:leaving one state 8i(t) is the rate of entering

the second state j. The denominator in equation (8), the probability of

remaining in atate i until time t, is really 1 - Gi(t), Where Gi(t) is

the probability of leaving state i at any time t. The term 1 - Gj(t)-is

cilled.a survivor function, when it gives.the probability.that a person

in state i remains in that state between a start time s and time t. As

noted in equation (5), if the transition rates are time independent, then

the survivor function is expressed as:

(9) Gi (t1 s) e-uri,

where u t - s. That is, the Tiobability that a nonworking youth

.4emains,jobless declines exponentially as the length of joblessness
.

increases. Even though 8i is assumed time independent, the. probability

of leaving a state varies ever time. According to Turas and Hanna(1979),

this is one of the main advantages to modeling social processes by trin-

Sition rates and not probabilities of change.

In this per we assume that the same Hij exists only for persons of

the same valued obsemable fixed, exogenous vector of X variables.

We assume a g-linestrelationship-between,01.4 and X, or

(10)- 13-1. 9i j X8ii.

We' then use the estimated kj -to deri4e individual 8i j, The log-linear

transformation restricts the eij to be positive.
0 .

-Alternative Models

Two alternative model parameters

Hispanic AmeriCan youth.4

'describe each model.

estimated in ihia,paper for

t instructive to present and:briefl

are



Model
. .

(11) . _Model 1 .8jk(t) _a_e(Z)

0
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(12) Model 2 Bjk(t) - e(0j0tYt)

Loestriptitn

This-is the-time-indepSnden-Ce
(time-invariant) modelAust
presented as the Basic Model..
Transition rates, Aft, 'are
postulated to be log-linear
functions of the observed
variable vector, X.

This is a time-dependent model
which postulates that tran-
sition rates decline exponen-
tially. aver time until some
asymptote is reached. I assume
a zero asymptote and that the
eik are the same in each
period, but time, in a Spell
does alter exit rates.

Estimation. We estimate the-Bij by a maximum likelihood method and

data on observed spell length. Let Yi be the observed duration of the

ith spell:.. A spell. ends when a state change taker place Within the re-

ference period or at the end of the sample reference period, in either

case Yial; otherwise let Yia0. In this two-state.case, if we assume

time-independent transition rates and independence of observed sp0.111a,

then. the likelihood function for leaving the nonWork state j is:

(13) n fj(ui I kJ, (1-Iyui I hi,
ial

where n is the observed number of Spellaigstate7A. Maximizing with

respect to Bij gives maximum likelihood estimates of Ow With these

Oij we can predict.individual specific transition rates. In turn, these

transition rates can be used to derive various estimates of Hispanic

American' youth labor mobility, such as:the expected_work duration-, the

expected-nonworkidUration,and the SteadyState employment probabilityj
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The primary data sources of this study are the first two waves -of the

National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (20-Youth) Which were collected in

1979 and 1980 by the National Opinion Research Center (NORC) in coopera-.

tion with the Center for Human Resources Research at Ohio State

University. These data are particularly suited to the research goals

stated'above. First, the overall sample size, youths aged 14 to

21 years, includes 1,924 Hispanics. This relatively large sample size

permits disaggregation by sex and the application of criteria-which are

consistent with employment policy analysis. A. second advantage is that

the sample is national in scope. Athird.advantage is that the survey

design accounts for all time between January 1, 1978, and the spring 1980

interviewthat is, all work and nonwork spells ariaccounred fOi in this

period. These detailed data baveeen processed for this study into ape-

cific periods of three work-history categories: (1) working,' (2) not

"..working owing to layoff, and (3) not working fer.other°rdasons:'° A final

advantage is the availability of person-specific environmental variables,

such
/
as SMSA and_countylemployment-rates,:industriatcharacieristics,;_and

laboidemand measures, from the City-County Databook. These data re

matched with the LS-Youth data.

Sample means of the study group of Hispanic youth used here are shwa::

_ .

in Table 1. These are individual sample means although the unit of ana-

lysislis a spell of work or nonwork and one individual may have more than

one spell.

The main data screens= used were age and enr011menr. in school.

Persons selected became 16 years old on or before the spring 1979 inter-



Table 1

Explanatory'Variables: Sample Means and Stanciard*Deviations

Variables and Definitions' Mean (SD)
Men - . Women

If 1979'interview was conducted in Spanish. .15 .09

(.36) (.29)

If believe problem with getting a. good job,
is due to POOR ENGLISH (interview
conducted in Spanish) ',26

Percentage Spanish in county, 1979 1.98. 1.97

(1.84)A

If MARRIED,_epousepresent, 1979
(incl. common law marriage) .39. .31.

(.17) (.19)

Local UNEMPLOYMENT RATE, 1979 5.33 5./7.
(1.50) . (1.48)

Percentage. population .change (1910-73)
. in. county, 1979 60.31 68.91

(92.62) . (93.81)

EDUCATION COMPLETED

If 0-9 years .49 .35
(.50) (.48)

If 10 or 11 years. -.197
(.43) (,40)

If 12 nr more years
C (.42) G50).

AGE in years

,

If not U. . resident,at age 14

If VOCATIONAL EDUCATIQN received between
. Jan, 1, 1978 and spri4g-1980

21.16 21.41
(1.19)

.27

(.45) (.43)

.09



Table 1 (cont..)

Explanatory Variables: Sample Means and Standard Deviations

Variables and Definitions Mean (SD)
Men Women

ETHNIC ORIGIN

If Mexican or Mexican American .
.69 .70,

-(.47) (.46) -

If Puerto RiCin / .13 .10

(.34) (.31)

If other Hiipanic .18 .20

,;,.,>..
-(.36). (.21)

INCOME,ner family, 1978
,

.b $9,817 $10,488
(9,663) (9,663)

If work-gimiting HEALTH problems,
1979

.07
'

(.25)

,

.05

(.22)

If ever STOPPED, 800KED or .42 .18

CONVICTED of CRIME, 1979 (.49) (.38)

-If ever SUSPENDED from school '.23 .14

(.43)

.p176

(1'.073.) (.749) .

Number in sample 115 96

4
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.4

.

4

view and did _not attend_ college or -high school af ter_ January-1, -197a. _--

The sample may thus.described as .Hispanic ydtithsged-15 1o21 years--ou
- .

. , ,

January 1, 1973, More than one-half of whom had left. SChOole prior to .high
. .,,

. . ,
0 a

school gradual: on.? In factroughly3dX hacrai'most 9lears of formal
,

,
h

schooling and a large proportion of young men and uonien...hed,pithir been
tl

.suspended frpM school and/or had _possible criminal record.
. -.,.t.4

. ..,

EMPIRICAL RESULTS.

,. h

-, This Section is organized into four 1;r.rts. We first provide a brief

, 1!'t .

rationalelfor the empirical Specifications and then present'the trap
,..e.

sition ;ate results,. Next, because the transition rate coefficients may

not be readily interpretable, we present several derivations with

employment policy implications; these results were calculated with 'the.

.. Model 1 transition rate results. We then .present results from Model 1;

the .time- dependence form of the transition. model.

'Specification 7

,

Two empiri41. models, job finding and job- leaving, were 'estimated
\
Tt.

-with two formsof the transition rate model, the time-irriarianr.and.

1

time-dependent specifications., ihOwn as.equations (11) and(12), respec-

--

tively. The same;set of obServedvariablea'in the vector'X were used:in
-

each model. The'dhoice.of X variables was guided- by concern for eCond.:-

mic and demographic issues:- The X vector was fixed.. Thatis, in

. gdneral.,.we did not include X vector terms whose values .changed over par-
. 7

ticular employment spells. Admittedly; however, some terms, such as

marital status, were first measured in the New. Youth Cohort only in the
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spring 1979 interview; consequently they may involve a change since

January 1, 1978, the start of the employment history reference period.

In the theoretical discussion of job finding, the search costs, rate

of job offer arrival, and discount rate were linked to the rate of job

finding. Direct measures of job search costs and discount rates are not

available in the data. We expect, however, that several aspects of

psychic costs of job search may be captured in a set of survey questions

regarding perceived problems in obtaining (and holding) a good job.

These problems may include language problems and not having lived in the

United States very long. Thus, we include whether or not the 1979 inter-

view was in Spanish and if the youth lived outside the United States at

age 14. As for the discount rate, we expect that youth who have been

suspended from school or have had an adverse encounter with police--e.g.,

those who have been stopped, booked, or convicted--to attach relatively

greater weight to immediate gratification of needs. This, in turn, may

be an indicator of a greater personal rate of time preference. One might

thus expect such persons to have shorter nonwork durations. Yet job

search also involved employers' choices and early school leaving, or a

police encounter may lead to fewer job offers by employers (and/or an

early dismissal if hired). The net effect on job finding of the proxy

measures of discount rate level is thus unclear.

A greater rate of positive job offer arrivals, h, is also measured by

proxy terms, including a lower local unemployment rate, higher indivi-

dual educational level, relatively greater use, and the absence of a work-

limiting health problem. We expect each term to be acociated with a

faster rate of job finding.

28?
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The final specification also included a number of demographic and

environmental terms which may alter the individual's relative taste for

work, the individual's ability to allocate time for market work, or the

level of market wage rates available to the iadividual. These factors,

which include marital status, family income level (net of the

respondent), ethnic origin, educational level, and post-school vocational

educational training, may also affect the rate of job finding and job

leaving.

Results. Separate transition-rate estimates for Model 1 for the

Hispanic male and female youths are shown in Tables 2 and 3. Each of the

models were highly significant statistically as measured by a chi-square

ratio. The coefficients indicate changes in the logarithm of the tran-

sition rate. As such, it may be more convenient to interpret some coef-

ficients in percentage terms. For example, in Table 2, col. 3, we note

that Puerto Rican men had a statistically significant and lower rate of

job finding than other Hispanic young men. The antilog of the -0.79

coefficient implies that young Hispanic men who listed ethnic origin as

Puerto Rican had job-finding rates which were 55% lower than those of

otherwise similar Hispanic men in other locations. This particular

result is important in terms of one of the main goals of this paper;

namely, to examine ethnic differences within the Hispanic American group.

.Ethnic group differences, however, were not found for Hispanic young

women.

24.1 of the youths in January 1978 varied from 15 to 21 years. As

frequently observed in other youth labor studies, age has an important

and statistically significant effect on female Hispanic youth labor turn-

288
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Table 2

Determinants of Rates of Job Findings, by Sex

Young Women Young Men

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Constant -21.64** -19.51** -2.32 -4.13

(10.51) (10.54) (8.34) (8.58)

AGE .76 .63 -.05 .02

(.52) (.52) (.40) (.41)

INCOME .04** . .05** -.01 -.01

(.02) (.02) (.01) (.01)

If EDUCATION, 0-9 yrs .98 .68 -.58 -.48

(.91) (.91) (.91) (.94)

If EDUCATION, 10 or 11 yrs .13 .10 -.09 -.06

(.31) (.31) (.57) (.58)

If EDUCATION, 13-18 yrs -2.17* -2.17* -1.17 -1.11

(1.26) (1.26) (.83) (.83)

If not in U.S. at age 14 .23 .37 -.15 .00

(.29) (.29) (.65) (.66)

If Spanish interview, 1979 .25 .25 -.32 -.34

(.41) (.41) (.30) (.30)

If Mexican American,
Chicano, or Mexican

.25

(.29)

.38

(.29)

-.13
(.26)

-.04
(.26)

If Puerto Rican -.06 -.02 -.79*** -.68**

(.43) (.43) (.30) (.31)

If cther Hispanic .111 WENN/.

If work-limiting HEALTH -.48 -.55 .74** .77**

(.67) (.67) (.28) (.28)

If MARRIED, 1979 .16** .17*** -.04 -.05

(.06) (.05) (.06) (.06)

If ever SUSPENDED .30 .35 -.013 .18

(.33) (.34) (.219) (.20)

(table continues)

289
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Table 2 (cont.)

Determinants of Rates of Job Findings, by Sex

Young Women Young Men
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

If ever STOPPED, BOOKED,
or CONVICTED

.33

(.34)

.46

(.36)

-.24
(.20)

-.02
(.20)

If VOCATIONAL EDUCATION -.83** -.99** -1.27** ,-1.13**
received, 1979 (.45) (.46) (.60) (.60)

Local UNEMPLOYMENT RATE,
1979

-.007
(.082)

-.03
(.08)

-.16**
(.06)

-.16**
(.06)

X -.98 -.85 .10 .01

(.76) (.76) (.54) (.55)

Time dependence, y .0013*** .0009***
(.0004) (.0003)

Log likelihood x (-2) 30.31** 38.03*** 39.90*** 46.57***

Number of spells 105 105 163 163

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. Data base in 1979 National
Longitudinal Survey of Youth. See Table 1 for means of variables.

*Statistically significant at the 10% level.
**Statistically significant at the 5% level.
***Statistically significant at the 1% level.

290
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Table 3

Determinants of Rates of Job Leaving, by Sex

Young Women Young Men

Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

Constant 18.45* 15.59 -11.47* -13.6

(11.34) (11.80) (7.23) (7.35)

AGE -1.19** -1.08* .22 .28

(.56) (.58) (.35) (.36)

INCOME -.03** -.03** -.0004 .005

(.02) (.02) (.0104) (.010)

If EDUCATION, 0-9 yrs -.94 -.80 1.02 1.07

(.97) (1.00) (.86) (.87)

If EDUCATION, 10 or 11 yrs .50 .41 .74 .77

(.33) (.34) (.55) (.54)

If EDUCATION, 13-18 yrs 2.11 1.99 -1.34 -1.29

(1.34) (1.37) (1.10) (1.10)

If not in U.S. at age 14 .02 .03 -.49 -.40

(.28) (.29) (.60) (.60)

If Spanish interview, 1979 -.26 -.25 -.03 .08

(.39) (.40) (.29) (.30)

If Mexican American,
Chicano, or Mexican

-.17
(.33)

-.17
(.32)

-.08
(.25)

.015
(.25)

If Puerto Rican .21 .20 .11 .19

(.45) (.44) (.32) (.32)

If other Hispanic

If work-limiting HEALTH -.66 -.72 .42 .34

(.78) (.77) (.29) (.29)

If MARRIED, 1979 -.04 -.02 .12 ** .14

(.06) (.06) (.05) (.06)

If ever SUSPENDED .09 .07 .16 .26

(.31) (.31) (.21) (.21)

(table continues)
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Table 3 (cont.)

Determinants of Rates of Job Findings, by Sex

Young Women Young Men
Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2

If ever STOPPED, BOOKED,
or CONVICTED

.84**

(.35)
.84**

(.35)

-.20
(.18)

-.26
(.21)

If VOCATIONAL EDUCATION -.15 -.21 -.98** -1.13**
received, 1979 (.39) (.39) (.73) (.60)

Local UNEMPLOYMENT RATE,
1979

-.06
(.09)

-.06
(.09)

.12*

(.07)
-.16**
(.06)

A 1.54* 1.34 -.35 .009
(.81) (.85) (.50) (.55)

Time dependence, y -- .0014*** .0020**1

-- (.0005) (.0004)

Log likelihood x (-2) 32.51** 41.67*** 39.43*** 69.35***

Number of spells 99 99 153 153

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses. Data base in 1979 National
Longitudinal Survey of Youth. See Table 1 for means of variables.

*Statistically significant at the 102 level.
**Statistically significant at the 52 level.
***Statistically significant at the 1% level.

232
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over rates. Older female youth found jobs more quickly and left jobs

more slowly than younger pe,sons.8

Family income also has a positive and statistical effect on the rate

of job finding of Hispanic young women and a negative and statistical

effect on their rate of job leaving. To the extent such women consider

nonmarket activities like child care or home production as normal goods,

such a result is somewhat unexpected. That is, a young woman whose

family has a relatively greater income may have less need to work in the

market and can "afford" to do other things. Yet these young women were

selected for inclusion in the sample only if they were not attending

school. As noted in Table A.1, selected women had lower average income

than school attendees. Also, the sample mean family income for women was

only about $10,000 in 1977, a figure which is well below the U.S. average

for white or black families (and 11'4 below that for other Hispanic

families). Thus the positive association of family income and job

finding rate should be interpreted cautiously because of sample selection

criteria and possible nonlinear income effects.

Education and training, two important employment policy alternatives

of the federal government, are measured here for effects on labor turn-

over. Education is measured with a set of dummy variables: the

reference group has 12 years of education. The only significant relative

educational difference is for women. Those with over 12 years of school

find jobs more slowly and leave jobs faster than women with 12 years of

schooling. Just why this result emerges is not altogether clear, but it

is consistent with women with some higher education being relatively more

willing to job-shop. Further research is needed on this point, however.

293
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As for training effects on job turnover, work experience prior to

Jaunary 1, 1978, was tried in earlier versions of the model but was

omitted here due to some measurement problems. Work experience or age

have been used by economists as proxy measures for on-the-job training:

here we use age. Training is also measured by a dummy variable equal to

1 if the youth was in a post-school vocational or technical training

program. Such training negatively and significantly reduces the rate of

job finding for both young men and young women relative to other persons

who did not receive this training. This result may be due to such per-

sons being more selective, such persons being less desirable from the

employer's viewpoint, or some combination of supply and demand con-

siderations. More research is needed to diseutangle these effects.9

Unemployment rate at the local level was measured as the 1978 county

unemployment rate, a term which is a proxy for the overall "tightness" of

the job market. The intention is that this term will reflect differences

in labor demand level or differences in job offer flow between locations,

but obviously, to the extent that supply-related factors also add to

unemployment rates, the measure is not exact. Results here are statisti-

cally significant only for Hispanic men: the job finding rate is slowed

if the unemployment rate is greater. Raving found a job, however, means

that the rate of leaving the job is poslrively associated with

unemployment in Model 1 and negatively in Model 2. The latter effect is

probably due to an interaction between unemployment rate level and the

time-varying parameter which changes over duration in a state. The

possible interaction, which is not modeled in this paper, means that the

negative sign on unemployment should not be interpreted alone and that

294
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greater unemployment rates may still lead to faster rates of job leaving,

e.g., more layoffs than quits.

Ell§lish proficiency and sociocultural adjustments of a recent

immigrant are also likely to affect individual job search behavior and

potential employment tenure. We assume that persons who answered the

1977 NORC interview in Spanish and were living outside the United States

at age 14 had such problems. Results obtained here were not statisti-

cally significant for either factor. Perhaps NORC needs to develop a

better measure of the extent to which English proficiency is a problem.

Several minor results, especially those which were relatively large

and statistically significant, should be listed. 191121e, defined here

to include living with a nonrelated adult of the opposite sex, is asso-

ciated with a faster rate of job finding for women. Another result is

that a work-limiting health problem is associated with an increased job

finding rate for men. As for problems with police, it appears that

having been stopped, booked, or convicted has a large and significant

effect on female rates of job leaving. Specifically, young women who had

an adverse police encounter left jobs 130% faster than other women.

Whether such women are the first to be asked to leave by employers or

whether they quit more readily cannot be determined here. We can only

note that a police encounter will increase female chances of being jobless.

Processed Results

One of the advantages to estimating transition rates is that ce may

use the rate estimates to predict various outcome measures. In this sec-

tion, we present the expected duration of work, the expected duration of
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nonwork, and the long-run (or steady state) probability of joblessness.1°

The predictions are calculated as follows:

The expected duration in state k Veki, and

The steady state probability of being in state k ejk

5777

These outcomes measures are computed here by predicting case-specific

ejk from the 8 weights in Tables 2 and 3 and case-specific X values. The

average duration of work was 56 weeks for women and 53 weeks for men.

Nonwork durations were 33 weeks for women and 22 weeks for men. These

nonwork duration differences by sex were the main reason for the steady

state joblessness rate differences, 40% for women vs. 32% for men. The higl

rates of joblessness do vary by economic and demographic factors.

Six different criteria were used to sort the data: ethnic group,

local unemployment rate, age, education, English proficiency, and family

income. Resulcs shown in Table 4 by different groups thus represent not

only the differential 8 weights associated with the criterion variable in

question, but also reflect case-specific values of the X terms.

Subgroup differences among the specific Hispanic subgroups listed in

Table 4 were in general not statistically significant at conventional

levels in the transition-rate estimates. The Table 4 entry differences

for Hispanic subgroups are therefore somewhat tentative. Still, we can

note certain differences. Other Hispanic groups, including Cubans,

Spanish, and others, do relatively much better in terms of male

joblessness rates than Mexican groups or Puerto Ricans. In turn, Mexican

groups stay longer at jobs and find jobs faster than Puerto Ricans.
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Table 4

Processed Results from Transition Rate Estimtes, by Sex and Hispanic Group

Young Women Young Men

N

Expected

Work

Duration

(Weeks)

Expected

Nonwork

Duration

(Weeks)

Steady-

State

Nonwork

Probability N

Expected

Work

Duration

(Weeks)

Expected

Nonwork

Duration

(Was)

Steady-

State

Nonwork

Probability

Ethnic Group

All 281 56.03 33.41 .40 426 52.81 21.99 .32

(38.42) (23.84) (.20) (34.73) (11.97) (.14)

Mexican American, 195 54.60 32.11 .39 286 52.94 22.21 .32

Chicano, or Mexican (31.89) (24.30) (.2i) (35.10) (12.36) (.14)

Puerto Rican 29 41.57 35.53 .39 55 38.03 21.98

(36.81) (21.16) (.18) (16.05) ( 8.57) (.11)

Other Hispanic 51 65.22 36.80 ,39 85 61.96 11.36 .23

(39.99) (23.19) (.20) (31,30) (10.11) (.09)

Local Unemployment Rate

If 0 to 5.9% 184 58.87 32.12 .40 261 49.12 11.19 .29

(42.23) (18.81) (.20) (33.97) ( 9.66) (.12)

If 6% or more 91 50,64 34.12 .40 165 58.66 28.63 .36

(29.32) (31.30) (.20) (35.21) (12.30) (.15)

Age

If ( 18 years 12 16.83 35.94 .61 22 36.41 29.11 .45

(4.14) (13.89) (.05) (11.49) (8.20) (.12)

If 19+ years 269 57.78 33.30 .39 404 53.71 21.51 .31

(38.33) (24.20) (.20) (35.37) (12.01) (.14)

(table continues)
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Table 4 (cont.)

Processed Results from Transition Rate Estimates, by Sex and Hispanic Group

Young Women

Expected Expected Steady-

Work Nonwork State

Duration Duration Nonwork

(Weeks) (Weeks) Probability

Young Men

Expected Expected Steady-

Work Nonwork State

Duration Duration Nonwork

N (Weeks) (Weeks) Probability

Education

If 0-9 years 111 32.18 36.12 .52 214 47.05 25.93 .38

(10.01) (16.31) (.17) (23.92) (8.99) (.13)

If 10 or 11 years 65 47.24 31.58 .42 136 49.33 16.21 .29

(27.37) (19.56) (.19) (41.41) (8.92) (.13)

If 12+ years 105 86.69 31.69 .27 76 75.28 21.22 .21

(42.44) (31.62) (.16) (38.78) (19.28) (.09)

English Problem

U Spanish interview 24 57.29 33.17 ,40 58 68.94 28.89 .31

(39.44) (24.34) (.20) (38.15) (15.97) (.09)

If no Spanish interview 257 42.57 35.91 .46 368 50.27 20.90 .32

(21.16) (17.73) (.18) (33.54) (10.85) (.15)

Family Income

If income < $10,000 157 42.58 41.48 .49 304 48.57 21.38 .32

(20.89) (26.58) (.17) (31.13) (10.67) (.13)

If income > $10,000 124 73.06 23.19 .29 122 63.39 23.50 .30

(47.79) (14.46) (.18) (40.70) (14.66) (.16)
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Local unemployment rate was measured here as a continuous variable in

the analysis but split into a dummy variable to develop the Table 4

entries. A greater unemployment rate is associated with a much greater

long-run joblessness rate for men, 36% vs. 29%, a result which is pri-

marily due to an increased length of an expected nonwork spell. No

direct effect of a local unemployment rate change was found on the

joblessness rate of women. Still, the component parts, work and nonwork

durations, did change.

Age of the youth is a proxy for a number of employment-related fac-

tors. Some employers may prefer older youth or be prevented by state

laws or insurance clauses from hiring youth aged 16 or 17 years. Also,

older youths may simply be more willing to stay longer at a job, espe-

cially if they have car payments, family obligations, and other financial

needs. Age was a highly significant determinant of rates of entering and

leaving jobs. Results in Table 4 show these effects dramatically. A

three-year age difference (three years is the difference in the average

age in the above 18 year group, 20 years, and the below 18 year old

group, 17 years) is associated with a threefold increase in the expected

duration of a work spell for women and a similar but less sharp change

for men. For women, the expected duration of work increases from 17

weeks to 58 weeks between ages 17 and 20 years. The length of time not

working also appears to fall in this period. As a result of both fac-

tors, shortened nonwork spells and lengthened work spells, the steady-

state joblessness rates fall sharply.11

Ths:ee other results presented in Table 4 concern educational attain-

ment, English proficiency, and family income. We focus here on educa-
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tion and family income, two potential target criteria for employment poli-

cies. We do not discuss the English proficiency results because we feel

that they were poorly measured.

For both sexes, the long-run joblessness rate for high school grad-

uates and youth with college is about one-half that for youths with at

most 9 years of formal education. Greater family income is also asso-

ciated with a lower joblessness rate, especially for women. The policy

implications are that Hispanic youth from low-income families should be

aided in some manner, be it training or job-finding assistance or some

other scheme. Also, Hispanic youths who have left school prior to secon-

dary school completion should be encouraged to return to school so as to

enhance their subsequent employment chances.

Time Dependence. The results presented so far have been for Model 1,

which assumes that transition rates do not vary over time. Yet there are

several reasons why such an assumption may not be appropriate. For

instance, a change in economic conditions during a spell of work (or

nonwork) may cause a change during the spell in the rate of job finding

(or job leaving). Also, a decline in the reservation wage over the dura-

tion of time not working may increase the rate of job finding. If such

effects are the only source of time variation, then the time-invariant

model has biased constant terms, but the bias in other coefficients is

usually slight.12 We therefore show here the effect of a time-varying

parameter only on the constant rate.

The time-varying parameter estimates shown in Tables 2 and 3 are

highly significant statistically for young men and young women. For both

sexes and both work and nonwork categories, exit rates increase over time
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in the state. For youth in a nonwork state, such a result is consistent

with several aspects of job search theory, including a declining reser-

vation wage rate and an increasing spatial distance in job search

efforts. As for employed workers, sorting by firms or employees during

early tenure could account for this time dependence. Firms need to

decide if they wish to keep the worker, while the young worker needs to

decide if the job matches his or her career goals. Similar ideas were

mentioned earlier by Jovanovich (1979) as to why the rate of job leaving

for emplounr persons need not be monotonically declining, but may

increase early in the tenure period. For a sample of mainly teenaged

youth, it is not really surprising that positive time dependence is

obtained.

CONCLUSION

In this study we have considered the determinants of the rates of

entering and leaving work for a national sample of young Hispanic men and

women. Data studied were continuous work histories for individuals in

the period from January 1978 to spring 1980. Youth studied here, aged 15

to 21 years at the start of the period, did not attend school in this

two-year period and were unlikely to return to school. Roughly 70% did

not have a high school diploma and 43% had at most 9 years of education.

Also, 26% of the youth lived abroad at age 14, and 35% were married.

To adjust for special sample selection criteria, we estimated and

included Heckman's lambda, which is presented in Appendix A.

We have examined one aspect of Hispanic youth employment problems:

the association of high joblessness rates with high labor turnover rates.
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Three aspects of the study are important. First, relatively little

research has been directed at Hispanic youth employment. This study adds

to that literature by describing Hispanic youth labor turnover behavior

and by relating a number of economic and demographic issues to this

behavior. Family income; marital status, and post-school vocational

education, for example, were found to have serious and statistically

significant effects on turnover rates, especially for women. Age and

local unemployment rate levels also were associated with differential

rates of labor turnover. Prior studies have also found these factors,

plus family income and others, to be important determinants of labor

market behavior.

Second, several policy alternatives were implicitly considered to see

how they might affect Hispanic youth rates of entering and leaving

employment--e.g., labor demand variation (as measured by local

unemployment rate) and education and training provision. While above-

average local unemployment rates were associated with lower rates of job

finding for men, but not for women, no clear picture emerges as to

whether or not this policy or that is better. Instead, one is left with

a set of policy-relevant observations:

Hispanic youth joblessness rates are quite high, between 30 and
0%, and these rates are due primarily to relatively long spells
of nonwork after a job loss.

Age, education, and family income level all sharply affect
Hispanic youth employment behavior and thus call for "targeting"
employment policies according to these criteria.

Sex differences in labor turnover results also were found, pri-
marily due to the fact that female nonwork duration was nearly
50% longer than that of young Hispanic men. Employment policy
targeting by sex for Hispanic youth may therefore also be
appropriate.
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English-language training may be needed for Hispanic youth, but

results obtained here do not support such a policy. Data better

suited to measure this effect may suggest that such training is

appropriate.

A third and final commnt concerns the method of analysis. Most of

the results presented were for a time-invariant model which assumed an

exponential distribution of "wait" times at work or nonwork. A time-

varying transition rate model was also presented in which exit rates

were found to increase during time at work or not at work. Yet the

earlier results obtained with the constant rate model were affected only

slightly in that the main change was in the constant term and not, for

example, the relative education effects on job finding. More research is

needed to understand more fully the nature of this time dependence.
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APPENDIX A. AN ADJUSTMENT FOR POTENTIAL SELECTION BIAS

The main focus of this paper is the early post-school labor market

behavior of Hispanic youth. To create an analysis file from the original

longitudinal data file, only youth who had left regular school on or

before January 1, 1978, were included. The risk is that systematic

subgroup differences in the characteristics associated with school-

attenders vs. school-leavers may blur one's ability to obtain an unbiased

estimate of the relationship between a youth's particular characteristic

and rate of job finding (or job leaving). The problem cannot be overcome

merely by adding more and more right-hand-side variables, since unob-

served subgroup differences may also lead to this bias.

James Heckman (1979) refined a statistical method which enables con-

sistent parameter estimates to be obtained in the case in which one,

first, has a binary choice, include/not include, and second, has an or-

dinary least-squares regression for the outcome variable. In the present

paper, the situation is somewhat different. Heckman assumed a bivariate

normal distribution of the error terms in the binary choice and the out-

come variable models. In this paper, we estimate g, Heckman's selection

bias adjustment factor, by maximum-likelihood probit methods. This much

is exactly as Heckman developed it. The difference arises in the second

step, in that the outcome variable(s) estir.ated here is the instantaneous

rat, of finding or leaving a job, an assumed continuous-time Markov pro-

cess which we also estimate by maximum likelihood methods. The statisti-

cal properties of Heckman's approach in the context of such a turnover

analysis have yet to be developed. See Stephenson (1982) for a related
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application. Intuition suggests that less bias will be present with A

included than it it were omitted.

Table A.1 presents sample means for the selected and nonselected

subgroups. As noted, the youth here were older, from lower-income fami-

lies, and had less formal education than youths continuing in school or

college. In addition, from the other differences listed it appears that

early school leavers may have sharp social, economic, and cultural dif-

ferences from the nonselected youth. Early school leaving appears to be

associated with having lived outside the United States at age 14 and

other potential English-language problems, which may in turn be related

to early post-school and labor market suc,..:ess.

Table A.2 shows maximum likelihood estimates computed by HeckmAn's

lambda-probit routine. The specification is intended to reflect tastes

for schooling and budget constraints. Several points should be noted.

First, each model is highly significant as indicated by a chi-square sta-

tistic (which is, -2 times the difference between the log likelihood

ratio of the estimated model from the likelihood based only on the

intercept). Second, for both young men and young women, age and, to some

extent, education, are the dominant variables determining continued

enrollment in regular school or not. In addition, for young Hispanic

men, not having been in the United States at age 14 ie associated with a

lower rate of school retention.

These probit coefficients in Table A.2 were used to predict the proba-

bility of being in school for all youth, F(i), and a A for each youth was

computed as f(g) , where f(E) is the density function evaluated at the

1-F(a)

estimated probability. This A was then used an an instrument in the exit

rate empirical estimations.
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Table A.1

Sample Means of Selected and Nonselected Hispanic
Youth Aged 16-21 Years in 1979a

Selected Not Selected

Age

Family income, 1978 dollars

21.33
(1.25)

(000) 9.986
(9.642)

19.23
(1.59)

11.092
(10.462)

If education, 0-9 years .43 .25

(.49) (.43)

If education, 10 or 11 years .24 .45

(.43) (.49)

If education, 13-18 years .04 .13

(.19) (.33)

If not in U.S. at age 14 .26 .04

(.44) (.21)

If married .40 .06

(.49) (.25)

If interviewed in Spanish .12 .04

(.33) (.18)

If problems in getting a job .30 .14

due to English (.46) (.35)

Number in sample 211 433

aThe main sample selection criterion was not to have attended school or
college after January 1, 1978. The selected sample includes 115 men and
96 women.
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Table A.2

Probit Coefficient Results for Sample Selection

Men Women
Probit Estimates Mean Probit Estimates Mean

Constant 14.47*** 1.00 22.69*** 1.00

(3.45) (3.99)

Age/10 6.64*** 2.00 -10.68*** 1.99

(1.61) (1.88)

Family income/($000) -.008 10.75 -.005 10.71
(.005) (.009)

If education, 0-9 years 1.96 .33 -4.38 .29

(4.42) (4.86)

If education, 10-11 years 10.08** .40 -5.00 .35.

(5.11) (5.11)

If education, 13-18 years 1.50*** .09 2.22*** .11

(.41) (.43)

If not in U.S. at age 14 -1.27*** .12 .10 .11

(.40) (.31)

If education, 0-9 years*Age -.18 6.45 .13 5.45

(.22) (.24)

If eduation, 10-11 years*Age -.52** 7.82 .23 6.77

(.25) (.25)

x2 with 8 d.f. 238.77*** 200.03***

Number in sample 321 323

** and *** indicate statistical significance at 1% level and 5% levels, respectively.
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NOTES

1If w* < W, the market wage offer, the job is accepted and search

stops.

2Lancaster (1979, pp. 940-941).

3The Basic Model description closely follows that in Stephenson

(1982).

4This section is similar to that in Tuma (1979).

5See Tuma and Robins (1980) concerning the mathematical derivations of

these outcome measures.

6In the empirical work, I tried to examine three, not two, states.

This choice is technically feasible and exploits the available data more

fully.

7Because of potential selection bias due to having screened out youth

still in school, an adjustment factor was created using a routine devel-

oped by Heckman (1979). The auxiliary equations used for that calcula-

tion are presented in the Appendix.

8Inclusion of this age term is also important as a way of mitigating

estimation problems resulting from not controlling for initial con-

ditions.

9These education and training effects are described here as person-

specific. In fact, the unit of analysis was spells of work and nonwork.

To the extent that education and the number of spells are related, these

results may be over- or understated.

10Details regarding the mathematical derivations of these expressions

are in Tuma and Robins (1980).
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110f course, some of these processed age results may be due to the

effect of other factors such as education or marriage. For example, if

older youths are more likely to have graduated from high school and

youths with this amount of education leave jobs more slowly, then an age-

specific subsample work-exit prediction really reflects not only dif-

ferences in subsample ages weighted by the age coefficient, but subsample

differences in education attainment weighted by the work-exit rate coef-

ficient for education. To decomp,,Re these components is beyond the scope

of this paper.

12Robins, Tuma, and Yaeger (1980, p. 564). This relatively slight

change in rate coefficients between Model 1 and Model 2 is found here,

with the exception of the unemployment rate effect in the male results

for job leaving.
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Educational Transitions of Whites
and Mexican Americans

INTRODUCTION

It is well known that Mexican Americans attain lower.levels of educa-

tion than whites in American society (U.S. Commission on Civil Rights,

1978; U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979; National Center for Education

Statistics, 1980). The reasons for this are the subject of much specula-

tion and surprisingly little research. This paper aims to provide evi-

dence for the various factors that might explain the disparities between

white and Mexican-American educational attainment.

Tu order to understand how and why Mexican Americans achieve a lower

educational level than whites, it is necessary to consider a variety of

elements, some of which are unique to the situation of Mexican Americans

in the United States, and r)thers of which reflect the general process of

educational attainment in the United States. Toward this end, we first

summarize the general model of educational attainment that has developed

in sociology. Second, we briefly review the educational history of

Mexican Americans. Finally, we construct a model of the process of edu-

cational attainment for Mexican Americans and attempt to identify the

differences and similarities in that process for Mexican Americans and

whites.

THE GENERAL MODEL OF EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Formal education is often seen as a process intervening between an

individual's family of origin and later occupational and economic attain-
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ments (Blau and Duncan, 1967; Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan, 1972;

Jencks et al., 1972; Featherman and Hauser, 1978). The amount of educa-

tion an individual receives is thought to be a product of a complex pro-

cess in which one's background, intelligence, academic performance, and

school setting, combined with social-psychological factors, such as peer,

parental, and teacher encouragement and personal goals in occupation and

education, are transformed into educational attainment.

The most important set of factors that affects an individual's educa-

tional attainment is the individual's background (Blau and Duncan, 1967;

Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan, 1972; Jencks et al., 1972; Featherman and

Hauser, 1978; Mare, 1980). It is generally thought that higher-income

families, in which parents often have more education and high occupa-

tional statuses, tend to support children in educational endeavors,

because the parents realize that in order for their children to have the

same lifestyle they must obtain an education that prepares them for some

ca=reer. Persons in less affluent families may place less emphasis on

education for their children because the costs of college and higher edu-

cation relative to the prospective returns on this investment do not

justify the expenditure. The four variables usually used to index these

background factors are father's education, mother's education, father's

occupational status, and parental income. In general, it has been found

that all of these variables exert about equal effect on the child's edu-

cational attainment (Duncan, Featherman, and Duncan, 1972; Hauser, 1971;

Jencks et al., 1972; Sewell and Hauser, 1975; Shea, 1976). This finding

suggests that a variety of mechanisms are operating to convert socioeco-

nomic background into educational attainments. Parent's income would
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seem to most affect the ability of parents to pay for their children's

education and related expenses, while parent's education appears to tap

the value that parents place on education for their children. Father's

occupational status is also an indication of the value placed on educa-

tion insofar as professional oc,*, tons, which usually require much

training, tend to have high status, an blue collar occupations, which

require less formal training, have lower status.

Sewell and hts associates have tried to clarify more precisely how

various social-psychological processes intervene between background and

educational attainment (Sewell, Haller, and Strauss, 1957; Sewell and

Shah, 1968; Sewell, Haller, and Portes, 1969; Sewell and Hauser, 1975).

Their work has tried to assess how the advantages of background are

translated through social-psychological mechanisms into effects on even-

tual educational attainment. The basic theoretical notion is that an

individual's education& attainment will be influenced by relations to

other people. Certain of these people will assume differential signifi-

cence in children's lives and help shape the educational goals the child

holds. Three groups have been deemed relevant to this process: parents,

peers, and teachers. It has been found that parents and peers are the

most important "significant others," followed by teachers. Hauser (1971)

and Otto and Haller (1979) conclude that the major mechanism by which

background is translated into educational achievement is the parents'

attitude about what the child's educational goals should be.

Two other variables that help explain educational achievement are

intelligence (or perhaps more accurately, scholastic ability) and aca-

demic performance (Hauser, 1971; Jencks et al., 1972; Sewell and Hauser,
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1975). Intelligence measurement, however, is related to background, eth-

nicity, and language in a problematic fashion. High intelligence is more

likely to be measured in students who share middle-class backgrounds and

values than in those from different ethnic groups that hold nonstandard

values, perhaps speak another language,1 and have diffarent cultural

experiences (Cordasco, 1978; Aguirre, 1979),

The school itself is thought to aid educational attainment in a

number of ways. For instance, class size, facilities, and teacher's

motivation are obvious factors that could affect educational attainment.

However, after years of trying to show school effects net of student

background and neighborhood factors, most students of the matter have

concluded that there has been very little independent impact of schools

(Coleman et al., 1966; Hauser, 1971; Jencks et al., 1972; Jencks and

Brown, 1975; Hauser, Sewell, and Alwin, 1976). In looking at blacks,

research on hie: school contextual effects (Armor, 1972; Thornton and

Eckland, 1980) and school desegregation (Wilson, 1979; Patchen, Hoffman,

and Brown, 1980) has been more successful. For Chicanos, there is also

evidence suggesting that school-level variables have an independent

effect on scholastic performance. Carter and Segura (1979) stress the

role of self-fulfilling prophecies due to teacher expectations--that is,

since teachers assume that Mexican Americans are poor students, they

behave in a manner that hinders a student's ability to achieve.

The last factor considered important in the educational attainment

process is an individual's educational and occupational aspirations.

Indeed, Sewell, Haller, and Portes (1969) report that the best predictor

of completed schooling is the student's educational aspirations (but see
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Alexander and Cook, 1979, for a different view). Occupational aspira-

tions also determine education, as one's career plans may require a

degree. Both educational and occupational aspirations are in turn deter-

mined to a large extent by background, expectations of significant

others, intelligence, academic performance, and the school environment.

In sum, the research in sociology on educational attainment has

clearly demonstrated that social background affects educational outcomes

mainly through the transmission of values and attitudes toward education.

Parents provide economic, psychic, and emotional support for their

children that is translated into educational achievement. Schools appear

to selectively reinforce those students who have this kind of motivation

and allow them to succeed. Through this kind of complex social-

psychological process, student aspirations for education and occupations

are shaped, and their behavior follows accordingly. The other important

pattern to note is that students with higher measured intelligence tend

to have higher educational attainment, as do those with higher grades.

Academic performance itself is a function of background and values as

well as intelligence. Both intelligence and grades are also related to

background in that some components of these factors originate in the

advantages of growing up in a middle-class environment (Duncan,

Featherman, and Duncan, 1972; Sewell and Hauser, 1975).

THE UNIQUE SITUATION OF MEXICAN AMERICANS

Mexican Americans have had a history of discrimination in schools

(see Carter and Segura, 1979). When the Spanish conquered Mexico, one of
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the first institutions they destroyed was the indigenous native school

(Carter, 1970; Weinberg, 1977a, 1977b; Carter and Segura, 1979). The

Spanish set up schools to teach the use of Spanish at the exclusion of

the Indian languages. In 1821, Mexico won its independence from Spain.

Universal education was part of the Mexican constitution, but was never

implemented in any systematic fashion. The major source of education was

the Catholic Church. Even so, most of those who received any formal

schooling were of Spanish deeant.

From 1846 to 1848, Mexico and the United States fought a war over the

territories that now constitute the southwestern United States.

Following the war, many Mexicans chose to stay on their lands and remain

in the United States. Weinberg (1977a) estimates that at the time there

were 200,000 Mexicans living in Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, and

California. The Mexican Americans who remained were, for the most part,

treated as a source of cheap labor, and the Americans who moved into the

Southwest generally kept power, both political and economic, to them-

selves. While we today think of Mexican Americans as immigrhnts or

non-English-speaking foreigners, the truth is that their presence in the

Southwest predates U.S. control of the area.

From 1848 to the early part of the twentieth century, Mexican

immigration to the United States was rather slow. It began to increase

from 1909 on, and has fluctuated in a pattern similar to immigration in

general since then (Grebler, Moore, and Guzman, 1970). After World War

II, Mexican immigration increased. The bracero program brought many

Mexicans to the United States as temporary farm laborers (Meier and

Rivera, 1972). Since the end of that program in 1964, Mexican migration
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has continued at a high level. Most Mexican migrants are unskilled

laborers who come to the United States and take low-paying jobs. The

Mexican population in the United States tends to be concentrated in low-

paying jobs, lives in cities (mostly in barrios), and uses Spanish as the

main language (Jaffe, Cullen, and Boswell, 1980).

Most who have written on the issue have stressed that B4-dcan-

American students have been systematically discriminated against in the

schools (see Weinberg, 1977a, 1977b, for an overview). Legally, Mexican

Americans were not aubject to discriminatory racial laws as were blacks.

In practice, however, Mexican-American students have attended segregated

schools; often their educational facilities are understaffed and lack

such basic resources as libraries (Weinberg, 1977a; Carter and Segura,

1979). Most studies (Carter, 1970; Vasquez, 1974; Carter and Segura,

1979) see student underachievement and alienation as a direct consequence

of the inferiority of the school setting for Mexicans.

The basic mechanism by which schools have intentionally or uninten-

tionally reduced the likelihood that Mexican-American students will

complete high school has been school delay--repeating a particular grade.

By compelling students to repeat grades, schools have made alternatives

to schooling more attractive to Chicanos (Carter and Segura, 1979; sup-

ported by statistics in U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1979). Carter and

Segura see this process as one in which the student is pushed out,

because he or she faces a difficult school situation and is expected to

fail. The other part of this process is that as school becomes less

attractive, job opportunities become more attractive. Hence, students

may also be pulled out of school by the opportunity for a job (Duncan,

1965; Edwards, 1976).2
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A remaining issue is the effect of cultural differences on educa-

tional attainment of Mex ..can Americans. The key argument usually put

forward is that Mexican-American culture contains different values that

are not conducive to educational attainment. This point of view has both .

a positive and a negative connotation. Some have argued that the

Mexican-American child is culturally deprived, has little intellectual

stimulation, is not taught to value education, and has a bad self-image

(Bloom, Davis, and Hess, 1965; Gordon and Wilkerson, 1966; Heller, 1966).

Mexican-American culture has been characrized as amil

patriarchal, and oriented toward the extended family. The primary

cultural values are thought to be machismo, fatalism, and orii.atation

toward the present. Educators have tended to view Mexican-American stu-

dents as victims of this culture, and their low educational achievement

is thought to reflect these values and orientations. Most empirical evi-

dence does not, however, support this view of the Mexican family (see,

for example, Coleman et al., 1966). Furtlier, there is no evidence that

Mexican students have a lower self-image than white students (DeBlassie

and Healy, 1970).

A more benign point of view has been expressed by Ramirez and

Castaneda (1974), who argue that each culture possesses distinct cogni-

tive styles by which it relates to and organizes the world. Mexican

Americans are what they call "bicultural" and have a "cognitive style"

that they refer to as "field dependent." The term bicultural indicates

that Mexican Americans have had to adjust to two cultures and therefore

have learned to express themselves in the cognitive styles of both their

own culture and the dominant white culture. Cognitive style refers to
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learning, human relation, -.nd communication styles. The dominant value-

clusters within Mexican-American culture, according to Ramirez and

Castaneda, center around family, community, and ethnic group, and center

on interpersonal relations, status and role definition in family and com-

munity, and Mexican Catholic ideology. These differing cognitive styles

result in different learning styles: Mexican-American children learn

better in cooperatve rather than competitive settings. They are also

more other-oriented in general, and rely more heavily on family, com-

munity, and friends lor-self-Terception. The term field dependence

implies that Mexican-American children do better in verbal tasks and in

tasks that relate to other people, whereas white children do better on

analytic tasks.

The argument of Ramirez and Castaneda suggests that the cultural dif-

ferences between Mexican Americans and whites reflect different values

concerning what is important in relations with other people. They do not

see Mexican-American children as culturally deprived; rather, they have a

different culture containing its own set of rules and justifications

whose practices are antithetical to the dominant, white middle-class

culture. Schools thus become the site of the destruction of

Mexican-American culture.

These cultural differences, combined with the schools' perception and

treatment of Mexican-American students, go far toward explaining the low

educational attainment of Mexican Americans. Given a hostile school

environment and the need to work to help support a household (either

one's biological family or one's own children), it is not surprising that

Mexican Americans leave school at an early age (Hero, 1977; Laosa, 1977).
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Two other issues arise in discussion of Mexican-American scholastic

performance: length of residence in the United States, and language.

Some studies have found that immigrants tend to be a highly motivated,

self-selected group, and therefore show higher achievement, perhaps after

an initial disadvantage due to language and customs (Blau and Duncan,

1967; Chiswick, 1978). Fern-ndez (1982) and Nielsen and Fernandez (1981)

speculate that this high level of motivation may be passed on to the

immigrants' children, thus explaining why the children of more recent

migrants achieve better in high school. Kimball (1968) and Baril (1979)

suggest that long-time residents may become "ghettoized" and therefore

achieve poorly compared to more recent migrants. Others (e.g.,

Featherman and Hauser, 1978, Chap. 8), however, find that immigrants are

at a socioeconomic disadvantage which these researchers attribute to dif-

ficulties of language and culture. In addition, it has been shown with

1970 Census data that immigrants have lower levels of education (Jaffe,

Cullen, and Boswell, 1980) which can, through the general mechanisms

described above, result in lower educational achievement for the child.

With regard to language, past research has found that Spanish

speakers in a predominantly English-speaking society experience dif-

ficulties in school and work owing to language (Garcia, 1980; Tienda,

1982). Other studies have found that bilingualism is an asset, both in

school (Peal and Lambert, 1962; Fernandez, 1982; for reviews see also

Lambert, 1975; Cummins, 1977, 1981) and in certain job markets (Lopez,

1976). The institutional response for both of these positions has been

some form of bilingual education. Many members of the Mexican-American

community favor bilingual-bicultural programs that are oriented toward

325



317

the maintenance of both the English and the Spanish language. Others,

with more assimilationist views, emphasize the importance of English pro-

ficiency over and above the use of Spanish; they support transitional

bilingual programs that are designed to teach English to the

Mexican-American child with little regard for maintaining the Spanish

tongue. Given these conflicting goals, it is not surprising that there

is little agreement about the effectiveness of the different programs

that Lave been implemented (see Fligstein and Fernandez, 1982, for a

review of bilingual education programs).

MODELS OF THE EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT PROCESS FOR MEXICAN AMERICANS

It is now appropriate to propose a model of educational attainment in

gee -7.1 and to describe how such a model would be modified to take into

the special situations of Mexican Americans. There are really

two parts to these models: variables that have been found to pertain to

all subpopulations, and variables that, in light of the above discussion,

can be expected to affect Mexican Americans disproportionately. The

1.0014V144n4 ghttracteristics common to all groups include father's educa-

tion, mother's education, father's occupation, family income, and number.

of siblings. Parental education and father's occupation index both the

socioeconomic status of the family and parents' attitudes about the

desirability of education, while family income measures the ability of

the family to pay for education. Number of siblings indicates how many

children must share the family income. Controlling other factors, the

larger the family, the more likely that the respondent will be drawn out
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of school and into the labor force to help support the family (see

Rumberger, 1981, for a similar argument). We also include a measure for

gender, since past research has shown that men and women vary in educa-

tional attainment (Alexander and Eckland, 1974). The social-

psychological measures of the educational aspirations and expectations of

parent, peer, teacher, and respondent would also be expected to affect

educational outcomes.

From the review of the experiences of Mexican Americans, two addi-

tional types of background variables need to be included--migration

history and linguistic practices. In both cases, past research

(described above) has shown mixed results concerning educational attain-

ment. Much of the discrepancy in these findings may be due to the

varying conceptions and measures of migration recency and linguistic

practice employed by the different studies. Though we cannot resolve

the issue here, we note that it is important to incorporate measures of

migration and language into models of educational attainment for Mexican

Americans.

We next suggest a set of school-level variables as predictors of

educational transitions. These include whether or not the school is

public or private, the racial and ethnic composition of the school, and

such measures of school quality as the dropout rate and the teacher-

student ratio. Recently, Coleman, Kilgore, and Hoffer (1981) have

endeavored to show that minorities in private schools tend to achieve

better than those in public schools (but see Lewis and Wanner, 1979, for

contrary evidence). Measures of school racial composition (percentage

black andand percentage Hispanic) are included in our model because past
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research on school integration has shown that it has small but positive

effects on scholastic achievement for blacks (U.S. Commission on Civil

Rights, 1967; Lewis and St. John, 1974; Wilson, 1979). Though we know of

no similar research concerning Mexican Americans, owing to the obvious

importance of segregation issues for Hispanics (see Naboa, 1980), we test

whether similar effects can be discerned with our data by including per-

centage Hispanic within the school in our model. As a general measure of

the holding power of the respondent's high school, we include the percen-

tage who drop out as a predictor of these educational transitions. Last,

in accord with the extensive literature on school effects (e.g., Coleman

et al., 1966; Bidwell and Kasarda, 1975; for a review see Spady, 1976),

we use the number of students per teacher in the respondent's high school

as a measure of school resources.

In addition to these general school va.dables which should affect

both non-Hispanic whites and Mexican Americans, we are interested in

curriculum measures that should be important for Mexican Americans, i.e.,

whether the student was enrolled in a program of English as a Second

Language or some form of transitional bilingual education program. As

was argued above, it is important to assess whether or not these programs

aid in int7reasing educational attainment.

Finally, we consider some community-related variables. The local

unemployment rate in the respondent's area of residence can be considered

a measure of the "pull" factors in the local labor market which might

draw youth out of school (see Duncan, 1965; Edwards, 1976). Another com-

munity variable, urban residence, is included because living in a large

city would make one less likely to complete school because of the greater

number of non-stzhool options available in cities.
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ANALYSIS

The data set used in these analyses is the U.S. Department of Labor's

National Longitudinal Survey (NLS) of 1979. The choice of data set pre

sented problems. The ideal data for this project must include infor

mation on ethnicity, migration history, family background, language, edu

cation, schools and currciulum, educational aspirations and expectations,

IQ, grades, and must be longitudinal. No data set exists that covers all

of these elements. The NLS data, while limited in age range and lacking

certain variables, proved to contain the greatest amount of relevant

information.3

The data analysis strategy requires defining relevant subpopulations

and dependent variables. Since the sample members are quite young, many

of the respondents are still in school. We therefore divided the data

into three groups: those aged less than or equal to 18 years of age,

those aged 19-22, and those who had completed high school. The first

sample is used to determine which factors are related to the respondent's

being in school or having dropped out. The dependent variable is a dummy

variable coded "zero" if the respondent dropped out and "one" if the

respondent was still in school.4 The second sample is used to determine

what factors affect high school completion. The dependent variable here

is coded "zero" if the respondent did not finish high school and "one" if

the respondent did. The third sample, composed of those who had

completed high school, is used because we are interested in what affects

a person's chances of going to college. Since high school graduation is

a prerequisite for entrance to colleges and universities, we decided to
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restrict our attention to the sample of interest, i.e., high school grad-

uates. The dependent variable is coded "zero" if the respondent did not

go to college and "one" if the respondent did.

We divided the sample in this manner for the following reasons. If

we had used completed years of schooling as a dependent variable for

these young people, we would have encountered the limitation that many of

our respondents had not completed schooling. It makes more sense to con-

sider school transitions, such as staying in school, completing high

school, and entering college. Unfortunately, age is also going to play a

role in the schooling process; if we were to consider using only those

who had dropped out of high school or who had completed high school, we

would truncate our sample by excluding those still in school.5 By

breaking the samples down into age groups, we eliminate this problem.

The first sample answers the question, "Given that respondents are

younger than 18, what are the causes of their dropping out of school

versus their being in school?" The second sample assesses the deter-

minants of high school completion among those who are old enough to be

eligible to complete high school.

One other dependent variable is used in the two high school samples:

school delay. It was argued earlier that school delay was a major factor

in keeping Mexican-American students from completing high school. Since

delay and dropping out could be seen as simultaneous events, it might not

be reasonable to include delay as an independent variable (although this

reasoning may be incorrect, since the sequence usually is that being held

back is followed by dropping out, whereas the delay could easily be seen

as preceding dropping out). However, it is sensible to examine the

determinants of delay. School delay is defined as the (median age in the

330



322

population in the highest grade the respondent completed) - (the age of

the respondent at the highest grade completed).

Two ethnic groups are analyzed separately here: whites and Mexican

Americans. (Hispanic groups other than Mexican Americans were too few to

be included.) We assigned respondents to these ethnic groups on the

basis of self-identification. Smith (1980) shows that among various

methods that have been used to classify respondents into ethnic groups in

surveys, self-identification is the most efficient technique.

Two techniques were employed in the data analysis: ordinary least

squares (OLS) regression and logistic regression. The OLS regression is

used when school delay, a continuous measure, is the dependent variable.

Since the transition variableb.are dichotomous, OLS regressions would

result in estimates that are no longer minimum-variance unbiased, because

of heteroskedasticity. A logit specification provides an adequate solu-

tion to this problem (Theil, 1971, pp. 631-633).

Explanatory Variables

The independent variables are entered into the analyses in two sets:

family background, and school and social environment variables.6 In our

theoretical discussion, we suggested variables relevant to the general

population and variables relevant to Mexican Americans. Here, we incor-

porate both types of measures into the two sets of variables.

Nine measures of family background are included in the model: (1)

father's and (2) mother's education in years of schooling; (3) a dummy

variable coded zero if the respondent was female and one if the respon-

dent was male; three dummy variables coded zero if (4) the respondent,
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(5) the mother, and (6) the father were born in the United States, coded

one if born elsewhere; (7) a dummy variable coded zero if the interview

was conducted in English and coded ore if the interview was conducted in

Spanish; (8) a dummy variable coded one if the respondent has a

non-English mother tongue and zero otherwise; and (9) the number of

siblings in the respondent's family. No measures of family income and

father's occupation were included because of high levels of missing data

(over 40%).

The school and social environment measures reflect characteristics of

the surrounding area. The local community is indexed by two measures:

the local unemployment rate in 1979, and a dummy variable coded one if

the respondent was living in a Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area and

coded zero if not.

The school variables are of two types: school environment and curri-

culum. The first measures tap the quality of the education and the

racial/ethnic composition of the school. Only one o2 the school

variables has relatively high nonmissing data. This is a dummy variable

coded zero if the respondent attended a public school and coded one for a

private school. The other school variables were not assessed for about

half of the sample. In order to use the data available, we constructed a

dummy variable called "nonresponse school items" that is coded zero if

the respondent does not have school data and one if data exists. All

variables utilizing the school data are coded zero for those individuals

for whom the school data are missing. If those who responded are not

systematically more likely to have stayed in school, completed school, or

entered college, then this dummy variable should not affect the outcome
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Mexican Americans. The dependent variables include dropping out or

staying in high school, completing high school, entering college, and

school delay. The strategy is first to enter background variables, and

next school and community variables. In this way, we should begin to

understand the schooling process for the two groups and the way in which

they differ and are similar.

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 presents means and standard deviations for the subpopulations

by ethnic group. Considering the high school populations, we see that

Mexican Americans are less likely to be in school or to have graduated

from high school. Most striking is that only 57% of Mexican Americans

over 18 years of age have graduated from high school, as compared to 83%

of whites. However, when we consider the population of high school

graduates, we find that Mexican Americans attend college at a higher rate

than whites (66% vs. 58%), despite their generally lower socioeconomic

background (see below). The Mexican Americans who finish high school

appear to be a motivated group who have pursued the educational process

and go on to :-,711ege at a somewhat higher rate than whites.? This

suggests that the primary barriers to Mexican-American school achievement

are encountered early in the educational life course--i.e., before and

during high school.8 Another indication of this is that Mexican

Americans are about half a year older in a grade than whites (see the

meats for school delay).

The background variables show that Mexican Americans come from lower-

status backgrounds: their parents have much less education than do
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Means and Standard. Deviations for Whites and Mexican Americans in the Three Sample Populations

Variable

White Mexican American

< 18 Years > 18 Years HS Grad < 18 Years > 18 Years HS Grad

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

% in high school .90 .30 .83 .38

% high school grad .83 .37 .58 .49

% enter college .58 .49 .66 .48

School delay .50 .72 .68 1.01 .91 1.00 1.11 1.32

Father's education 11.73 3,45 12.03 3.60 12.55 3.43 7.29 4.60 6.90 4.67 8.02 4.56

Mother's education 11.58 2.56 11.89 2.62 12.28 2.45 7.07 3.99 6.96 4.31 8.17 4.21

Sex .50 .50 .46 .50 .46 .50 .47 30 .48 .50 .47 50

Number siblings 3.20 2.17 3.22 2.08 3.04 1.92 4.96 2.76 5.16 2.92 4.36 2.37 !LI,)

Naqvity .04 .19 .03 .17 .03 .17 .25 .43 .28 .45 .13 .34
14

Father's nativity .05 .22 .05 .22 .05 .22 .41 .49 .45 .50 .36 .48

Mother's nativity .06 .24 .05 .22 .05 .22 .45 .50 .47 .50 .39 .49

Language 88 child .11 .31 .13 .34 .13 .34 .93 .26 .94 .23 .93 .25

Spanish interview .02 .14 .02 .13 .02 .13 .05 .21 .07 .25 .03 .18

SMSA .64 .48 .68 .47 .69 .46 .71 .46 .80 .40 .80

Unemployment rate 6.34 2.16 6.14 2.18 6.12 2.20 6.64 3.20 5.97 2.71 6.07 2.53

Nonresponse school items .54 .50 .51 .50 .53 .50 .47 .50 .40 .48 .49 .50

% Hispanic in school 3.18 8.86 2.89 8.53 2.77 7.88 31.82 32.60 28.13 33.87 35.13 35.39

% black in school 6.31 12.77 5.63 11.75 5.68 11.45 4.11 9.71 3.23 9,17 2.84 6.76

dropout in school 11.04 20.13 8.28 14.72 7.90 13.72 13.16 19.70 9.98 15.33 11.69 15.65

Teacher-student ratio .04 .02 .04 .03 .04 .03 .03 .03 .03 .03 .04 .03

Public-private .06 .24 .08 .27 .09 .29 .04 .19 .03 .18 .04 .19

Nonresponse transcript .70 .46 .66 .47 .69 .46 .58 .49 .44 .50 .53 .50

ESL course .002 .05 .00 .05 .00 .04 .04 .19 .03 .16 .02 .15

Bilingual education .02 .13 .02 .15 .02 .15 .07 .26 .05 .22 .06 .24

N (3,465) (2,280) (1,871) (587) (296) (113)

Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1979.
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to a statistically significant degree. From our discussions with the

people who collected the data, there is no reason to believe that such

bias exists. The four measures of school environment are the percentage

f students in high school who are Hispanic, the percentage of students

who are black, the percentage of students who dropped out of the high

school, and the pupil-teacher ratio.

The curriculum data for individuals were collected independently of

the rest of the NLS data. Only about 40% of the respondents have these

data, which are taken from high school transcripts. A dummy variable

called "nonresponse transcript" was created, coded zero if the respondent

did not have transcript data and one if the respondent did. Here too,

zero is assigned to the missing transcript data. We should thus be able

to assess if the presence of the transcript data is systematically

related to the outcomes. The two curriculum variables are coded at the

individual level; they are dummy variables coded zero if the respondent

did not take a course entitled English as a Second Language or Bilingual

Education and coded one if the respondent did.

No measures of social-psychological attributes such as educational

aspirations and expectations mf peer, respondent, or parent are included

in these models, for two reasons. First, some of these variables were

not measured. Second, some were measured at the time of the interview,

and therefore it is difficult to determine whether the attitude caused

the relevant educational transition, or vice versa. To use the measures

probably requires longitudinal data.

In sum, the analytic strategy is to examine the causes of schooling

outcomes for three relevant age cohorts of non-Hispanic whites and
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whites; they come from much larger families; and respondent and both

parents are much more likely to be foreign-born. The language measures

also show large differences: for all three populations, a small percen-

tage of whites (11-13%) spoke a foreign language as a child; the com-

parable figure for Mexican Americans is over 90%. A small percentage

(2%) of respondents who identified themselves as white elected to take

the interview in Spanish; among Mexican Americans the range was 3-5%.

Since none of those who were interviewed in Spanish spoke English as

their mother tongue, we can interpret these two variables as classifying

respondents into three language types: Spanish monolinguals (those

interviewed in Spanish), bilinguals (interviewed in English and reporting

Spanish as the mother tongue), English monolinguals (interviewed in

English and reporting English as the mother tongue). Following this

interpretation in our sample the Mexican-American population is largely

bilingual, with relatively few at either monolingual extreme (see

Skrabanek, 1970, and Garcia, 1980, for supporting evidence).

The school and community variables show smaller differences across

ethnic groups than do the background variables. Mexican Americans are

somewhat more urbanized than whites and tend to go to segregated schools

and to schools with relatively high dropout rates. Not surprisingly, in

light of their generally lower-status backgrounds, Mexican Americans are

less likely to attend private school.

RESULTS FOR THOSE AGED 14-18

There are two dependent variables in these analyses: whether or not

the respondent is enrolled in school, and school delay. We will first
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consider the determinants of the school enrollment variable for each eth-

nic group. We will then compare the models across groups. Finally, we

will examine the regressions for school delay and compare those results.

Tables 2 and 3 present the results.

School Enrollment

For whites in this age group, four of the nine family background

measures significantly affect the likelihood of being in school. Both

measures of parental education positively affect that likelihood.9 Those

with more siblings are less likely to be in school, which would imply

that, other things being equal, respondents from large families are more

likely to be drawn out of school in order to help support the family of

origin. None of the nativity variables affect the likelihood of being in

school, but respondents who were interviewed in Spanish are more likely

to be out of schoo1.10 Two of the measures of school and social environ-

ment are significantly related to enrollment in school. One of these,

whether or not the individual has a transcript, is of no theoretical

interest; as expected, students with transcript are more likely to be in

school. The finding that whites from schools with a high percentage of

blacks are less likely to be in school could reflect a number of factors

--a poorer neighborhood, a more dangerous school setting, or a poorer

quality educational system. However, there are no effects from local

economic conditions, nor from other school or curriculum measures.

Looking at the results for Mexican Americans in Table 2, in the model

containing only background variables we see that neither measure of

parental education affects the likelihood of being in school. As is the

case for whites, respondents with a greater number of siblings are less
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Table 2

Logit and OLS Regression Results for High School Attendance
Amoug Whites and Mexican Americans Aged 18 or Younger

Independent
Variable

Devendent Variable: High School Attendancea

Whites Mexican Americans
b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b)

Father's education .16** .02 ,15** .02 .05 .03 .08* .04
Mother's education .10** .03 .10 ** .03 .02 .04 .01 .04
Sex .07 .12 .06 .12 .05 .24 .11 .26
Number of siblings -.11** .02 -.11** .02 -.14** .04 -.16** .05
Nativity -.27 .43 -.17 .44 -1.65** .38 -1.81** .42
Father's nativity .10 .42 .16 .43 -.29 .37 -.32 .39
Mother's nativity .73 .45 .84 .46 1.24** .41 1.42** .43

Language as child -.05 .23 -.04 .23 .49 .50 .58 .54
Spanish interview -.80* .31 -.75* .32 -1.46** .45 -1.27* .52
SMSA -.07 .13 -1.02** .34

Unemployment rate .04 .021 -.04 .04

Nonresponse school items .14 .16 .75* .38

% Hispanic in school -.01 .01 -.01* .006
Z black in school -.01* A04 -.04** .01

% dropout in school -.004 .003 .02 .01

Teacher-student ratio 3.90 2.92 4.14 8.57
Public-private .04 .28 .30 .73

Nonresponse transcript .51 ** .15 .69 .35

ESL course -1.34 .99 1.03 .86

Bilingual education 1.41 .86 .63 .72

Constant -.27 -.84 1.63 1.95

R2

D .06 .07 .12 .18

N (3,465) (587)

Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1979.

*Statistically significant at the 5Z level.
**Statistically significant at the 12 level.

aResults from logistic regression.
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likely to be in school. This is evidence that young Mexican Americans

may be out of school because their families need additional income.

Respondents born in Mexicc, are also less likely to be in school, although

those whose mothers are foreign-born are more likely to be in schoo1.11

If the interview was conducted in Spanish, the respondent is less likely

to be in school. In terms of our discussion above, this might be

interpreted as a negative effect of Spanish monolingualism as compared to

English monolingualism (the excluded category). The fact that the

mother-tongue dummy variable is not significant means that bilinguals are

just as likely to be in school as are English monolinguals.

With the addition of the school and social environment variables,

three additional effects appear. Respondents who live in an SMSA are

less likely to be in school. This variable may function as a proxy for

being in a barrio environment, where the community may be drawing stu-

dents out of school by offering employment (albeit at low wages). In

addition, if students face poor employment prospects after high school

graduation, there is little incentive for them to remain in school. (See

the argument of Stinchcombe, 1964, regarding the effect of future labor

market prospects on behavior in school.) Two school-related measures are

significant: a large number of both blacks and Hispanics in the school

is related to a lower likelihood of being in school. This is probably a

reflection of school quality. Neither of the variables measuring whether

or not a respondent was enrolled in a Bilingual Edu^ation or ESL course

has a statistically significant effect on staying in school. This result

is not surprising, in light of the fact that these programs are quite

heterogeneous12 (see Fligstein and Fernandez, 1982).
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In summary, large families, Spanish-language dominance, foreign

birth, urban environment, and lower-quality schools all operate to lessen

the likelihood that the Mexican-American student will remain in school.

The major differences between Mexican Americans and whites center on

the parental education and nativity variables. Mexican-American students

with highly educated or foreign-born mothers are more likely to be

enrolled in school, though the respondent's foreign birth is related to

not being in school. For whites, both mother's and father's education

affect the probability of being in school, while none of the natAvity

variables affect school attendance. These differences show that being an

immigrant lowers Mexican-American school attendance but has no effect for

whites. Furthermore, mothers play important roles in the socialization

process for. Mexican Americans, as indicated by the effects of mother's

nativity and education.

School Delay

The equation predicting school delay for whites 18 and under shows

results similar to those predicting school enrollment, although some dif-

ferences are apparent. In the regression analyses, a negative coef-

ficient indicates less delay; a positive coefficient indicates more

delay. Education of both parents significantly affects school delay:

the more education the parents have, the less delay the student experien-

ces. Male respondents are older in grade on average, as are respondents

from large families. For whites, being born in a foreign country

increases the probability of being older in grade.
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Table 3

Logit and OLS Regression Results for School
Delay Among Whites and Mexican Americans Aged 18 or Younger

Independent
Variable

Dependent Variable: School Delaya

Whites Mexican Americans
b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b)

Father's education -.02** .004 -.01** .004 -.02 .01 -.02 .01

Mother's education -.04** .006 -.033** .006 -.02 .01 -.01 .01

Sex .19** .02 .21i** .02 .17* .08 .16* .07

Number of siblings .03** .006 .03** .006 .06** .015 .06** .02

Nativity .18* .08 .17* .08 .66** .11 .69** .11

Father's nativity -.06 .07 -.05 .07 .04 .11 .04 .11

Mother's nativity .02 .07 .02 .07 -.23* .10 -.19 .11

Language as child .04 .05 .04 .05 .13 .15 .13 .15

Spanish interview .15 .08 .13 .08 .23 .19 .23 .19

SMSA -.06* .03 -.26** .09

Unemployment rate -.006 .006 -.06** .01

Nonresponse school items .009 .03 .03 .10

% Hispanic in school
% black in school

-.001
.000

.001

.001

.000

.002

.001

.004

% dropout in school .002** .001 -.002

Teacher-student ratio -1.31* .54 -.15 21N
Public-private -.02 .05 -.42*

Nonresponse transcript -.05 .03 -.20 .10

ESL course .28 .22 -.34 .23

Bilingual education -.14 .10 .21 .17

Constant .89 .98 .62 1.25

R2 .07 .08 .20 .26

D

N (3,439) (580)

Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1979.

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.
**Statistically significant at the 1% level.

aResults from OLS regression.
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When the school and social environment variables are added, three

additional effects appear. Respondents in $MSAs are less delayed,

implying that rural schools hold students back more frequently. Two

interesting school effects clearly reflect school quality and school

strategy. A respondent in a school with a high dropout rate is more

likely to be older in grade, which could indicate that those schools use

grade retention more frequently and therefore have more discouraged stu-

dents, who later drop out. There is also a statistically significant

effect of the teacher-student ratiostudents who attend schools with

more teachers per student tend to be less grade-delayed; presumably, this

reflects the fact that teachers are able to spend more time with students

individually and students are therefore less likely to fail.

The school-delay regression for Mexican Americans is also similar to

the one predicting school enrollment. Those in large families and those

of foreign birth are older in grade. Those whose mothers are foreign-

born are less likely to be grade-delayed. Variables related to mothers

exert effects throughout the Mexican-American equations: mother's educa-

tion and mother's nat:vity are strong determinants of children's educa-

tional attainment. One difference between the model for school atten-

dance and the model for delay is apparent: young men are more likely

than young women to experience school delay.

Among the school and social environment variables, three effects are

statistically significant. Respondents who live in an SMSA are less

likely to experience school delay. A high unemployment rate is related

to less school delay, implying that Mexican-American students may be

trading off schooling for work, leaving school when work is available.

3 4.1
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Mexican Americans in private schools are less delayed than those in

public schools. Whether this is due to selfselection of better students

into private schools or to differences in school policies cannot be

determined here.

Three conclusions are evident. First, parental education tends to

lower school delay for whites, but has little effect for Mexican

Americans. This suggests that school delay for Mexican Americans is not

directly related to socioeconomic background; it may instead reflect

other influences--perhaps the school policies emphasized by Carter and

Segura (1979). Second, nonU.S. origin is strongly related to delay for

Mexican Americans; being foreignborn increases school delay for Mexican

Americans by almost half a year. Finally, among Mexican Americans,

foreignborn mothers have child:en who are less delayed in their progress

through school. This is consistent with the results for school atten

dance that show mothers to be important in the educational process of

Mexican Americans.

RESULTS FOR THOSE AGED 19-22

Tables 4 and 5 present models of high school completion and school

delay for the older .14,1 group.

High School Completion

In the equation containing only the background variables, for whites

we find that the largest effects are those of parental education. This

result accords with the literature reviewed above indicating that

parents' education is a key determinant of children's education. Young

34q
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Table 4

Logit and OLS Regression Results for High School Completion
Among Whites and Mexican Americans Aged 19-22

Independent
Variable

Dependent Variable: Hi :h School Com letiona

Whites Mexican Americans
b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b)

Father's education .15** .02 .14** .02 .03 .04 .02 .04
Mother's education .24** .03 .23** .03 .10* .04 .12* .05

Sex -.34** .12 -.37** .13 -.02 .27 -.05 .29

Number of siblings -.14** .03 -.13** .03 -.13** .05 -.15** .06

Nativity .38 .48 .47 .51 -1.75 .42 -1.51** .47

Father's nativity 1.54** .47 1.54** .49 .16 .40 .00 .43

Mother's nativity -.33 .39 -.16 .41 .57 .41 .41 .43

Language as child .13 .22 .11 .22 .42 .60 .40 .63
Spanish interview -.63 .39 -.67 .40 -.23 .60 .36 .68

SMSA .07 .14 .48 .39

Unemployment rate .02 .03 .04 .06

Nonresponse school items .21 .16 .34 .41

% Hispanic in school -.02* .006 .014* .006

% black in school -.001 .005 -.02 .02

% dropout in school .01** .004 .002 .01

Teacher-student ratio 9.67** 2.91 -7.17 9.21
Public-private 1.94** .53 .16 .88

Nonresponse transcript .30 .16 .69 .39

ESL course -1.37 1.27 .06 .93

Bilingual education .75 .74 1.28 .84

Constant -2.17 -2.69 -.06 -1.25

R2

D .13 .15 .20 .26

N (2,280) (296)

Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1979.

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.
**Statistically significant at he 1% level.

aResults from logistic regression.
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Table 5

Logit and OLS Regression Results for School
Delay Among Whites and Mexican Americans Aged 19-22

Independent
Variable

Dependent Variable: School Delaya

Whites Mexican Americans

b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b)

Father's education -.01* .007 -.01 .007 -.03 .02 -.02 .02

Mother's education -.04** .01 -.04** .01 .008 .02 .008 .024

Sex .24** .04 .24 ** .04 .35* .15 .35* .15

Number of siblings .04** .01 .04** .01 .10** .03 .10** .03

Nativity .05 .15 .05 .15 .53* .22 .46 .24

Father's nativity -.19 .13 -.18 .13 .13 .22 .19 .23

Mother's nativity .20 .13 .17 .13 -.23 .21 -.11 .22

Language as child -.04 .07 -.06 .07 .01 .32 -.02 .33

Spanish interview .39* .16 .37* .16 .55 .30 .44 .32

SMSA -.01 .05 -.33 .20

Unemployment rate -.01 .01 -.02 .03

Nonresponse school items -.09 .05 .19 .21

% Hispanic in school* .007** .002 -.002 .003

% black in school .001 .001 -.001 .009

% dropout in school .001 .001 -.005 .006

Teacher-student ratio -.03 .82 1.55 4.86

Public-private -.01 .08 -.33 .42

Nonresponse transcript .05 .05 -.26 .20

ESL course .28 .46 .44 .50

Bilingual education -.11 .15 -.38 .38

Constant 1.06 1.16 .41 .85

R2 .04 .05 .17 .20

N (2,239) (287)

Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1979.

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.
**Statistically significant at t'le ' level.

aResults from OLS regression.
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men are less likely to complete high school than young women, which could

reflect their greater opportunities in the labor market. Respondents

from larger families (measured by number of siblings) are also less

likely to finish high school, suggesting the importance of family obliga-

tions on school continuation decisions. Four of the school variables

bear a statistically significant relation to finishing high school.

Respondents in schools with a high percentage of Hispanics or schools

with high dropout rates tend to finish high school less often; this could

reflect school quality, social environment, or a number of other factors.

A higher teacher-student ratio positively affects the probability of high

school completion. Finally, controlling other factors, attending a pri-

vate school significantly increases one's chances of high school comple-

tion. Our data do not permit us to determine whether this is due to

selection into private schools of students who are less likely to drop

out or to aspects of the school environment that encourage high achieve-

ment.

In the results for Mexican Americans, we see from the equation with

only the background variables that mother's education significantly

increases the likelihood of high school completion, whereas father's edu-

cation does not. As we have noted above, this suggests that

Mexican-American mothers play a key role in their children's educational

outcomes. The more siblings a respondent has, the less likely he or she

is to c--rate school. Finally, persons of foreign birth finish high

school 1*,sr frequently. Neither of the language measures affects high

school r.ompletion--i.e., English monolinguals are no more likely to

finish high school than either bilinguals or Spanish monolinguals. When

3 4 7
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the school and social environment variables are added, only the percen-

tage of Hispanics in the school affects high school completion to a sta-

tistically significant degree. Mexican Americans in Hispanic schools

tend to complete high schoo". more frequently. This could imply that a

Mexican-American student culture aids high school completion.

When we compare whites and lexican Americans, we find that in general

the background variables are more powerful predictors of high school

completion for whites. Both parents' education strongly affects high

school completion for whites, while only the mother's education does so

for Mexican Americans. White males are much less likely to complete high

school than white females, while Mexican-American females and males are

equally likely to do so. Being in a HispaniC high school aids school

completion for Mexican Americans and deters it for whites. Also,

foreign-born Mexican Americans are much less likely to finish high school

than are whites of foreign birth. Taken together, these results show

that for whites, high school completion is highly related to parental

education and the respondent's sex, while for Mexican Americans high

school completion is determined mostly by their mother's education and

their own nativity.

School Delay

School delay for those whites who are older than 18 has determinants

similar to those of high school completion. In the equation with only

background characteristics, parental education is associated with less

school delay, while males are more likely to be delayed than females.

Respondents from large families also experience more school delay. The;-
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is one anomalous result in this table, concerning those whites who were

interviewed in Spanish: they are more likely to have been delayed in

their progress through school. Only 2% of the white sample was in this

category; this coefficient should therefore be interpreted cautiously.

Only one additional effect appears in the equation with the school and

social environment variables. Respondents who attended a school with a

high percentage of Hispanics were more likely to have experienced grade

delay. This 1/4.,uld reflect school quality, but it also could be tapping

school policy. If the literature on school delay for Hispanics is

correct, then schools with Hispanic concentrations may more frequently

use grade delay as a policy (see Carter and Segura, 1979).

Only two background variables affect the school delay of Mexican

Americans over age 18: sex of respondent, and number of siblings.

Respondents who are male or who come from a large family are more likely

to have been delayed in schooling. Again, the language variables do not

affect school delay. None of the school and social environment or curri-

culum variables have statistically significant effects on high school

completion.

Here too, the most interesting difference between groups is that

parental education is highly related to school delay for whites, and less

so for Mexican Americans. The lower mean and greater variance of

Mexican-American parental educational attainment is perhaps one reason

that there is no relationship between delay and parental educational

attainment. The school policies that have been alleged to be the major

cause of Chicano school delay (Carter and Segura, 1979) might be another

reason. Th, much R2s for delay among whites in both age popula-

tions indicate that being delayed is a much more random process for
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whites then it is for Mexican Americans, despite the fact that Chicanos

are much more gradedelayed and have much more .variance than do whites

(see Table 1). Apparently, even without the measures of school policy

that Carter and Segura (1979) emphasize, our model is much more effi

cacious for Mexican Americans than for whites.

RESULTS FOR THOSE WHO WERE HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

The final set of equations concerns the determinants of college

attendance, given that the respondent finished high school (see Table 6).

These models are misspecified insofar as parental income is left out of-

the equation. Since college costs money, this omission raises

problems.13

The equation with only the background variables for whites shows that

both measures of parental education positively affect the likelihood of

college attendance. Respondents from larger families are less likely to

attend college. (Note that this variable could proxy for the family's

ability to pay for college.) Two interesting effects emerge concerning

nativity. If either parent was born in a foreign country, the respondent

is more likely to attend college. This may be due to immigrants' high

levels of motivation (Chiswick, 1978; Fernandez, 1982; Nielsen and

Fernandez, 1981). Only one of the variables concerning school and social

environment significantly affects college attendance: if one attends a

private school, one is more likely to go to college.

We now turn to the determinants of MexicanAmerican college atten

dance for this group of respondents. Only two family background
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Table 6

Logit Regression Results for College Attendance by White
and Mexican-American High School Graduates

Independent
Variable

Whites Mexican Americans

b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b) b SE(b)

Father's education .19** .02 .18** .02 -.05 .05 -.06 .06

Mother's education .18** .03 .17** .03 .16** .06 .17** .06

Sex -.02 .10 -.01 .11 -.32 .36 -.49 .38

Number of siblings -.12** .03 -.12** .03 -.06 .08 -.04 .09

Nativity .23 .40 .29 .41 -.96 .62 -.62 .73

Father's nativity 1.08** .35 1.05** .35 .53 .54 .45 .58

Mother's nativity .78** .36 .72** .36 1.39** .53 1.27* .59

Language as child .16 .18 .12 .18 -.48 .75 -.58 .79

Spanish interview .23 .41 .18 .42 -1.12 .91 -1.23 .96

SMSA .18 .12 .78 .49

Unemployment rate -.04 .03 .12 .08

Nonresponse school items .09 .13 -1.24* .55

% Hispanic in school .014 .007 -.001 .007

% black in school .002 .004 -.06 .03

% dropout in school .00 .004 .03 .02

Teacher-student ratio .53 2.12 12.65 12.64

Public-private .97** .21 .28 1.23

Nonresponse transcript .11 .13 .13 .46

ESL course -.32 1.47 -2.66 1.45

Bilingual education .13 .34 .45 .97

Constant -3.96 -3.85 .21 -1.06

D .16 .17 .12 .19

N (1,871) (173)

Source: National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 1979.

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.
**Statistically significant at the 1% level.
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variables affect college attendance: mother's education and mother's

nativity. Mexican Americans with immigrant mothers are more likely to go

to college, while the higher the mother's educational attainment, the

more likely the respondent is to attend college. When the measures of

school and social environment are added, only the dummy variable for the

school data affects with statistical significance the likelihood of

college attendance.14

The major differences across groups for the college equations center

on two factors: the lack of effect of certain variables for Mexican

Americans and the importance of those variables for whites, and the fact

that mothers appear to be more important for Mexican-American college

attendance, whereas both parents are important to whites.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

How do the educational attainment procetfos of whites and Mexican

Americans compare? Among whites, the general factor of family background

appears to be the major determinant of educational attainment. In par-

ticular, parental education and number of siblings significantly affect

staying in school, graduating from high school, end attending college.

Parents' education to some degree is replicated in their children. There

are also interesting effects concerning parental nativity. Respondents

with foreign-born fathers tend to finish high school more frequently, and

those with either parent foreign-born enter college more frequently.

There also are some school effects on educational attainment of whites.

Higher teacher-student ratios affect school delay and high school completion,
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while respondents in private schools tend to complete school more fre-

quently and attend college more often. Finally, whites stay in school

a shorter time and finish high school less often when blacks and

Hispanics are present, effects which are probably due to the generally

inferior quality of 'lack and Hispanic schools (Coleman et al., 1966;

National Center for Education Statistics, 1980).

For Mexican Americans, general family background factors are also

important--family size and parental education, particularly mother's edu-

cation, are related to school attendance and (negatively) to delay. Among

the background variables that we expected could dicproportionately affect

Mexican Americans--migration history and language type--only migration

history is consistently related to high school and college attendance and

to delay in high school.15 Foreign-born respondents are less likely to be

in school and more likely to have been delayed. However, having a

foreign-born mother seems to have salutary effects on the respondent's

educational attainment. This fact, combined with the importance of

mother's education, is evidence that mothers play a critical role in

Mexican-American socialization.

When we consider the school and social environment variables, no pat-

terns emerge. The curriculum measures show that those students who at

some time were enrolled in ESL or Bilingual Education courses perform no

differently from those never enrolled in such courses. This result is

probably due to two problems in our data: (1) the large numbers of

missing values on the curriculum variables; and (2) the coarseness of the

measures. We do not know what type of bilingual education program the

students were enrolled in the length of the program, or its quality.
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It is clear that high school completion is a major barrier to Chicano

school attainment. Those who do graduate from high school go on to

college at higher rates than do whites, despite their lower socioeconomic

origins. From these analyses, the effects of particular educational

policies (as measured by the school and curriculum measures) on the scho-

lastic performance of Mexican Americans are equivocal. Segregation

appears to hurt Chicanos, but little else seems to matter. Most impor-

tant in explaining poor high school attendance by Mexican Americans are

the general family background factors of low parental education and Urge

family size. Factors more specific to the Mexican-American experience in

the United States--language patterns and migration history--also appear

to affect Chicano educational attainments. There is some evidenc that

Spanish monolingualism is a hindrance to Mexican-American school

ach :4.evement, and foreign birth appears to have educational coats.

However, *.mile it is important to understand the costs that Mexican

Americans 'ay, it should be emphasized that they do not suffer from a

simple lack of cultural assimilation, for another fact of Chicano culture

appears as a benefit--i.e., mothers who are foreign-born seem to instill

higher levels of motivation that lead to better academic achievement.
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NOTES

1Jensen (1961, 1980) reports results that show that standard IQ tests

are not measuring the scholastic ability of Mexican-American children

accurately. He concludes that the causes of the inaccuracies revolve

around the bilingualism of most Chicanos.

2See Nielsen (1980) for a discussion ciZ push-out and pull-out factors

as explanations of Hispanic dropout rates.

3Two other data sets were considered: the Survey of Income and

Education (1976), and High School and Beyond (1980). The Survey of

Income and Education cannot be used since it contains no information on

family background and school performance. The High School and Beyond

study only samples 10th and 12th graders at one point in time, making it

impossible to assess why people completed or did not complete relevant

school transitions. When subsequent waves of the High School and Beyond

survey become available, it will be the best choice for studying these

issues. High School and Beyond oversampled Hispanics and contains

detailed language data, achievement test performance, and a broad range

of background characteristics.

4Those students who had completed high school in this age group were

coded as being in school.

5In essence, this problem can be characterized as a selectivity bias

(Heckman, 1979). One could argue that the appropriate econometric solu-

tion to this problem is to use a correction for such bias.

Unfortunately, in cases where the ultimate dependent variable itself is

dichotomous, this correction is not straightforward. It requires use of
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a technique known as bivariate probit analysis (Ashford and Snowden,

1970), which is not computationally simple. We therefore chose the

alternative strategy of splitting the sample.

6The family factors alone produce a reduced form model. This reduced

form provides a baseline from which the effect of potential policy

variables (school and environment) can be assessed.

7See Nielsen (1980) for an elaboration of this selection argument.

8This is not to say that there is equality of opportunity for Mexican

Americans to attend college. For example, they are much more likely to

attend two-year colleges than are whites. For a general discussion con-

cerning the plight of minorities in two-year colleges, see Olives (1980).

9Because mother's and father's educations are highly correlated,

multicollinearity could be a problem. In none of our samples is the

correlation greater than .46. In analyses not presented here, we

investigated the sensitivity of these estimates to the exclusion of one

or the other parental educatio.i measure. The analyses confirmed that our

results are not due to multicollinearity.

10Recall that ethnic identity is based on self-report in these data.

A small number of respondents who identified themselves as "white" were

interviewed in Spanish (see Table 1).

11TH ail the analyses that follow preliminary investigation has shown

that the pattern of effects of the nativity variables is not due to

multicollinearity.

12For two reasons, we chose not to combine these measures into one

measure that one might call "additional language training." First, ESL

and Bilingual Education programs have quite different goals. Second,
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being in an ESL course tends to be negatively associated with school out-

comes, while Bilingual Education has positive effects, although both are

statistically insignificant. Combining the measures would only introduce

greater heterogeneity.

13A measure of parental income was inzluded in the NLS, but since 60%

of the population has missing data, we excluded the variable from our

analysis.

14This measure implies that those with school data were less likely

to attend college. Obviously, this is not a substantively interesting

result.

15The fact that language type does not appear as a consistent predic-

tor may be due to the distribution of the language variables. By the

criteria listed above, roughly 6-7% of these populations are English

monolingual, 3-5% are Spanish monolingual, and the vast majority (87-90%)

are bilingual. Though this distribution may make it difficult to iden-

tify any effects of language type, it is consistent with other studies

(Skrabanek, 1970; Nielsen and Fernandez, 1981) that show somewhat similar

distributions, albeit not as small at the monolingual extremes. It is

worth noting that the one language effect for Mexican Americans (i.e.,

the negative effect of Spanish monolingualism in the population under 18

years of age) is not in conflict with those studies that show positive

language effects (Fernandez, 1982; Peal and Lambert, 1962) since these

studies compare bilinguals with English monolinguals.
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Fertility and Labor Supply Among-
Hispanic American Women

It has been recognized for some time that explanations of the asso-

ciation between fertility and female labor force behavior must take into

account the possibility that both the nature and strength of the rela-

tionship vary with the level of sozioeconomic development (Piepmeier and

Adkins, 1973; Safilios-Rothschild, 1977; Standing, 1978). Recent stndies

of the relationship between these two variables in developed societies

have focused on the problems of (a) investigating the timing of fertility

events in relation to the timing of labor force events (Cramer, 1980;

Smith-Lovin and Tickamyer, 1982; Waite, 1981), and (b) disentangling the

direction of influence between fertility and labor supply variables, fre-

quently through the use of simultaneous equation procedures (Cain and

Dooley, 1976; Fleischer and Rhodes, 1979; Rosenzweig and Wolpin, 1980;

Schultz, 1978; Smith-Lovin and Tickamyer, 1978; Waite and Stolzenberg,

1976). It is not certain whether these approaches must be modified in

the case of ethnic minorities in developed countries, particularly given

the fact that such groups often contain high proportions of immigrants

who have emigrated from developing countries (e.g., Sullivan and

Ped-caza-Bailey, 1979) and given that the structure of employment oppor-

tunities often available to recent immigrants and minority workers may be

different in a number of respects from that available to natives and

majority group members (Bonacich, 1972; Boyd, 1980; Chiswick, 1973;

Portes and Bach, 1980; Wilson and Portes, 1980).

This paper focuses on the relationship of fertility to labor supply

among groups of Mexican American, Cuban American, and Puerto Ri,!an women.
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The concern is with testing a number of specific hypotheses that derive

from the general notion that the trade-offs women make between child care

and work vary with particular circumstances. We treat fertility expli-

citly as a determinant of labor supply rather than consider the effects

of labor participation and supply on fertility. As noted below, we do

this primarily because of the nature of our data. Under different cir-

cumstances, these variables may be jointly and simultaneously determined.

Further, we argue that because some of the women in the samples under

investigation have immigrated to the United States from countries with

lower levels of development and, for associated reasons, because they may

encounter a structure of employment opportunities different from those

available to nonimmigrant and nonminority women, fertility among

immigrant women may be less constraining on labor force activity.

IDEAS AND HYPOTHESES

The central notion guiding the research is that the demands of child

care and of working are often in conflict;' an idea that in the sociologi-

cal literature has often been termed the "role-incompatibility

hypothesis" (Mason and Palan, 1981; Stycos and Weller, 1967) and one that

derives from the analysis of the allocation of time in the economics

literature (Becker, 1965; Mincer, 1962). Stated briefly, the hypothesis

predicts an inverse association between fertility and work when women are

placed in situations that require "trade-offs between their participation

in productive employment and the number of children they bear" (Mason and

Palan, 1981, p. 551). The amount of conflict between working and

mothering has typically been thought to vary depending upon (a) the orga-
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nization of production and (b) the organization of child care. To the

extent that the industrial organization of employment removes work from

the home, thus contributing to the separation of the functions of the

family from other institutions, female employment requires nonmaternal

arrangements for child care if both childbearing and work are to occur at

the same time. The availability of parental surrogates in the household

serves to diminish this incompatibility, and thus to reduce the likeli-

hood of the emergence of a negative association between fertility and

female employment. Such alternatives, it is often argued, are more

characteristic of the situations of Third World women, and their availa-

bility would serve to mitigate conflicts between working and mothering.

Even though it constitutes the point of departure for the present

research, the role-incompatibility hypothesis contains a number of defi-

ciencies that require mention. First, the hypothesis is essentially

static in nature and thus begs the question of the direction of causality

between fertility and labor supply variables--does having more children

reduce the paid work of mothers, or vice versa?--and between these two

variables and other variables that may jointly affect them. Nonetheless,

it is reasonable to hold questions of that nature in abeyance pending

further investigation of the conditions that may modify the strength of

association between the two variables, particularly in light of the dif-

ficulties that beset the estimation of statistical models containing both

interactions and jointly endogenous variables.

Another difficulty is that the role-incompatibility hypothesis

provides no basis for predicting a positive relationship between fer-

tility and labor force participation (Mason and Palan, 1981)--i.e., that

the more children a woman has, the more she may be gainfully employed.
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Since positive associations have been reported in the literature

(Goldstein, 1972; Weller, Bertrand, and Harter, 1979), the most satisfac-

tory theory would be one that accounts for the full range of observed

variation in strength of association. The kinds of considerations

invoked in the role-incompatibility hypothesis, however, speak more to

the circumstances under which a negative Aationship might not be found.

Because a positive relationship appears to have been observed most typi-

cally among rural women in developing societies (Mason and Palen, 1981),

a circumstance that is not particularly characteristic of the women under

investigation here, the present research will confine its attention to

the investigation of factors that might be expected to mitigate the

strength of a negative relationship between fertility and labor supply.

We examir.e three categories of variables that might be expected to

modify the relationship of fertility and work. These include household

composition variables, which we take to indicate variation in the

domestic organization of child care, and socioeconomic and ethnicity

variables, which we take as indicators of access to the organization of

production. In the case of the socioeconomic and ethnicity variables, we

assume that certain characteristics of Hispanic women are associated with

a relative lack of access to certain part of the occupational opportunity

structure, and that this affects the nature of the trade-offs such women

make between fertility and work.

Household Composition

The organization of the household to provide child care substitutes

is clearly a factor that might be expected to diminish the incom-

patibility between maternity and work, and thus lessen the strength of
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the relationship between fertility and work. This factor has usually

been measured indirectly (using rural versus urban residence, for

example), and one recent study that more airectly examined household

organization variables generated conflicting findings (Mason and Palen,

1981). Nonetheless, variables that directly or indirectly measure the

household organization of child care bear farther scrutiny at the indi-

vidual level, particularly in light of recent findings that the availa-

bility of child care outside the household weakens the constraint of fer-

tility on employment (Stolzenberg and Waite, 1981). In general, we would

expect that the availability in the household of other persons who might

take care of the children will weaken the inhibiting influence of fer-

tility on labor supply.

Socioeconomic Variables

Women in certain types of occupations, or women with characteristics

that qualify (or disqualify) them for certain types of work, may be

hypothesized to experience greater conflict in maternal versus work

roles. For example, women in higher status jobs and/or women in the more

"central" as opposed to "peripheral" sectors of the economy, where work

discontinuities might be more likely to have adverse earnings and promo-

tion consequences, ought to be more likely to experience greater role

incompatibility and thus more likely to exhibit a negative relationship

between fertility and work. For example, Ring (1978) has shown that in a

market that offers a range of choices between work and leisure, women

with young children are more likely to work. Because an examination of

the characteristics of jobs is beyond the scope of the present paper, we

focus on wife's education, the relative lack of which in many instances



366

may serve as disqualification for entry into jobs where work continuity

is important (Polachek, 1975). Women with lower levels of education are

thus assumed to be more likely to hold jobs in the more peripheral sec-

tors of the economy. Because entry and exit from such jobs is less

likely to have negative earnings consequence'., such women are hypothe-

sized to be less likely to exhibit a negative relationship of fertility

to work.

A similar pattern is predicted in the case of husband's income,

although for somewhat different reasons. Women whose husbands have low

earnings may be expected to have a greater need to contribute to family

income, regardless of level of childbearing (Randall, 1977). In fact,

other things being equal, greater childbearing might even be associated

among these women with a greater need to work. In short, we hypothesize

that as husband's income decreases, "role incompatibility" becomes less

and less relevant to decisions about whether and how much to work.

Hence, fertility is less likely to constrain labor force participation

among women whose husbands have low income, holding constant the market

opportunities of the wife.

Ethnicity Variables

Two variables--nativity and degree of English proficiency--are also

hypothesized to modify the relationship between fertility and work. As

in the case of female educationi lack of knowledge of English and not

being born in the United States are more likely to be associated with

limited access to jobs that entail greater role incompatibility of mater-

nity and employment. Some immigrant women may even hold jobs that can be

performed in the home or in the neighborhood or from which absences are
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more likely to be tolerated. In addition, some of the immigrant women

may be temporarily residing in the United States, either legally or ille-

gally, and the market opportunities they face are likely to be perceived'

as far more temporary (and, perhaps, markedly superior) than those pre-

vailing in their countries of origin. The presence of children may be

less inhibiting to labor force participation under these temporary con-

ditions than is typical for more permanent residents of these ethnic

groups. Hence, a less negative association of fertility and wo.k is pre-

dicted among women not born in the United States and among women with

lesser knowledge of English.

Group Differences

As will be noted below, the number of Puerto Rican and Cuban women in

the age range to which the analyses are restricted is relatively small.

Nonetheless, the above hypotheses are examined separately for Mexican

Americans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans. No a priori hypotheses are offered

about expected patterns of difference among the groups, although it seems

reasonable to think that various community structure variables, such as

the concentration of Cuban Americans in ethnic enclaves (Wilson and

Portes, 1980; Sullivan and Pedraza-Bailey, 1979), may modify the manner

in which certain variables mitigate the childbearing constraint on work.

For example,, it is thought that knowledge of English is not as critical a

factor for finding a good job in the ethnic enclave as it is elswhere

(Sullivan and Pedraza-Bailey, 1979). Hence, the predicted effects of

this variable may not emerge in the case of Cuban women. In addition,

the migration of Cubans to the United States is likely to"be far more
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permanent than for the other groups of Hispanics; and the effects of tem

porary residence may therefore not show up among them.

DATA AND METHODOLOGY

The. analyses are based on data from the 1976 Survey of Income and

Education (SIE), which was based on a stratified, multistage cluster

sample of approximately 151,200 households in the United States.

Additional information on the sampling design is available through the

technical documentation of the SIE (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1977).

The data are especially valuable for present purposes because the 1976

SIE is the only intercensal national survey of sufficient size to provide

samples of Mexican Americans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans large enough for

statistical analysis (even though this is arguable in the case of Cuban

American women). Ethnic group membership in this research is defined

from the point of view of women; hence these three ethnic groups are

delineated on the basis of responses from women to a selfreport eth

nicity question. This question provides the only means available in the

SIE for classifying women of Spanish origin or heritage into more refined

ethnic categories.

The samples are restricted to currently married women aged 20 to 34.

This delimitation makes it possible to examine the potential mediating

role of husband's income in the relationship of fertility to labor

supply. It also takes into account the fact that never married,

separated, divorced, and widowed women face a different set of options

than do their married Counterparts when deciding how their fertility will

influence their labor force behavior, including the amount of time they
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work. The age restrictions placed on the sample are intended to maximize

the accuracy of the fertility measures.

Measures of Fertility

The SIE does not contain information directly pertaining to fertility

behavior. Data on the ages of household members and on family rela-

tionships among household members make it possible, however, to allocate

children to mother(s) within the household. These data permit the deri-

vation of measures of current and cumulative fertility that are analogous

to "own-children" estimates (defined below) of fertility rates (Grabill

and Cho, 1965; Retherford and Cho, 1978; Rindfuss and Sweet, 1977). In

this research, analyses are conducted including measures of both cumula-

tive and current fertility. The number of children under age 15 is used

as a measure of cumulative fertility, and the number of children under

age 3 is employed as a measure of current fertility.

Similar assumptions to those involved in calculating own-children

annual rates apply to these measures. As enumerated by Rindfuss and

Sweet (1977, p. 11), four implicit assumptions underlie the calculation

of fertility rates based on survey data: (1) that ages of children and

women are correctly reported; {2) that all children reside with their

mothers; (3) that mortality is negligible for women and children; and (4)

that all women and children are covered by the census. The extent to

which these assumptions differentially apply to Hispanic groups as com-

pared to other whites has been addressed in depth elsewhere (Bean and

Swicegood, 1982; Bean, Swicegood, and Linsley, 1980). Space does not

permit a repetition of that discussion here. Suffice it to say that,

after a careful examination of the extent to which the assumptions are

.3 76
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met for these groups, particularly for Mexican Americans, it was

concluded that own-children procedures generate fertility measures that

can be satisfactorily used for studying the determinants and consequences

of between- and within-group fertility differentials when they are

restricted to women aged 20 to 34. The restriction does not severely

limit the scope of the present analyses, since this age range includes

that portion of the life cycle where fertility is highest and where

potential role incompatibility might be expected to be greatest.

Measurement of Labor Supply and Other Variables

The analyses are based on the respondent's labor force status during

the reference week of the survey and the number of weeks worked by the

respondent in 1975 as measures of labor supply, although results are pre-

sented only for the latter variable. The pattern of associations

involving the participation measure tended to be similar to the:

involving the number of weeks worked, but the results were less likely to

be statistically significant. Measures of the amount of time worked in a

given year may vary more strongly with fertility than does a dichotomous

participation measure (employed versus not employed), since the amount of

time worked allows for the possibility of gradations of incompatibility,

whereas employed/unemployed does not.

Other variables included in the analyses are measures of ethnicity,

of household composition, and of socioeconomic status. Also, controls

are included for size of place of residence and wife's age and, in the

analyses focusing on the effects of current fertility, for the number of

children in the household aged 4 to 14. The two ethnicity variables are

izItivity--whether foreign or U.S. born--and English proficiency. English
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proficiency is measured on a sixpoint scale ranging from "speaks English

fluently" to "speaks no English." Two household composition measures are

included--household complexity and number of children aged 12 and over.

Complexity is determined by the number of families in the household,

including subfamilies, plus the number of nonrelated adults residing in

the household. Children aged 12 and over refers to all children in the

household. The socioeconomic variables include husband's income and

wife's education. The former is the total reported income of the husband

in thousands of dollars in 1975; the latter is the number of years of

schooling of the wife. Of the control variables, size of place of resi

dence is measured by the rank size of the SMSA of residence across the 99

largest SMSAs; women not living in one of these SMSAs receive the maximum

rank score of 100. The inclusion of this variable provides a crude

control for fertility and labor supply differences across places of

varying size (see, e.g., Cooney, 1978). Of the other control variables,

wife's age is measured in years, and children aged 4 to 14 is simply the

number of children within this age range in the household.

Plan of Analysis

Ordinary least squares regression analysis is employed to obtain

estimates of relationships between the fertility measures and number of

weeks worked. Because the latter variable includes zero values for

women who are not participants in the labor force, we checked for bias in

our estimates by also computing the analyses only for participating women.

Very similar patterns of results emerged for the samples of participating

women as compared to the total samples of women.
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We treat fertility as an independent variable and labor supply as a

dependent variable. We do this in part because of a primary interest in

labor supply rather than fertility. More important, however, in the case

of the cross-sectional SIE data, number of weeks worked is measured for

the previous year, whereas the current and cumulative fertility variables

represent the experience of the previous three and fifteen years

respectively.

The basic statistical model is of the following type:

k
(1) LS 50 + 51F + 521 + 53(F I) + iixi 4 E,

i -i

where LS is a measure of labor supply, F is a measure of fertility, I is

a measure (or proxy for) role incompatibility or some other condition

thought to modify the relationship between fertility and work, F I is

the interaction between fertility and role incompatibility (or other

condition), the Xi are control variables, and e is a str_%chastic distur-

bance term. Our basic expectation is that 53 will be significantly dif-

ferent from zero, its sign being determined by the particular variable

interacting with fertility. In general, we expect fertility to be less

of a constraint on the number of weeks worked the less is the "role

incompatibility" indicated by the variable.

We estimate the OLS regression models for the three Hispanic groups

separately. Not only do Mexican American, Puerto Rican, and Cuban

American women exhibit considerably different levels of fertility and

patterns of labor force behavior, but they also tend to reside in totalI,

different parts of the country. While separate estimates of patterns of

relationship could be derived from a single regression estimate based
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upon pooled samples, this approach seems unwarranted given the hetero-

geneity of the groups. Hence, separate estimates based upon separate

equations are presented.1

EMPIRICAL RESULTS

Descriptive statistics for the variables included in the regression

models are presented in Table 1. The descriptive data contain few

surprises and duplicate for the most part the picture r,` differences

among these three groups that has emerged from previous research.

Mexican American and Puerto Rican women exhibit lower totals for number

of weeks worked than do Cuban American women, and Puerto Rican women show

a slightly higher value than Mexican American women, a pattern that is

just the opposite of that which appears when participation rates are

examined (see, e.g., Tienda, 1981). Mexican American women reveal the

highest levels of both current and cumulative fertility, followed by

Puerto Rican and Cuban American womeq. A substantially higher proportion

of the Mexican American women were born in the United States than is the

case for the other two groups (almost all of the Cuban .Americans were

born in Cuba), and perhaps for this reason the Mexioul Americans show a

slightly higher average level of English proficiency. Very few of the

households in any of the groups contain additional families or nonrelative

adults, and the Cuban American households are more likely than the

Mexican American and Puerto Rican women to contain a greater number of

children aged 12 and over. Not unexpectedly, the Mexican Americans are

characterized by the lowest levels of education and income and the Cuban

Americans by the highest; the Puerto Ricans in between, although much
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Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations of Variables Included in Regression

Analyses of Currently Married Hispanic Women, Aged 20-34

Variables

Mexican Americans Puerto Ricans Cuban Americans

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Labor Supply

Weeks Worked 18.03 21.48 19.28 22.92 27.03 23.81

Fertility Variables

Children < Age 15 1.98 1.46 1.77 1.28 1.55 1.27

Children < Age 3 .51 .65 .40 .56 .27 .52

Ethnicity Variables

Nativity (foreign-born) .30 .46 .78 .42 .95 .22

English Proficiency 4.60 1.44 4.29 1.39 4.33 1.05

Household Structure Variables

Household Complexity 1.05 .24 1.02 .14 1.03 .17

Children Age 12 .28 .75 .26 .66 .46 1.05

Socioeconomic Variables

Husband's Income 8.86 5.62 8.96 5.94 12.66 9.66

Wife' Et Education 10.23 3.30 10.69 3.12 11.72 2.85

Additional Control Variables

Rank Size of SMSA 57.61 0.70 20.30 32.54 28.90 5.33

Wife's Age 26.89 4.15 27.29 4.31 28.29 4.32

Children Aged 4 to 14 1.47 1.42 1.37 1.33 1.28 1.25

(N) (845) (152) (53)

Note: Data base is the 1976 Survey of Income and Education.

of the variables.

See text for description
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closer to the Mexican American levels. The data also reveal a tendency for

the Puerto Rican and Cuban American women to be concentrated in larger

SMSAs and for the Cuban American women to be somewhat older on average than

women in the other two grot9s.

Before examining the results of the regression models including

interaction terms, we first look at the additive models containing the

socioeconomic status and control variables (which are included in all

models) and each of the ethnicity and household composition variables in

turn (Tables 2 through 4). Separate sets of regressions are presented for

cumulative and recent fertility to ascertain whether the presence of young

children has a stronger inhibiting, effect on female labor supply than does

cumulative fertility. In the case of the regressions involving recent fer-

tility, the number of children aged 4 to 14 is included as a control in

order to make sure that any negative relationships between fertility and

work do not simply reflect the tendency for women who have already

completed their childbearing to work more.

All three groups reveal the expected negative relationship between fer-

tility and female labor supply; the relationship involving cumulative fer-

tility is slightly weaker in the case of Mexican American women than in the

cases of Puerto Rican and Cuban American women. Also, when recent fer-

tility as opposed to cumulativ.e fertility is examined, the relationship is

considerably stronger, especially among Cuban American women. Hence, these

results are consistent with the ideas that (a) fertility constrains labor

supply among Hispanic married women, and (b) recent fertility has a greater

inhibiting influence on labor supply than cumulative fertility, a result

that we interpret as owing to the greater child care demands required for

younger children.
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Table 2

Additive Regression Models for Weeks Worked on Fertility and Alternative
Independent Variables: Mexican Americans (Unstandardized Coefficients)

Models

Independent Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

Children < 15
Husband's Income
Wife's Education
Wife's Age
Rank SMSA Size
Nativity
English Proficiency
Children ) 12
Household Complexity

A. Cumulative Fertility

-3.925*
-.494*
1.042*
.827*
.055*-

.
-
AMNON.-

73.919*
-.493*
1.056*
.825*
.055*
.207

----

-3.931*
-.565*
.416**
.882*

.043*
--

2.560*
--
'''''

-4.189*
-.474*
1.065*
.664*
.051*
--
--

2.553
--

-4.023*
-.540*
1.019*
.761*
.051*

--
-
--

-11.384*

Constant -5.893 -6.070 -11.340 -1.894 8.652

R2 .122 .122 .140 .128 .137

B. Recent Fertility

1. Children < 3 -9.326* -9.355* -8.829* -8.650* -9.318*
2. Children 4-14 -2.664* -2.618* -2.787* -- -2.783*
3. Husband's Income -.480* -.477* -.540* -.487* -.524*
4. Wife's Education 1.016* 1.092* .508 1.255* .994*

5. Wife's Age .452* .434* .532* -.005 095*
6. Rank SMSA Size .048* -.051* .039* .047* .049*

7. Nativity - 1.165 -- -- --
8. English Proficiency -. - 2.086* - --

9. Children ) 12 - -..- -- .123 -
10. Household Complexity - ..... -- -- -10.896*

Constant -5.620 4.751 .061 -.730 19.323

R2 .155 .155 .167 .134 .168

*Statistically significant at the 5% level.
**

Statistically significant at the 1% level.
Dash indicates deleted from regression.
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Table 3

Additive Regression Models for Weeks Worked on Fertility and Alternative
Independent Variables: Puerto Ricans (Un3tandardized Coefficients)

Models

Independent Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

A. Cumulative Fertility

1. Children < 15 -5.030** -5.213** -5.066** -6.287** -4.814**
2. Husband's Income .005 .034 .001 .022 .051
3. Wife's Education 1.246** 1.327** 1.183** 1.038** 1.225**
4. Wife's Age 1.659** 1.595** 1.658** 1.328** 1.591**
5. Rank SMSA Size -.051 -.044 -.050 -.030 -.054
6. Nativity - 5.413 - - -
7. English Proficiency - - .260 -- -
8.

9.

Children ) 12
Household Complexity

-
-

--
--

-
-

7.434**
--

-
11.670

Constant -29.415 -32.794 -29.742 -18.409 -39.970

R2 .128 .137 .128 .162 .133

B. Recent Fertility

1. Children < 3 -11.823** -11.866** -12.152** -10.669** -11.582**
2. Children 4-14 -3.580** -3.779** -3.378** - -3.377**
3. Husband's Income .092 .118 .109 .047 .137
4. Wife's Education 1.092** 1.170** 1.272 ** 1.244** 1.072**
5. Wife's Age 1.055** 1.007** 1.018** .190 .991**
6. Rank SMSA Size -.069 -.063 -.072* -.080* .072*
7. Nativity - 5.054 - - -
8. English Proficiency - - .783 - -
9. Children ) 12 - - - 3.734 --
10. Household Complexity - - - - 11.346

Constant -10.952 -14.455 -8.776 5.280 -21.298

R2 .158 .166 .160 .144 .138

*
Statistically significant at the 10% level.

**
Statistically significant at the 5% level.

Dash indicates deleted from regression.
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Table 4

Additive Regression Models for Weeks Worked on Fertility and Alternative

Independent Variables: Cuban Americans (Unstandardized Coefficients).

Models

Independent Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

A. Cumulative Fertility

1. Children < 15 -5.203** -5.002** -6.032** -5.171** -4.850**

2. Husband's Income .476* .482* .312 .474* .541*

3. Wife's Education .111 .017 -.710 .099 .079

4. Wife's Age .274 .253 .894 .278 .310

5. Rank SMSA Size .220* .218* .217* .220** .227**

6. Nativity -- -4.284 -- -- --

7. English Proficiency -- -- 5.428* -- --

8. Children A 12 -- -- -- -.119 --

9. Household Complexity -- -- -- -- 15.023

Constant 13.666 19.054 -14.292 13.715 -4.046

.156 .157 .187 .156 .166

B. Recent Fertility

1. Children < 3 -17.535** -17.477** -18.382** -17.511** -17.133**

2. Children 4-14 -2.657 -2.632 -3.486 -- 2.332

3. Husband's Income .627** .623 ** .463* .620** .689**

4. Wife's Education .574 .559 -.249 .378 .542

5. Wife's Age -.126 -.128 .496 -.317 -.089

6. Rank SMSA S .163* .152* .160* .155* .170*

7. Nativity - -.653 -- -- --

8.

9.

English Proficiency
Children A 12

amemo

-- --
5.445*

--
-

-3.327
--
--

10. Household Complexity -- -- -- -- 14.373

Constant 19.353 20.163 -8.688 25.501 2.378

R2 .239 .239 .270 .243 .248

*StEtistically significant at the 10% level.
**Statistically significant at the 5% level.
Dash indicates deleted from regression.
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Turning to other variables, we find that husband's income tAhibits

quite different relationships: whether it positively or negatively

affects the number of weeks worked depends upon the particular Hispanic

origin group being examined. This reinforces the idea that heterogeneity

among these groups requires their separate analysis. Among Mexican

American women, we observe the frequently noted pattern of a lower like

lihood for wives to work the higher the husband's income. No statisti

cally significant relationship occurs among Puerto Rican women, while

among Cuban American women higher husband's income is associated with a

greater tendency for wives to work, other thinge being equal. We return

below to an interpretation of this pattern of intergroup differences.

Wife's education tends to be positive and significantly related to

number of weeks worked among Mexican American and Puerto Rican women, but

it shows no significant relationship among Cuban American women. In the

cases of the first two groups, this finding is consistent with the notion

that female labor supply varies positively with the female wage rate, if we

assume that, among these women, higher education is associated with higher

wage rates and greater opportunity costs connected with staying home.2

Wife's age exhibits a similar pattern of relationship. The coefficients

are positive and significant among Mexican Americans and Puerto Ricans but

inconsistent and insignificant among Cuban Americans. The positive rela

tionships may be interpreted as indicating that labor supply increases

with the termination of childbearing and as children grow older, thus

easing the demands of child care (Waite, 1980).

Finally, it is of some interest to note that among Mexican American and

Cuban American (but not Puerto Rican) women, living in a larger SMSA is

associated with fewer weeks worked. In addition to the possibility that
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increasing SMSA size may be associated with greater costs of working, thus

tending to dampen female labor supply, this finding may be related to two

types of seasonality. The Cuban women are largely concentrated in Miami,

whose economy has a substantial seasonal component. Both Cuban and Mexican

American women may find that larger cities offer them the opportunity to

take jobs during the school year but to stay at home during the summer.

Smaller cities, with less job differentiation, do not offer the same oppor-

tunities. In addition, many of the larger SMSAs with Mexican American con-

centrations may have some seasonal component of jobs often performed by

women (e.g., food processing in California and Texas). This does not

explain the finding among Puerto Rican women. Perhaps Puerto Rican women,

like black women, may be developing "insurance" against the eventual loss

of financial support from a husband.. The percentage of households headed

by women is nearly as large among Puerto Ricans as among blacks.

Focusing next an nativity and English proficiency, we find that having

been born outside the tnited States bears no significant relationship to _

the number of weeks worked, once other variables are controlled. English

language proficiency, however, is significantly and positively related to

working among Mexican and Cuban, but not Puerto Rican, women. The rela-

tionship is about twice as strong among Cuban women, perhaps because of

the greater range of occupational opportunities available to them

(Sullivan and Pedraza-Bailay, 1979).

Of the household composition variables, no significant relationships

emerge between number of weeks worked and the number of children in the

household aged 12 and over, although the relationships are positive in the

cases of Mexican American and Puerto Rican women. The measure of household

complexity reveals quite large coefficients (although not all in the same

38'?



381

direction) in all cases. However, the number of observations on which

these are based is very small, particularly in the cases of Puerto Rican

and Cuban American women, thus contributing to their high standard errors.

Among Mexican Americans, the group in which the largest number of complex

families occur3, the coefficient is negative, indicating that a greater

number of families and secondary adults sharing the same household is in

and of itself associated with fewer weeks worked.

Turning to the question of whether fertility is less constraining on

number of weeks worked under varying conditions, we present in Tables 5-7

tests for the hypothesized interaction effects, separately for measures of

cumulative and current fertility and separately for the different groups.

Table 5 shows first the relationships involving interactions between fer-

tility and husband's income and fertility and wife's education. Among

Mexican Americans, the coefficients for the interaction terms in the

regression equations exhibit the expected negative sign and are significant

in the case of the equations involving cumulative fertility. Taking par-

tial derivatives and following the procedures for interpreting the results

of these kinds of models suggested by Stolzenberg (1980), we find that the

relationship between fertility and number of weeks worked becomes more

negativa with both rising husband's income and increasing wife's education.

Among Puerto Ricans, cumulative fertility also increasingly inhibits the

amount of time worked the greater is the wife's education.. Hence, in the

case of cumulative fertility among Mexican American and Puerto Rican women,

three of the four tests give results consistent with the idea that fer-

tility is less constraining on labor supply at low levels of socio-

economic status.
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Tatr;:e. 5

Partial Metric Regression Slopes Relating the Interaction of
Fertility and Socioeconomic Variables to Labor Supplya

Independent Variables Mexican Americans
(1) (2)

Puerto Ricans
(1) (2)

Cuban Americans
(1) (2)

A. Cumulative Fertility

1. Children < 15 -1.734** 2.412** -6.579** 5.854* -15.400** -5.385**

2. Husband's Income .047 -.453** -.314 .093

-.717

.476*

3. Wife's Education 1.041** 2.319** 1.180** 3.352** .081

4. Interaction (1x2) -.290** .186 5:*9i0

5. Interaction (1x3) -.703** -1.052** .016

Constant -10.574 -21.560 -26.244 -55.138 11.563 14.069

R2 .129 .150 .131 .167 .257 .156

B. Recent Itq111-17

1. Children < 3 -8.491* -7.646* -20.622* -1.534 -20.728* -58.766**

2. Husband's Income -.437* -.480* -.062 .066 .437 .678*

3. Wife's Education 1.01 7 1.107* 1.004 1.648* .794 .124

4. Inters Lion (1x2) -.101 .908 .278 IMOIMI

5. Interaction (1x3) -.173 -.974 -- 3.268

Constant 5.356 4.770 -9.383 -15.732 19.350 30.100

R2 .155 .155 .167 .165 .241 .252

*Statistically significant at the 102 level.
**Statistically significant at the 5% level.
Dash indicates deleted from the regression model.
aEffects estimated net of wife's age, rank size of SMSA and (in the case of models including
recent fertility) number of children aged 4 to 14.
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Table 6

Partial Metric Regression Slopes Relating the Interaction of
Fertility and Ethnicity Variables to Labor Supplya

Independent Variables Mexican Americans
(1) (2)

Puerto Ricans
(1) (2)

Cuban Americans .

(1) (2)

A. Cumulative Fertility

1. Children < 15 -5.070** -.452 -9.274** 1.191 -23.269**
2. Nativity -6.267** -- -1.723 -- --
3. English Proficiency -- 4.476** -- 2.299 -.532
4. Interaction (1x2) 3.115** -- 4.965* -- --
5. Interaction (1x3) -.861** -1.458* 4.024**

Constant -5.017 5.115 -29.510 -42.250 18.013

R2 .312 .149 .148 .139, .224

B. Recent Fertility

1. Children < 3 -10.504** -.848 -17.055** -8.466 -- -41.263
2. Nativity -5.304** -- -3.294 -- --

3. English Proficiency -- 3.427** -- -.322 4.569

4. Interaction (1x2) 3.113** -- 5.791** --

5. Interaction (1x3) -1.901** -.887 4.874

Constant 5.801 -4.998 -9.372 -12.254 -- -10.363

R2 .165 .175 .181 .161 .275

*Statistically significant at the 102 level.
**Statistically significant at the 5% level.
Dash indicates deleted from the regression model.
aEffects estimated net of wife's age, rank size of
recent fertility) number of children aged 4 to 14.

MA, and fin the case of models including
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Partial Metric Regression Slopes Relating the Interaction of
Fertility and Household Composition Variables to Labor Supplya

Independent Variables Mexican Americans
(1) (2)

Puerto Ricans
(1) (2)

Cuban Americans
(1) (2)

A. Cumulative Fertility

1. Children < 15 -8.122** -5.066** -6.351** -3.621
2. Household Complexity -16.283** -- --

3. Children ) 12 -- -3.218** -- 6.496 16.796*
4. Interaction (1x2) 3.869** -- -- --

5. Interaction (1x3) 1.887** .294 -4.579*

Constant 13.271 -1.310 -18.568 17.896

R2 .140 .139 .162 .187

B. Recent Fertility

1. Children < 3 -16.309** -8.592** -11.725** -16.559**
2. Household Complexity -14.815** =, -- MOAB

3. Children ) 12 -- .207 2.823 -3.279
4. Interaction (1x2) 6.591* -- /IMAM

5. Interaction (1x3) -.372 8.285 -13.876

Constant 23.411 11.212 -- 9.164 -- 25.623

R2 .171 .134 .151 .249

Statistically significant at the 10% level.
**

Statistically significant at the 5% level.
Dash indicates deleted from the regression model.
aEffecta estimated net of wife's age, rank size of SMSA and (in the case of models including
recent fertility) number of children aged 4 to 14.
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By contrast, Cuban American women reveal interaction effects that are

in the opposite direction, although only one of the four tests shows a

result that Attains statistical significance. From the magnitude of the

coefficients in the equation including the interaction of income and

cumulative fertility, we can see that the relationship of fertility to

work is most,negative for Cuban American women whose husbands have lwer

incomes, and that the relationship becomes increasingly less negative as

income rises. Although this result is based on a small number of cases,

having larger families is apparently less Likely to deter Cuban American

women from working if their husbands have higher incomes.

Turning to the models that include the ethnicity variables (Table 6),

we note that among Mexican American and Puerto Rican women, seven of the

eight tests for interaction effects are statistically significant in the

predicted direction. Having been born in Mexico and being less proficient

in English are both associated with a reduction in the constraining

influence of both cumulative and recent fertility on number of weeks

worked. Among Cuban Americans, the opposite pattern occurs once again.

Although the number of women in this group that were born in the United

States is too small to allow a reliable assessment of the interaction of

nativity and fertility, the test based on degree of English proficiency

reveals that while family size sharply constrains working among women with

poor English proficiency, it is less and less likely to affect thy: amount

of time worked as English proficiency improves.

The measures of household composition also yield significant results

in the predicted direction, but only among Mexican Americans (Table 7).

AmOng Puerto Ricans and. Cuban Americans, the number of women living in

"complex" family situations is too small to allow reliable assessment of

S., 392.
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interaction effects involving this variable. The results for Mexican

American women, however, show that the presence of other persons in the

household, either other adults or older children, mitigates the inhibiting

influence of fertility on working. For Cuban American women, the opposite

pattern emerges yet again in the case of the tests for interactions

involving number of older children. The presence of older children in the

household, who presumably might provide substitute child care, increases

the likelihood among these women of fertility having a negative effect on

working.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This paper has considered the effects of fertility on the labor supply

of three groups of Hispanic women in the United States. Drawing on the

notion of "role incompatibility"--the degree to which the joint provision

of child care and work are in conflict--we addressed the question of

whether having characteristics that increase the likelihood of par

ticipation in the secondarytype of labor market mitigates the effects of

fertility on labor supply. The nature ,of the labor markets to which these

women might have access was indexed by the women's English proficiency,

generational status, and educational and husband's income levels. The

roleincompatibility hypothesis directs our attention to the interaction of

these variables with the various measures of fertility. In addition, we

considered the effects of household composition variables which record the

presence of older children and nonparental adults in the household as a

factor which lessens the constraint of fertility on female labor supply.

Our results indicate that these variables are significant in their,

interactions with fertility, particularly among Mexican Americans, although
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the signs of the effects are not always in the expected direction among

Cuban Americans. The Mexican Americans seem to conform rather closely in

their behavior to what we have hypothesized. Cuban Americans seem to be

less deterred from working by the presence of children in proportion to

higher socioeconomic status and greater English proficiency.

In general, then, the pattern of the results is consistent with the

predictions derived from the role-incompatibility hypothesis. however, an

alternative explanation might also be invoked to explain the findings.

more constraining influence of fertility on labor supply among Mexican

American and Puerto Rican women who have higher socioeconomic statas rare

U.S.-born, and speak English more proficiently might be interpreted as

reflecting a greater desire for chidren of "higher" quality (de Tray, 1974;

Standing, 1978, p. 169) rather than as reflecting greater access

kinds of labor markets for which the opportunity coats

highest. While it might be argued that women

of inactivity arc-,

with higher education ma

more likely to devote time to the informal socialization and

young children in order to achieve higher qualities in a child, it is not.

so readily apparent why this should hold fOr English7ipeaking'but nut

Spanish-speaking women. Perhaps more to

Mexican American women (and to a leaser extent among PUerto RicatOoomen

the predicted interaction effects for the ethnicitYbUt:nOt the soCinecOno

mic status variables emerge in the regressions invoting recent fertilit

(which might be argued to be especially likely to

suggests that desires for greater child qualitY probably

the observed results.

The anomalous:results for the Cuban

small number of cases that not 'coO much significance, should begivent
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them. Nonetheless, there are some features of the Cuban experience that

would seem likely to render distinctive the ways in which fertility affects

labor supply in this group. These derive primarily from the fact that the

Cuban population is concentrated in an "ethnic enclave" in Miami.

Associated with this ai%1 a greater likelihood of self-employment and

greater opportunities to employ domestic servants, frequently from among

recent immigrants (Fortes, 1981; Fortes, 1982). The less constraining

influence of fertility on labor supply that occurs with rising socioeco-

nomic status among Cuban American women may simply reflect the increasing

likelihood of the possession of the resources required to take advantage

of opportunities to provide alternative possibilities for child care.

Further research among Cuban Americans based on larger samples than the

ones available here may help to shed further light on these questions.

Finally, we concede that problems exist in specifying entirely satis-

factory measures of fertility and labor supply. We find substantial

agreement in the results obtained across the various measures employed,

as well as support for the notion that Hispanic women are heterogeneous

in their patterns of labor supply. Yet the need for refinements is

obvious. Methodologically, it would be desirable to consider simulta-

neously the participation and weeks-of-work decisions, perhaps in the

fashion proposed by Heckman (1976). In addition, it would be desirable

if Our conjectures regarding the nature of work and its complementarity

with child care could be evaluated more directly. This seems possible,

to a degree, by utilizing the sample of working women and noting the

nature of the jobs they hold and their hours of work. If those with

English-language deficiencies are concentrated in poorer jobs which may

permit more flexible child care arrangements, then relationships among
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language proficiency, job characteristics, and hours of work should be

apparent in the data.
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Notes

1Because disagreement exists concerning the question of whether to base

estimates of statistical relationships among variables on weighted or

unweighted samples, we have run our analyses both ways. The results do not

differ markedly. In the tables in this paper, results based on weighted

statistics are presented.

2It should be noted that we do not include a wage variable in the anal-

yses. This is because a majority of the Mexican American women do not

work, thus requiring that an attributed wage be calculated for these. women.

Since we include in the analyses the variables that would be used as pre-

dictors in such an equation (e.g., education and English proficiency), we

feel that: little would be gained by computing attributed wages.



.J

References

Bean, Frank D., and Gray Swicegood. 1982. Generation, female education,

and Mexican American fertility. Social Science Quarterly, forth-

coming.

Bean, Frank D., Gray Swicegood, and Thomas F. Linsley. 1980. Patterns

of fertility variation among Mexican immigrants to the United States.

Paper No. 2.016, Texas Population Research Center, University of

Texas at Austin.

Becker, Gary S. 1965. A theory of the allocation of time. Economic

Journal, 75 (September), 493-517.

Bonacich, E. 1972. A theory of ethnic antagonism: The split labor

market. American Sociological Review, 37, 547-559.

Boyd, Monica. 1980. The double negative: Female immigrants in the

Canadian labor force. Paper presented at the annual meetings of the

Population Association of America, Denver.

Cain, Glen, and Martin D. Dooley. 1976. Estimation of a model of labor

supply, fertility and wages of married women. Journal of Political

Esoriiom, 84, S179-199.

Chiswick, Barry R. 1978. The effect of Americanization on the earnings

of foreign-born men. Journal of Political Economy, 86, 897-921.

Cooney, R. 1978. Intercity variation in Puerto Rican female par-

ticipation. Journal of Human Resources, 14, 222-235.

Cramer, James C. 1980. Fertility and female employment: Problems of

causal direction. American Sociological Revi_d, 45, 167-190.

de Tray, D.N. 1974. Child quality and the demand for children. In

Economics of the Family: Marriage, children, and human capital, ed.

T.W. Schultz. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.



392

Fleischer, Belton M., and George F. Rhodes, Jr. 1979. Fertility,

women's wage rates, and labor supply. American Economic Review, 69

(March), 14-25.

Goldstein, S. 1972. The influence of labour force participation and

education on fertility in Thailand. Population Studies, 26, 419-436.

Grabill, Wilson H., and Lee-Jay Cho. 1965. Methodology for the measure-

ment of current fertility from data on young children. Demography,

2, 50-74.

Heckman, James. 1976: The common structure of statistical models of

truncation, sample selection and limited dependent variables and a

simple estimator for such models. Annals of Economic and Social

Measurement, 5, 475-492.

King, Allan. 1978. Industrial structure, flexibility of working hours,

and women's labor force participation. Review of Economics and

Statistics, 60, No. 3, 399-407.

Mason, Karen 0., and V. T. Palan. 1981. Female employment and fertility

in peninsular Malaysia: The maternal role incompatibility hypothesis

reconsidered. Demography, 18, 549-575.

Mincer, Jacob. 1962. Labor force participation of married women. In

Aspects of labor economics, ed. H.G. Lewis. Princeton, N.J.:

Princeton University Press, for the National Bureau of Economic

Research.

Piepmeier, K.B., and T.S. Adkins. 1973. The status of women and fer-

tility. Journal of Biosocial Science, 5, 507-520.

Polachek, Solomon. 1975. Discontinuous labor force participation and

its effect on women's market earnings. In Sex, discrimination, and

393



393

the division of labor, ed. C. Lloyd. New York: Columbia University

Press.

Portes, A. 1981. Modes of structural incorporation and present theories

of labor immigration. In Global trends in migration, ed. M. Kritz,

C. Keely, and S. Tomasi. New York: Center for Migration Studies.

Portes, A. 1982. Immigrants' attainment: An analysis of occupation and

earnings among Cuban exiles in the United States. In Essays in honor

of William Hamilton Sewell. New York: Academic Press.

Portes, A., and R. Bach. 1980. Immigrant earnings: Cuban and Mexican

immigrants in the United States. International Migration Review, 14,

315-341.

Randall, N.H. 1977. Women's need for income: Their employment and

earnings. Working Paper No. 77-2, Center for Demography and Ecology,

University of Wisconsin, Madison.

Retherford, Robert D., and Lee-Jay Cho. 1978. Age-parity-specific birth

rates and birth probabilities from census or survey data on own

children. Population Studies, 32, 567-581.

Rindfuss, Ronald R., and James A. Sweet. 1977. Post-war fertility

trends and differentials in the United States. New York: Academic

Press.

Rosenzweig, Mark R., and Kenneth I. Wolpin. 1980. Life-cycle labor

supply and fertility: Causal inferences from household models.

Journal of Political Economy, 88, No. 2, 320.

Safilios-Rothschild, Constantina. 1977. The relationship between

women's work and fertility: Some methodological and theoretical

issues. In The fertility of working women, ed. S. Kupinsky. New

York: Praeger.

400



394

Schultz, T.P. 1978. The influence of fertility on labor supply of

married women: Simultaneous equation estimates. Research in Labor

Economics, 2, 273-351.

Smith-Lovin, Lynn, and Ann R. Tickamyer. 1978. Labor force par-

ticipation, fertility behavior, and sex role attitudes. American

Sociological Review, 43, 541-56.

Smith-Lovin, Lynn, and Ann R. Tickamyer. 1982. Fertility and patterns

of labor force participation among married women. Social Biology,

forthcoming.

Standing, G. 1978. Labour force participation and development. Geneva:

International Labour Office.

Stolzenberg, Ross M. 1980. The measurement and decomposition of causal

effects in non-linear and non-additive models. Sociological

methodoicgy, 1980, ed. K. Schuessler. San Francisco: Jossey - Bass.

Stolzenberg, Ross M., and Linda J. Waite. 1981. Labor market charac-

teristics and the labor force participation of individuals. Rand

Paper Series P-6705, Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif.

Stycos, J.M., and R.H. Weller. 1967. Female working roles and fer-

tility. Demography, 4, 210-217.

Sullivan, T., and S. Pedraza-Bailey. 1979. Differential success among

Cuban American and Mexican American immigrants. Final Report,

Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor.

Tienda, Marta. 1981. Hispanic origin workers in the U.S. labor market:

Comparative analyses of employment and earnings. Final Report,

Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Department of Labor.

U.S. Bureau of the Census. 1977. Technical documentation of the 1976

Survey of Income and Education. Washington, D.C.: USGPO.

401



395

Waite, L. 1981. Working wives and the family life cycle. American

Journal or Sociology, 86, 272-294.

Waite, Linda J., and Ross M. Stolzenberg. 1976. Intended childbearing

and labor force participation c) young women: Insights from nonre-

cursive models. American Sociological Review, 41, 235 -251.

Weller, R., W. Bertrand, and C. Harter. 1979. Female employment status

and fertility in Cali, Columbia. Paper presented at the annual

meetings of the Population Association of America.

Wilson, K., and A. Portes. 1980. Immigrant enclaves: An analysis of

the labor market experience of Cubans in Miami. American Journal of

Sociology, 56, 293-319.

402



The Migration of Mexican Indocumentados as a

Settlement Process: Implications for Work

Harley L. Browning and Nestor Rodriguez
Population Research Center and Department of Sociology

University of Texas at Austin

Although this paper bears two names it is really a product of a larger
group, the members of the Texas Indocumentado Study, who have contributed
much to the development of the approach taken here; In particular, we
wish to acknowledge the contributions of Rogelio Rau, co-director, as
well as those of David Henke, Waltraut Feindt, and Harriet Romo. We are
also indebted to the discussants at the conference, Solomon Polachek and
Robert Bach. The latter, in particular, raised some important points
that have stimulated us to reconsider our argument. Our thanks to
Humberto Munoz and Ortandina de Oliveira, who provided timely encourage-
ment and suggestions.

397



The Migration of Mexican Indocumentados as a

Settlement Process: Implications for Work

"Illegal aliens," "mojados," "undocumented workers"--there is not

even agreement as to what they should be called.1 Few features of

American life in the last decade or so have generated as much interest

and concern as the largescale movement of Mexican nationals without

papers who cross the U.S. border in search of employment. The mass

media, especially in the Southwest, regularly run stories on this group,

sometimes of an alarmist tone, and on the political level the two moat

recent presidents of the United States have formulated plans that attempt

to deal with this problem.

Even the scholarly community, somewhat tardily, has begun to look

closely at this phenomenon.2 As a result, it is no longer possible, as

would have been the case only a few years ago, to state that the

ignorance about indocumentados is almost total. Yet our knowledge is

still fragmentary and therefore likely to provide a domewhat distorted

view of the subject. Most studies of indocumentados have taken one of

two quite different approaches: the individual (micro) level or the glo

bal, international (macro) level. Characteristically, the individual

level is tapped by questionnaires administered to those apprehended in

attempting to cross the border or to those contacted in some other

manner. The survey approach permits the compilation of population pro

files by aggregating the individual responses to a range of questions

(sex, age, birthplace, method of crossing, jobs in the United States, use

of social 3ervices, etc.).3 At the other extreme are analysts who poae

broad questions such as, "What is the impact upon the capitalist systems
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of Mexico and the U.S.A. of this type of geographical mobility?" This

political economy approach takes the individual as given and makes

problematic the structures--economic, political--through which that

person moves.4

Each approach is legitimate, offering perspectives and insights that

the other cannot consider. But even when considered together (which is

rarely the case),5 they provide an incomplete understanding of the

situation of indocumentados. A full perspective requires consideration

of a number of intermediate levels that lie between the individual and

the international level. A list of the levels, from macro to micro,

might cover the following elements: ,(1) international, (2) national, (3)

regional (especially the Southwest), (4) community, (5) workplace, (6)

welfare-and-leisure-institutionsi--(1)_Interethnic_relationships

(especially Chicano-indocumentado), (8) neighborhood (barrio), (9) family

or household, (10) individual. No single research project can be

expected to devote equal attention to all ten levels, but researchers

should be aware of how changes introduced in one level (i.e., the

national level through implementation of the Reagan program) would have

significant impacts on many of the other levels.

The Texas Indocumentado Study has chosen to concentrate on levels 4

through 9, from the community to the family or household. During several

years of field experience, our attention has shifted from the traditional

emphasis on the individual--the "classic" depiction of the young, unat-

tached male coming across the border for a limited period of time and

then returning to Mexicoto those indocumentados who may be charac-.

terized as settlers because their actions are likely to lead to permanent

405



settlement (although they themselves would not necessarily say that this

was their intent).

The shift of emphasis from the temporary migrant to those involved in

settlement involves changes to broaden the study design. As will be

noted, different field techniques have become appropriate and important

changes have occurred in the conceptualization and methodology of the

investigation. A central alteration is the unit of analysis, which

shifted from the individual to the family or household. Family formation

is a major consideration and introduces factors that are not present in

dealing with individuals. For example, the contributors to household

income may include wives and older children. Because of younger children

born in the United States, the indocumentado family is much more likely

to become involved in a wider range of community institutions, especially

health care organizations (hospitals, pediatric care, etc.) and schools.

Illegality, a basic identifying characteristic of these people, taken

on a different meaning for families. An unattached male or female, in

the country for only a few months, can be rather nonchalant about the

prospect of being apprehended by the migra (as the Immigration and

Naturalization Service is called), but the situation for families is much

more complex and uncertain. .The costs of getting back across the border

are higher, and there is always the possibility of family separation.

(One mother who is employed with her husband full time, outside the home,

has a recurrent nightmare that the two of them will be picked up and

deported, leaving the children to fend for themselves.) The longer the

family remains in the United States the greater is the pressure to

acquire legal status, for the lack of it raises problcms and obstacles at

every turn.
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The length of U.S. residence of the family unit also generates new

conditions that must be met. The short-term migrant has no ambivalence

about his or her status as a Mexican, but for those who have resided for

years in the United States the matter of self-identity becomes more

ambiguous, and for the children born or brought up in this country, the

question of identity--Mexican or Chicane .)--inevitably produces uncertain-

ties and tensions within the family.

The shift to a focus on the settlement process thus introduces many

new aspects and requires a broader research design. In particular, time

as an analytical variable becomes more significant. Short-term migrauts

often do not change the pattern of their activities, even if they engage

in repeat migrations. The temporal parameters of the individual life

cycle serve to characterize this kind of migration, but when dealing with

the family unit the family life cycle must be introduced with its

inherently more complex relationships that change over time.

Historical time also is important. The perioda when migrants come

across must be related to changes in the national economy, especially

labor market conditions in the area of destination, as well as develop-

ments during the stay of the migrants. These factors must be evaluated

in a different way from the experience of short-term migrants.

In confronting the analytically challenging task of assembling data

froM a variety of sources, ordering them, and then developing a coherent

interpretation of the settlement process of indocumentados, we have

elaborated a set of three analytic models that have proved, in our

judgment, useful in dealing with the complexity of the situation. We

must caution that the term "model" in our usage is not a rigorous for-

mulation subject to direct testing. Rather, it is a loose conceptual

4



403

formulation, helpful in analyzing the data. Each of the three models

incorporates time as an explicit dimension and each can be used for a

level of analysis other than that of the individual.

At this point we briefly introduce the three models, deferring to a

later section their elaboration. The broadest, most inclusive is the

Reproduction Model. It addressses the question of how the indocumentados

reproduce themselves both demographically and socially. Included is the

legal status of the indocumentados. The other two models set forth con

ditions affecting the social reproduction of this population.

The Resource Accumulation Model explores the manner by which indocu

mentados, in the process of their incorporation into U.S. society,

acquire and utilize resources of four kinds: financial, work, social,

and cultural. The third model, ChicanoIndooymentado Sepe.ration Model,

examines the crImial contacts between members of zhe host Chicano com

munity and the indocumentados. The two groups have certain similarities

and differences; we will use the model to show how structural factors

tend to sepftrate them in three contextswork, associational, and

cultural.

This paper briefly describes some features of the Texas Indocumentado

project, emphasizing labor participation. Each of the models is then

elaborated. In the final section we discuss the implications for the

labor process of the conceptual and methodological framework. We pose

the question, What analytic leads that will help us understand the work

conditions of indocumentados emerge from a consideration of the settle

ment process, taking the family or household as the unit of snalysis? We

will discuss the relat'onship of the household to work participation, the
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work separation of indocumentados and Chicanos, factors affecting job

mobility, and the benefits to employers of employing indocumentado labor.

THE TEXAS INDOCUMENTADO STUDY

Over a period of more than three years, financed by two sources (The

Mexico-United States Border Research Program at the University of Texas at

Austin, directed by Stanley Ross, and a grant from the population divi-

sion of the National Institute of Child Health and Human Development

(NICHD), the Texas Indocumentado Study has carried out field work in the

metropolitan communities of Austin and San Antonio. Both are far enough

from the border (150 miles and more) so they do not share the charac-

teristics peculiar to the border zone, but are close enough to be con-

venient destinations for indocumentados. San Antonio has a 1980 city

population of 785,000, 54% of Mexican origin; Austin has a 1980 city

population of 345,496, with a Mexican-origin population of 192.6 The two

communities differ not only in population size, but also in the relative,

and of course the absolute, size of the 'host" community, the Chicano

population. They also differ in their historical development. San

Antonio can be characterized as an "old" community of destination for

Mexican migrants, legal and illegal, for it is possible to trace the

migratory flows back for many decades. Labor recruiters were sent to

Mexico in the early decade of the century to contract for workers.? In

contrast, Austin may be termed a "new" community of destination, with

fewer and more recently arrived indocumentados.

Because of these and other factors, Austin and San Antonio differ in

what may be termed the "opportunity structures" that confront indocumen-
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*_ado migrants upon their arrival. Each community presents a different

industry-occupation mix of employment opportunities. Both have a higher

than average number of government service industries, bit of different

kinds: the military in San Antonio, state government and the university

in Austin. Consequently, San Antonio is more a blue collar metropolis

and Austin is more a white collar community. None of the government-

based industries directly hire many indocumentados, but they do provide

substantial employment for Chicanos.

In terms of the respective labor markets, Austin and San Antonio

differ in the mix of industry jobs for indocumentados. San Antonio has

more opportunities in the garment industry, certain food processors, and

wholesaling (it is a major processor and distributor of Mexican food

products), and Austin has the mining industry of lime production and the

manufacturing industry of cement precasting. Both are strong in

construction and in restaurant and hotel employmcnt.

What is striking in both communities is the virtual absence of

indocumentado employment in white collar positions and its coucentration

in the secondary labor market sector, even when indocumentados are

employed in primary sectors. The workplaces differ considerably in terms

of size, level of technology, and organizational structure, but there is

much less variation in terms of secondary labor market characteristics:

little job security, much fluctuation in hours worked per week, physi-

cally demanding jobs, often of a dirty and sometimes dangerous nature,

etc. Congruent with other studies, we find that most indocumentados are

paid the minimum wage rate, but the hourly variations due to weather and

fluctuations of demand create great and unpredictable variation in income.

410



406

Indocuwentado workers also must deal with abuse from employer or

supervisor. In smaller firms, ability to keep the job sometimes depends

upon personal relations with the owner or supervisor (for women, sexual

abuse is not uncommon). In the larger and organizationally more complex

firms, supervision of indocumentados is in the hands of Chicanos who

sometimes are paternalistic and at times abusive.

Women indocumentados, whether unattached or living in unions, often

work outside the home. Even women with quite young children work, still

an unusual pattern in Mexico. We believe this occurs not only because

tight family finances often require the mother's contribution, but also

because the social pressures in Mexico put on a mother not to work are

much weaker in the United States. Working mothers often must rely upon

older children to care for and supervise the younger children. Women work

in various personal services (laundries, cafeterias, hotels and motels,

as maids, etc.) and in various laborintensive manufacturing establish

ments (textile and garvent factories, food processing, mattress factory,

etc.). Their work is less subject to weekly fluctuations owing to

weather variations than is that of men, but seasonal factors and other

variations in demand produce considerable fluctuations in income.

Although both men and women indocumentados have jobs that offer little in

the way of upward job mobility, women's work has even greater deadend

characteristics than that of men.

Indocumentados not only must function as producers, because they

either find work or must return to Mexico, but also as consumers. Like

every one else, they must find shelter and sustenance. Just as San

Antonio and Austin present different employment opportunity structures to

incoming migrants, they also differ in their consumption opportunity
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structures. For reasons related to the absolute and relative size of the

Chicano populations of Austin and San Antonio and the historical develop-

ment of the two communities, San Antonio offers greater consumption

opportunities specifically oriented to indocumentados than does Austin.

This holds for low-cost housing, retailers catering to "Mexican" tastes,

and personal and social services, notably those in the field of health.

Housing is an especially important consideration for families.

Unattached male migrants often share a dwelling or a room with other men,

thereby reducing housing costs, but a couple with children generally must

try to find a single dwelling or an apartment. Even if they take boar-

ders, their costs are higher. Indocumentados are not eligible for public

low-cost housing, so they must find something suitable in the private

sector. In San Antonio there are landlords who specialize in catering to

indocumentado tenants; those tenants are required to pay high rents in

cash and on time, and are less likely to complain about housing defects.

In San Antonio one can find in the markets many Mexican foods not as

easily available in Austin, and there are more restaurants, record

stores, and radio stations catering to indocumentado tastes. Spanish is

a more common language among Anglos in San Antonio than in Austin.

Field Work Procedures

Study of the indocumentado population presents an array of dif-

ficulties not generally encountered in social research. Sampling,

establishing contacts, and the "protection of human subjects" pose many

problems. This is not the place for a full discussion of these dif-

ficulties and how we attempted to cope with them. Suffice it to say tLat

these unusual conditions make the study of indocumentados in the field a
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slower and less efficient process than is generally the case. Since con-

ditions and procedures did not allow us to draw a representative sample,

we cannot say with certainty anything about the total indocumentado popu-

lation of Austin and San Antonio, much less of other parts of the United

States. Nor do we attempt to demonstrate the extent of individual

variation within these populations. Our goal has been to understand

basic patterns for indocumentado populations: how they get to com-

munities of destination, what kinds of jobs they find, their patterns of

consumption, the ways they relate to Chicanos, and what happens to their

children. There is no one response for any of these questions, but there

is enough commonality of.experience to permit the basic patterns to be

,!ttermined.

The first fieldwork in San Antonio, more than three years ago, was on

a small scale and was exploratory in nature. Contacts were made through

key ini.'r;rmants, who introduced us to indocumentados. This resulted basi-

cally in a snowball sampling design, working through the social networks

of our sponsors. We made a special effort to contact women, and we

interviewed several "coyotes" (those who guide the indocumentados across

the border) for their experiences in getting indocumentados across, but

we did not at that time concentrate on those who were part of the settle-

ment process. Later on, David Benke, as part of his assignment to

explore the opportunity structures of San Antonio and Austin, set up

interviews with informants knowledgeable about indocumentados and

assembled a variety of data from published and unpublished sources.

With the NICHD grant we originally planned to carry out as many as

1200 interviews, but we shifted from a survey emphasis to one more eth-

nographic in nature when we began work in Austin. In part, this was due
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to fortuitous circumstances. Codirectors Nililez and Rodriguez had, before

the grant award, begun an informal school for the children of indocumen

tados, and through them we were able to gain entree to their parents. We

made the shift mainly, however, for thT 1.cal and methodological

reasons. We became intrigued with the problem} posed by the settleme'it

process, and it seemed to us that this aspect had received little atten

tion in other research. We shifted from questionnaires not because they

are impossible to carry out with this group, although they are difficult

to execute on a large scale and in a short time, but because we believe

it is difficult to fully identify and characterize the patterns of indoc

umentado adjustment with questionnaires. We wanted to determine inter

personal relationships within households and to see how household com

position changed over time. To take another example, the matter of rela

tionships between Chicano and indocumentados is complex and delicate. If

we had depended upon responses to questionnaires we would have obtained

polite, "no problem" kinds of responses. Our Chicano interviewers found

that it took repeated contacts before indocumentados developed enough

trust to say what they really believed.

In Austin we are working intensively with about 50 families. We

obtain information on all the approximately 250 members of the house

holds, and we have a file on the household itself. Indepth and

semistructured interviews are carried out, generally with recorders; the

interviews are then transcribed.

DIMENSIONS OF REPRODUCTION

Reproduction always has been a central preoccupation of demographers.

A population will perpetuate itself by ensuring that the "exits" from it
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(deaths and outmigration) will at least be balanced by the "entries"

(births and inmigration). But it is not enough to ensure a supply of

warm bodies; there must also be a reproduction of the many statuses and

positions that make up a social structure. One of the great merits of

Marx is that more then a century ago he saw the necessity to be explicit

about the reproducton of a social structure and the mechanisms that make

it possible.

Reproduction is not a simple matter, even under the simplest of

conditions--a closed, stationary population undergoing minimal social

change--and the special circumstances of the indocumentados make them

particularly difficult to capture under the rubrics of demographic and

social reproduction. Figure 1 should make this clear. Indocumentado

population change is not lust a function of three demographic variables:

fertility, mortality, aJA migration. It is also essential to take into

account legal status and time in the United States.

The top panel depicts the older, "classic" form of indocumentado

migration. Young unattached males, originating mainly in about a dozen

Mexican states, cross the border to work for limited periods and then

return to Mexico. (Sometimes the same individual will repeat the process

several times.) As the arrows are intended to indicate, entries and

exits are virtually equal, with the result that there is a continual

turnover of the indocumentado population. Few go on to become legal

aliens and even fewer become U.S. citizens.

The second panel, "Adult Settlers," is more complex; it must try to

represent the various ways by which migrants from Mexico construct

settlement patterns. The key feature is the formation of stable unions,

legal or consensual, which usually produce offspring. Some ostensibly.
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Figure 1

Population Change among Migrants in Terms of Legal Status and Time in United Statr,
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temporary male migrants join this category. Their chances for unions are

enhanced by the growing numbers of unattached females crossing the

border. Either sex, however, may form unions with legal aliens or

American citizens. In addition, unattached migrants may reconstitute

family units by arranging for the missing members to be brought across.

Finally, there are entire nuclear families coming into the country as a

unit. However formed, these family units are more likely than are unat-

tached migrants to remain in the United States (save for visits to

Mexico). They want to regularize their situation by becoming legal

aliens, but few believe it necessary or desirable to become U.S. citi-

zens.

The .children of these families are of special interest, with a

complexity all their own. It is essential to distinguish four groups.

Those children born in Mexico and brought to the United States as late

adolescents (ages 13-17) behaviorally belong in the "Adult Settlers"

category, for they are considered both by their parents and by themselves

to be adults rather than adolescents. Too old easily to be incorporated

into the school system, they generally get full-time jobs, continue to

speak Spanish, and maintain their Mexican identity, just as do their

parents. In the second group are those of school age (ages 6-12) who

often are enrolled in schools, although the older ones may have con-

siderable difficulty "fitting" into the system. The third group,

preschool children (ages through 5), are most likely to adjust best to

the school system, and spend their formative years (ages 6-14) in the

United States. They resemble most the fourth group, those children born

in the United States, except that the latter have U.S. citizenship rights

by virtue of their birth.8 Culturally, the great majority cf the last
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two groups will grow up to be Chicanos, since they lack direct contact

with Mexico and will acquire competency in English at an early age. It

contrast, the late adolescents, and some of the school-age children, like

their parents, will continue to consider themselves Mexicans, no matter

how long they live in the United States.

It should be apparent that the demographic-citizenship model is both

complex and indeterminate. Consider some of the strictly demographic

consequences of the fact that migration rather than natural increase is

the main source of the perpetuation of the indo,;umentado population. It

is a more unstable source because historically the volume of migrot_on

has fluctuated greatly. .Because of the importance of return and circular

migration, the distinction between gross and net migration is very signi-

ficant. The sex ratio has none of the predictable regularities discer-

nible in populations dominated by natural increase. Although gaining

both absolutely and relatively, the Female representation is still .41v11

below the male. Finally, migration produces a peculiar age distribution,

unlike the symmetrical age-sex pyramid generated by natural increase. Of

course, those who settle will have more "normal" demographic patterns,

but they still represent a minor share of the total indocumentado popula-

tion.

In terms of citizenship, there is no inevitable sequential passage

from one status to the next--from Mexican residence to indocumentado sta-

tus to legal alien to U.S. citizen. A return to Mexico is always a

possibility. One must also take into account whether the return is

voluntary or involuntary.-

Social reproduction obviously is dependent upon demographic reproduc-

tion to provide people to occupy positions in the social structure. In
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setting forth the conditions of the social reproduction of indocumentados

we are confronted with much of the same complexity that was encountered

in discussing demographic reproduction. Social reproduction must take

into account two social structures--that in Mexican-origin communities

and that in U.S.-destination communities. Fully developed, this could

lead us to consider such distinctive features of Mexican peasant com-

munities as the-fiesta system or, in the United States, the role of

voluntary associations in integrating individuals within the community,

all of which lie beyond the scope of this paper. We will concentrate on

two crucial features of indocumentado social reproduction: family and

kinship networks, and work patterns.

Even in the period of massive structural change that Mexico has

experienced over the past 40 years or so, the Mexican family and kinship

structure remains at the center of an individual's existence. The

question is to that extent indocumentados are able to reproduce their

family-kin situations in the United States. The critical distinction

between indocumentados who come for brief periods and those who choose to

settle is that the former need not attempt any reproduction of family or

kin structures here because they are only transient, while the latter

must try to constitute such.structures. A nuclear family can be formed

in the United States or introduced from Mexico, but it is impossible for

the full range of the kinship network to be reproduced north of the

border. Three generational families occasionally are to be found, but

the full reproduction of the impressive array of aunts, uncles, and

cousins that Mexico's high-fertility system generates is not possible.

The real question is whether enough of the extended kin system exists

to facilitate the incorporation of the migrants into American society.
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The pattern of indocumentado migration to the United States displays

similarities with internal migration within Mexico, particularly move-

ments from villages to metropolises such as Monterrey (see Balan,

Browning, and Jelin, 1975). We have come to recognize that migration is

very much a social process in which people migrate to places where there

is someone, most often a relative, already known to them. In the case of

Austin, a number of families originated from one village. A migratory

chain was formed between it and Austin, and as a result new arrivals to

Austin can count on assistance.

What we are describing is the functioning of social networks, a con-

cept that has become increasingly important in the interpretation -of a

variety of behaviors in Third World countries, whether family survival

strategies, migration, cr labor processes. Social networks are a kind of

lubricant that facilitate adjustment and adaptation and reduces personal

stress. In the context of indocumentado migration it should be noted

that the successful operation of the social network is not a direct func-

tion of its size or complexity. To illustrate, one indocumentado family

upon arrival may obtain all the help it needs in settling in and finding

work from just one family of relatives already living in the community,

whereas another incoming family may call upon three or four families and

compadres for assistance.

The reproduction of labor depends upon the existence of social net-

works, especially in finding jobs. Here we consider two other features:

skill levels, and social relations. It is sometimes argued that indocu-

mentados will have difficulties in reproducing their skills in the United

States because the organization of work differs greatly from that in

Mexico. The question becomes, How can Mexican peasants adapt themselves

421



416

to work in a highly industrialized society? Yet none of our indocumen

tado respondents mentioned any problems of this nature. Why? The expla

nation is that in both countries the kind of work these people are called

upon to do is manual labor, ranging from such basic skills as wielding a

shovel .to the more advanced skills of bricklaying, carpentry, painting,

etc. Such work is common in Mexico and is easily transferred to a work

site in the United States.

What about the social relations on the job? Isn't the change from

ts,

the smallscale work situation in Mexico to the large bureaucratic struc

tures of the United States a major difference? Typically, indocumentados

do not work in largescale enterprises; when they do, it is often in

enclave s_ dons which shield them from the full impact of large

buresucraciec. Often the patron relationship is encountered, and if in

the United States the patron is sometimes harsh and exploitive of the

workers, this is also all too familiar a pattern in Mexico. In that

country there also is little job security and few fringe benefits, and

the work is physically demanding and the hours long. Thus, in terms of

skills and social relations, indocumentstlos find situations in the United

States not greatly different from those in Mexico.

FOUR FORMS OF RESOURCE ACCUMULATION

The settlement process for indocumentados has many aspects; one

significant feature that is important in the success, and even the very

continuation, of the process is the ability of individuals, families, or

households to assemble and make use of a variety of resources. The

question is how the diversity of resources can best be addressed in an
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analytically consistent manner. The model we choose to develop is that

of resource accumulation.9 We first briefly identify the four forms of

accumulation, consider their common features, and then indicate how they

are applicable to the situation of indocumentados.

The accumulation process is demonstrable in four forms of capital.

1. Financial resources: either in liquid form (money) or in the

form of salable assets (property, goods, etc.).

2. Work resources: the various skills needed to execute work tasks,

acquired in formal educational institutions or on-the-job

training. Work resources as a concept has an affinity to what has

come to be known as human resources.

3. Social resources: the development of interpersonal bonds that not

only facilitate overall social adjustment in a aew locale, but

also enhance the opportunities for other forms of resource accumu-

lation. The formation and operation of social networks is central

to social resources accumulation.

4. Cultural resources: acquisition of information about the com-

munity of settlement that permits a better adaptation to it

(growing "savvy" about where to go and how to get things done).

In particular it includes language acquisition (in this case,

English).

There are common features of the accumulation process which are

applicable to one degree or another to the four forms of resources:

1. The temporill_dimension. Accumulation takes time, since acquisi-

tion is behavioral in nature; one must do something to acquire the

forms of resources (e.g., learn a trade, save money, expand a

social network, acquire a language).
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2. Accumulation is a two-way process. All forms of resources can be

used up or dissipated; work skills will atrophy if not practiced;

social networks require maintenance through interaction or they

will fall apart; and language skills will be lost without

practice.

3. Portability. The forms of resources differ in how readily and

easily they can be taken from one setting to another. Financial

resources are the easiest, but even here the sale of land and

housing for cash may be difficult on short notice. As already

indicated in the discussion of social reproduction, the por-

tability of work resources of Mexican workers is greater than

sometimes assumed. The degree to which an individual or family

can "plug into" another social network will vary. In general,

cultural resources are not easily portable, although language can

be studied prior to the move.

4. Transferability. In varying degrees, capital can be transferred

from one individual to another or shared with other members of a

family or household. As with portability, financial resources are

most easily transferred. It is a much more complex matter with

respect to the other three forms of resources. With time and

effort mapy work, social, and cultural resources can be trans-

ferred from one person in a household to another, but there are

often difficulties--i.e., females take on male work roles, ado-

lescents assume adult positions in social networks. It should be

pointed out that a family household need not have all its mem-

bers possess the same form of resources to the same degree. Thus,

the cultural resources of a family will be enhanced if just one
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member, even a child, can acquire enough English skills to act as

an intermediary for the others.

In addressing the utility of resource accumulation to the circumstan

ces of indocumentados, it is logical to begin with financial resources.

It is axiomatic that the long journey to destinations within the United

States requires financial capital (resources). Even the young unattached

male who hitches rides to the border, swims across the river on his own,

and then walks several hundred miles to his destination, needs something

of a stake. But the doityourself approach has become increasingly

rare, even among our young male respondents. Now virtually everyone

makes use of the services of a "coyote" to get across the border and to

be delivered by motorized vehicle to the community of destination. This

service is not cheap, the cost varying by distance from destination to

border. In 1981, for destinations in Texas 200 to 300 miles beyond the

border the going rate for an adult was $350, for children somewhat

cheaper. If a family of four were to cross, this would involve a sum of

.xcess of $1000, a sizable amount of money for rural Mexicans.

The money is obtained from savings, by selling valuable assets such

as crops, animals, or land, or by loans from relatives, friends and, more

rarely, from moneylenders. Rarely will a coyote delay collection of his

fee until the client has obtained a job in the United States and is able

to pay off the debt by installments. Indocumentados also must have some

financial resources to defray costs while they settle in and find a job.

Fortunately, this is often not a major consideration, since they can

count on the hospitability and help of kin and friends during this

period.
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The last point introduces another resource form, social resources,

which is very important in the migratory process. The existence of

social networks, basically made up of kin, explains why so many of the

families in our Austin study come from Bejucos, a village on the border

of the states of Mexico and Guerrero. Individuals in social networks

provide food and shelter to the newly arrived, and are also critical for

finding first jobs. One of the most remarkable features of the entire

indocumentado story is the rapidity and relative ease by which indocumen-

tados get jobs, generally within a few days of arrival. This is made

possible by the fact that the social networks provide up-to-date and

reliable information on the existence of jobs that can be filled by

indocumentados. As the latter gain experience in the community and

expand their cultural resources, they customarily expand their social

networks beyond those of kin, thus providing themselves with options that

were not available upon first arrival.

Work resources have their own characteristics and logic. As noted,

most jobs available to indocumentados rarely demand skills not already

acquired on the job in Mexico, even in "traditional" agrarian com-

munities. Such jobs do not require schooling or formal training, and the

work resources are quite portable. Some indocumentados have utilized

migration within Mexico to acquire work resources that have enabled them

to get well-paying positions in the United States. One man, for example,

moved from Bejucos to Mexico City, where he received training as a cook

in a restaurant. Upon migrating to the United States, he was able to

translate this experience into a high-paying position (now $1300 a month)

in a restaurant specializing in Mexican food. He has complete authority
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in the kitchen, hiring a six-man staff (all indocumentados), buying the

foodstuffs, and organizing the kitchen routine.

Cultural resources are very largely acquired on the U.S. side of the

border. Over time one learns a variety of things--where to get a certain

product or service, techniques useful in approaching various local

bureaucracies such as hospitals and schools--which make life easier.

Most adult indocumentados do not learn English in any systematic fashion,

but acquire a minimal basic vocabulary of 100 words or less and key phra-

ses enabling them to perform adequately on the job and in routine

shopping situations. This is not really becoming literate, for it does

not enable indocumentados to deal with the written word, and their mini-

mal vocabulary often actually inhibits them from making the sustained

effort necessary to become literate. Nonetheless, it provides the rudi-

mentary communicative skills necessary to move about in American society.

All four forms of resources can be used up as well as accumulated.

Since the main motivation in coming to the United States is financial,

indocumentados sometimes are able, by working long hours, to acquire a

fairly sizable nest egg. But as illegal aliens they must be prepared for

an unforeseeable sharp drop in their financial assets. They or other

members of their family may be apprehended and sent back to Mexico; they

often return quickly, but getting back entails coots. Also, as part of

their social network, they may be called upon to help others meet the

costs associated with apprehension. Both kinds of calls may come at any

time. For example, one indocumentado for months had been planning a trip

back to his village of origin but unexpectedly had to help out a member

of his social network and thus depleted his financial reserves to the

point that he was forced to cancel the trip. Those desiring to regu-
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larize their status by becoming legal aliens must pay attorney fees and

other costs running to thousands of dollars.

Work resources may atrophy if skills acquired in Mexico are not uti-

lized. If one were a carpenter or bricklayer in Mexico but a dishwasher

in the United States, the pay level may be higher but skills may

deteriorate. Social resources also may be lost if the social networks

are not actively maintained through continued interaction and the

recruitment of new members to replace those who leave.

A number of criticisms have been raised regarding the resource

accumulation model suggested here. Robert Bach, discussant of the first

version of the paper, was unhappy with our practice of "calling

everything capital--it homogenizes by definition rather than analysis the

social relationships in which each activity develops." Our switch of

terms from capital to resources doubtless would not stay his criticism.

We acknowledge that the concept can be abused by overextension, but our

intent is to formulate concepts to help account for the conditions that

do or do not lead to the incorporation of the individual, family, or

household into American society .10 All that we wish to suggest by

"incorporation" is simply this: to the degree that individuals and fami-

lies or households can accumulate the four kinds of resources, the more

successful they will be in providing themselves a reasonably secure

existence in the United States.

We believe that it is helpful from an analytic standpoint to use one

noun, resources, to depict various forms of accumulation, but homogeniza-

tion is far from our intent. Contrary to our initial formulation, we

believe that financial, work, social, and cultural resources differ suf-

ficiently so that it makes little sense to seek a common metric that
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could be used to develop an overall resource accumulation scale. Rather,

we wish to emphasize that there is a strong interactive relationship

among the four resources and that a strictly additive model would be

inappropriate.

THE CHICANO -INDOCUMENTADO SEPARATION MODEL

The third model we wish to present is one that on the face of it may

appear to be unnecessary. It is often assumed that the absorption of

indo'umentados into the host community of Chicanos presents few problems

for either group--since they share a common heritage, language, religion,

cuisine, etc., indocumentados simply become additions to the Chicano

population. Some writers use the terms Chicano and Mexican

interchangeably in their analyses.11 And as a recent study of Chicano

cultural identity and the ability of Chicanos to maintain cultural

integrity in the face of the dominant Anglo culture concludes,"as long as

there is substantial immigration from Mexico, the Chicano cultural base

will be continuously reinforced" (Bowman, 1981, p. 51).

We must confess titat the members of the Texas Indocumentado Study

essentially took a similar position at the beginning of the investigation

some years ago. Our experience has led us to take quite a different

stance. Rather than assume an automatic entry of Mexican immigrants into

the Chicano population, we see the indocumentado-Chicano relation as a

complex phenomenon. Indeed, it is possible to take the position that the

development of a distinctive Chicano culture is inhibited rather than

facilitated by the immigration of Mexicans and the importation of things

Mexican.
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While historical accounts of the Chicano ethnic group usually recount

the importance of early Mexican immigration. for the demographic expansion

of the Chicano people, they do not focus on the ways by which Mexicans

"become" Chicanos. The dynamics of incorporation are largely ignored.

Our position is that the relationship of indocumentados and Chicanos can-

not be assumed to consist of an inevitable incorporation of the latter by

the former. Consequently, the relationship must be subjected to a more

elaborate and explicit theoretical exploration. We attempt this by the

concc2tual development of a "separation" model for indocumentados and

Chicanos along three dimensions.

The Separation Model

In the model, "separation" refers to a distance between groups. In

its most simple form we have Group It-Group Y. This says only that, what-

ever the metric of measurement, a certain separation exists, not whether

the sepE,ration is increasing or decreasing over time. Let us emphasize

that separation does not imply active hostility, simply that there is not

much social interaction.

The formulation also makes no allowance for the internal differen-

tiation cf the groups. There are a number of ways such differentiation

could be recognized; we shall deal with only one, social stratification,

and that only in a simple distinction between higher and lower strata.

Graphically, we delineate this as follows:



Group_ X

upper strata

lower strata
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Group Y

upper strata

lower strata

The interactioa of the above is that there is a separation between Group

X and Group Y, and that the separation is greatest between the upper

strata of both groups.

Applying this general mcdel to the situation of Chicanos and indocu

mentados we find that, especially in the laat few decades, there has been

a considerable differentiation by social stratification among the Chicano

population, meaning an increasing representation in the upper as well as

the lower strata. In contrast, the indocumentado population still is

very heavily concentrated in the lower strata. True, there is some dif

ferentiation, and the settlement process is likely to increase it over

time, but there are practically no professional or semiprofessional

indocumentados, so the stratification differences as such are nal:row.

However, we believe that there is an important differentiation among

indocumentados depending on whether they uere vural or urban residents in

i!exico. The latter is likely to be associated with somewhat higher edu

cational levels and more sophistication in dealing with urban conditions

(a respondent fresh from rural Mexico expressed his discomfort in living

in Austin by saying there were too many "fences") and often more varied

work experience. The dimensions of intergroup separation between indocu

mentados and Chicanos we address are: (1) on the job, (2) associational
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(interpersonal relations, mainly outside of the work context), and (3)

cultural (ranging from linguistic style to musical preferenc.es).

Work Separation_,_

Briefly, what is covered here is not the extent of informal interper-

sonal contacts on the job between Chicanos and indocumentados (this is

covered by the associational category) but the features of the technical

division of labor and the social division of labor.12 The technical

divison of labor simply specifies what concrete work tasks are required

of individuals. More so than Chicanos, indocumentados have work tasks

that do not require much contact with others. They seldom are put in

positions that require interaction with customers or clients where

English is used. Even within plants or firms where contact with the

public is not a consideration, they often do tasks that can be done

without much verbal communication. (Indeed, one way of identifying a

low-status job is to note that it doesn't require much communication;

digging ditches, washing dishes, cleaning hotel rooms, and simple

assembly line operations can be performed with minimal English or

Spanish.)

The social division of labor concerns which ethnic groups occupy what

positions in the labor hierarchy.13 Of the three dimensions in our

separation framework, we hypothesize work separation to be the condition

of least apartness between indocumentados and Chicanos, especially the

lower-working-class segment of the Chicano ethnic group. These Chicanos

and indocumentados have similar labor characteristics. Both are situated

in the inferior sector of the labor market. Their employment is charac-

terized by heavy, dirty (and at times dangerous) work, irregular work
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schedules, and low wages. The greatest degree of work separation we

hypothesize between the two groups is that between indocumentados and

upper-class Chicanos. This difference is between indocumentados who work

predominantly as manual laborers and Chicanos in professional and mana-

gerial jobs.

Associational Separation

The condition of associational separation refers to the absence of

interpersonal relations between members of different groups. For

example, if members of one group interact frequently with members of a

second group by developing many enduring friendships and intermarrying

frequently, then the separation between these two groups can be described

as minimal. However, if there is little association, and then usually

only in secondary impersonal relationships, the associational separation

is extensive. Using this concept, we hypothesize that there is some

separation between indocumentados and all social-class seuments of the

Chicano population. Unlike the condition of work separation, we hypothe-

size that there is a somewhat greater associational separation between

indocumentados and lover-working-class Chicanos. Two key factors contri-

buting to this separation are working conditions--most indocumentados

work enclusively with other indocumentados--and the development of endo-

gamous social networks among indocumentados. Clearly, these two factors

are related. However, the analytical value of considering them separa-

tely is that they may result from different circumstances. On the one

hand, the condition of all-indocumentado work forces, which precludes or

At least greatly reduces indocumentado-Chicano interaction, may be due to

the deliberate hiring practices of employers. On the other hand, the
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development of exclusively endogamous social networks among indocumen-

tados, which needless to say also restricts Chicano-indocumentado rela-

tions, may be a consequence of indocumentados trying to maximize within-

group resources for adaptation. This particular within-group adaptive

strategy doubtless is related to the fact that the community is a rela-

tively new destination for indocumentados. Thus, to the extent (which we

believe is considerable) that these two factors contribute to asso-

ciational separation, one is due to a condition that is exogamous to both

indocumentado and Chicano workers (employer preference) and the other is

due to an adaptation strategy.

Two other factors conducive to associational separation are the resi-

dential segregation of indocumentados and, to some extent, the mutual

ingroup and outgroup perceptions of Chicanos and indocumentados. Of

course, the associational separation between indocumentados and the

upper-strata segment of the Chicano ethnic group consists basically of

the social distance that results from differences in social status.

Hence indocumentados and lower-strata Chicanos may be seen as having

greater associational separation from upper-strata Chicanos than from

each other. While in some instances upper-strata Chicanos may associate

with lower-strata Chicanos (e.g.,,in a political campaign), the

occurrence of this association with the politically powerless indocumen-

tado group is even more infrequent. The only significant interactions

that wa project between indocumentado and upper-strata Chicanos are

employer-employee relationships and occasionally agency-client rela-

tionships.
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Cultural Separation

By "cultural separation" we mean the difference between groups in

terms of ways of behaving. The term thus refers to distance among groups

due to differences in, for example, language patterns, cuisine, folkways,

and musical preference.14 We hypothesize that cultural separation exists

between indocumentados and Chicanos.

Among the most evident cultural differences between Chicanos and

indocumentados are the following. In contrast to the indocumentados'

almost exclusive reliance upon Spanish, Chicanos have developed a

linguistic style that differs in pronunciation, grammatical construc-

tions, and vocabulary from Mexican Spanish. But Chicanos often speak a

combination of Spanish and English, switching from one language to

another in the course of a conversation. (A number of Chicano writers

deliberately have incorporated this feature in developing a distinctive

style.)

Differences in cuisine are also evident. While the indocumentado's

meal preparation may be affected by income and the availability of ingre-

dients common in Mexico, it is clear that there are basic differences.

For example, there are itdocumentado preferences for corn tortillas,

sopas, and traditional Mexican dishes that contrast with the Chicano pre-

ferences for flour tortillas, coffee, traditional barrio dishes, and

fast-food meals. Of course, indocumentados and Chicanos do share food

preferences (e.g., menudo, and the staples of corn, rice, and beans) but

the dissimilarities are important.

Another significant cultural difference between indocumentados and

Chicanos exists in trstes for music. The general preference of indocu-
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mentados for purely Mexican music (a preference which has not gone unno-

ticed by Chicano entrepreneurs in the music industry) contrasts sharply

with the Chicanos' wide-ranging preferences of Mexican, rock, and

country-western music. Even within the Mexican music domain there is

some difference between the two groups: music based on tropical forms is

popular among many indocumentados; the Chicano preference is more for

boleros, rancheras, and Chicano country, played in a distinctive Chicano

style.

Obviously there is some interrelation between the three conditions of

separation. The most evident interrelation is between associational

separation and cultural separation. To the extent that indocumentado

social events (dances, festival gatherings, etc.) are based entirely on

traditional Mexican practices, present levels of associetional separation

will continue to exist. In Austin this relationship is well illustrated

by a certain popular dance hall that is often patronised by ciose to a

thousand indocumentados on Friday nights and by an equal number of

Chicanos on Saturday nights. Each group has its own preferred musical

performers (Mexican zroups brought over from Mexico for indocumentadoa.

and generally local and state Chicano groups for Chicano audiences). The

consequence is that no more than 5% of the patrons on Pride; nights are

Chicanos; about the same percentage of the patrons on Saturday nights are

indocumentados.

The importation of Mexican musicians raises an important point that

can only be briefly addressed in this paper. Much has been written about

the Americanization of Mexico through the penetration of U.S. mass

culture in the media south of the border. Less appreciated is the strong

penetration of Mexican cultural products in the United States, especially
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in the Southwest, directed mainly at a Chicano audience. Mexican musi

cians appear in person and on records, Mexican movies are regularly

screened, and Spanishlanguage television stations rely heavily upon

Mexican programs. In short, Mexican capital (often in joint venture with

local Chicano businessmen) has been quite successful in tapping large and

growing oarkets in the United States. This puts the Chicano at some

disadvantage. Their musical groups do not regularly tour Mexico; -e

are few Chicano movies, or television programs, aside from some local

talk shows. In short, Chicano production networks are no match for those

of Mexican capitalists. (In distribution there is frequently a com

bination of Mexican and.Chicano capital.) One hardly can expect a

distinctive Chicano culture to flourish amid this competition.

The pervasiveness of the Chicanoindocumentado separation is perhaps

best demonstrated in the barrio setting. In this environment, where

Chicanos ant indocumentados often live in close proximity, social

interaction largely occurs within and not between the two groups. As in

work situations, even if Chicanos are in close proximity, associational

contacts of indocumentados are with other indocumentados. On ceremonial

occasions (e.g., baptisms, birthdays) most if not all of the invited

guests will be indocumentados. Even the indocumentadc children are

characterized by a state of separation from Chicano children. While the

two groups of children may interact at school, once they go home there is

separation. Let us repeat the point made earlier: separation does not

imply active hostility, simply that there is little social interaction.
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Indocumentado Enclaves

It is our view that the conditions of separation we have briefly

described constitute a state of enclave existence for indocumentados.15

To the extent that the barrio existence of Chicanos represents an enclave

within the larger Anglo society, indocumentados live in enclaves within

enclaves. To a degree that we would not have thought possible prior to

undertaking our investigation, the, social and cultural perimeters of

indocumentado interaction contain the indocumentado population alone.

Although most indocumentados live in Chicano barrios, they may be charac

terized as in, but not of, the barrio, sticking pretty much to them

selves. Even in work, an activity that requires a daily detachment from

the household, indocumentados uLintain associational enclaves that limit

their contacts with other ethnic groups, including Chicanos.

Historically, we do not believe that this enclave pattern was charac

teristic of indocumentados; we view this condition as a recent phenome

non. Early in this century, say 1900 to 1910, there was probably very

little cultural distinction between Mexicans living on both sides of the

border. All were mexicanos sharing pretty much a common culture mexi

cana. The term "Chicano" was not known at that time. From the perspec

tive of the larger Anglo society, we can depict that early common culture

condition as follows:
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1900-1910

M' C'

M,C A

In this representation all social distances between Anglos and Chicanos

are greater than any social distance between (and within) Mexicanos and

Chicanos. The separation C'-A' is used to indicate the beginnings of

association between upper-strata Chicanos (though few in number) and

Anglo-Americans, such as through intermarriage. Separation C-A is used

to describe the castelike separation that existed between the lower-

working-class segments of the Anglo and Chicano populations. Clearly, it

is safe to assume that in this early period, in which there was little

difference in Mexican culture on both sides of the border, Mexican

immigrants easily integrated with the Chicano subculture.

There are three reasons why there was so little differentiation be-

tween Mexicanos and Chicanos at that time. First, passage back and forth

across the border was a casual matter, so the legality issue which demar-

cates indocumentados from legal aliens and U.S.-born Chicanos was not as

prominent as it is today. Second, the socioeconomic level of both groups

was much the same--very low. There was, except for the very few Spanish-

origin elite groups throughout the Southwest, very little socioeconomic

differentiation. Third, the development of a really distinctive Chicano
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culture had barely begun. It is important to emphasize how recent is the

development of Chicano culture, as distinguished from Mexican culture.

Today, we believe the situation to be quite different. As our model

has tried to make clear, there exists a significant separation between

Chicanos and Mexican immigrants, of whom the great majority are indocu

mentados. From the perspective of the larger U.S. society, we view the

social separation as follows:

1980

Partly as a consequence of increased adaptation to the larger society and

partly as a consequence of cultural development resulting from minority

status (i.e., exclusion from full participation and power in the larger

society), Chicano culture has evolved with a degree of uniqueness. This

cultural development, we believe, reduces the ease of absorption of

indocumentados into the Chicano ethnic group.

The matter should be viewed within the context of the relative size

of the two populations. This is not the place to take up the troublesome

problem of estimating the size of the indocumentado population, but

simply for the sake of argument let us assume that the current size of

the Chicano population is about eight million and that of the indocumen

tado population is in the neighborhood of tvm 'million. The ratio is four

to one; our point simply is to demonstrate that both are large popula-

4 4



435

tions and the effects of one upon the other is considerable. Because of

the concentration of indocumentados in the adult age range their impact

is greater than the numbers alone would suggest.

In concluding our discussion of the separation model, we wish to

emphasize that these relations will not remain unchanging. The magnitude

of indocumentado flows may rise or fall, the economic conditions and

their fluctuations in Mexico and the United States will affect both

groups, and the political climate will have an independent impact.

Without doubt, the way in which the U.S. government deals (or fails to

deal) with the issue of indocumentado migration will influence the

separation of Chicanos and indocumentados. If the direction is to a large

extent in the form of a narrow, bracero labor-recruitment program

limiting entries to a short term and actively discouraging the settlement

process, this would maximize the enclave pattern in which there would be

limited contacts between Chicanos and indocumentados. Should the govern-

ment acknowledge the presence of the settlement group and provide. them

with some, if not all, of the benefits of citizenship, this may bring

Chicanos and indocumentados closer together as the latter become more

involved in American society.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE THREE MODELS FOR THE ANALYSIS OF :,,,4TADO LABOR

Much of this paper has been devoted to elaboration of thre. models.

Before addressing the matter of their utility for the analysis of work,

let us recall why the models were introduced in the first place.

Fundamentally, their formulation was in response to the shift from a con-

sideration of indocumentado migration as one of short-term, return migra-
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tion of young unattached males to that of migration as a settlement pro-

cess involving family formation and family reconstruction. This change

represents a basic transformation, affecting virtually every aspect of

migrants' lives.
t

Although the three models have been considered separately, there are

a number of themes that are common to all. Time is of central impor-

tance, whether taken as historical time or as in points marking events in

the individual and family life cycles.. Time is also related to another

omnipresent theme, the legal status of the migrants, whose behavior is

conditioned by their present (and prospective) legal status. Social net-

works, though identified as the major feature of social accumulation,

have an importance that transcends a location in one particular model.

This point can be generalized. Our three models are not intended to

be considered as discrete but as complementary. There are interfaces and

interrelationships at many points, not all of Which we identified. The

reproduction model, as Was been noted, is the most inclusive of the

three. Resource accumulation operates on the more restricted levels of

individuals and families. (One could consider the forms of resource

accumulation of entire populations, e.g., ethnic groups, but this may

stretch the meaning of accumulation too much.) The separation model

addresses the relationships bf ?.en t7lo or more groups on a st:

level and, to a degree not develocel :11 this paper, leads to a con-

sideration of the place of indocumentados within American society as a

whole. But none of the models is intended to be used exclusively on just

one level of analysis.
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The Nexus of Family or Household and Work

It is logical to begin the discussion of the implications of the

models for the labor process with a consideration of the family or house-

hold, for nothing serves to identify the settlement process more sharply

than that of the family as contrasted with the unattached migrant. An

individual here for only a short time can engage in all kinds of

"unnatural" behavior (e.g., working 70 or more hours a week, sharing a

room with two or three migrants, saving and sending home one-half or more

of income). This is possible because the time horizon is short, obliga-

tions in the United States are few, goals are limited--to earn as much

money as possible in a short time.

A family changes all this, whether intended or not. The settlement

process requires a different set of strategies that must be put into

motion. Paradoxically, the family may serve to increase the ability of

its members to sustain themselves while at the same time increasing their

vulnerability. The advantage is that several members may contribute to

family income and the performance of household tasks while the vulner-

ability is increased because the needs and requirements of families

become more diversified and difficult to satisfy.

Indocumentado families must develop their strategies under a number

of unfavorablk: c,Y-14itions. First, by not having legal status they are

not eligible in large measure for the range of welfare services available

to poor families in the United States. None of our indocumentado fami-

lies lives in public housing; none has unemployment compensation, and few

have regular access to food stamps. 16 Second, most of the families have

been rather recently formed; and the children are therefore mostly still
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too young to contribute to family income. This means these families are

at the most vulnerable stage of the family life cycle when child costs

(hospital delivery, infant illnesses, etc.) are often high. Third, as

has been repeatedly mentioned, indocumentados have low-paying jobs

characterized by instability of employment and by wide swings in hours of

work.

How do indocumentado families strive to overcome their disadvantaged

situations? Basically, by trying to maximize the contributors to house-

hold income and the fulfillment of household maintenance chores. This

effort takes several forms. In terms of housing, only a small fraction

of our families live in households limited to the nuclear family. Most

lived with related or nonrelated individuals, and there are a number of

multiple-family households. Some of the latter are a result of newly

arrived migrants who moved in with relatives. In these cases it is made

clear that after a short settling-in period (a couple of weeks) the

recently arrived indocumentados are expected to contribute to the finan-

cial maintenance of the household. Even close relatives who are invited

to come are expected to do their share.

A second way to maximize household income is to ignore the Mexican

norm that a mother with children should not work outside the home. Among

our families, the woman who did not work was the rarity. Not surprising,

many indocumentado women had very full "double days;" working full time

and at home assuming the major responsibility for child care, food pre-

paration, and household chores, including shopping. (The fathers after

work helped around the house and with the shopping, but did little

cooking or child care.)
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A third way is the utilization of the labor of children. If the

family is fortunate enough to have teen-age children, some of the

children are encouraged to enter the labor force full time, simply

skipping school. (Other families, however, believe their children, even

the older ones, must have schooling if they are to have any success in

American society, so they forego the income these children .coulc:

contribute.) Even yOu-g children, especially girls, are given major

responsibility for the care of infants and younger children while the

mother is at work. In those instances where such labor is not available

or the older children are in school, the parents pay neighbors (sometimes

Chicana women) to look after the children. Household chores and prepara-

tion of meals are often assigned to the older children.

The fourth strategy adopted by families is to take in boarders

(unrelated and related individuals). This is often characteristic of

families where the father has a job (e.g., construction) that provides

widely fluctuating income. The logic here is that rents paid by two or

three boarders serve to guarantee that the monthly rent could be met even

in times of bad weather or slack work when the head of household earns

little. However, there are some cases in which the father has a rela-

tively secure and good income and the family still takes in boarders.

This is an instance of e.fforts to maximize financial accumulation.

One consequence of these strategies is a high degree of household

compositional instability and turnover. The core nuclear family may lose

its boarders or relatives, and sometimes the joint-family households

split up. Members -Ay return to Mexico for some months or even per-

manently, while others move to another part of the country. Newly

arrived indocumentados leave to set up their own households. Obviously,
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this turnover introduces considerable uncertainty.1' In one instance the

head of household controlled the incomes of six adult contributors and

was able to make payments on two pickup trucks and several major house-

hold appliances. Within a year, however, household turnover had reduced

the contributors to two, and the man was in severe financial straits.

The practice of turnover and the accompanying moves from one resi-

dence to another may appear to entail substantial costs in making dzpo-

sits on apartments or housing and 'for utilities. The common practice is

for tha current residents to pay under the name of the first indocumen-

tado who occupied the residence. The one exception is phones.

Indocumentados often keep in contact with relatives in Mexico by phone

and in doing so run up substantial bills. No one wants to get stuck with

large, unpaid bills, so each family must establish service under its own

name.

In linking work and the family or household, it is the resource accu-

mulation model that has the greatest salience. It shows how the various

members of the family or household can be mobilized not only for multiple

contributions to financial capital, but also how social and cultural cap-

ital accumulations can be useful in financial and work accumulation.

Employer Benefits of Indocumented Labor

Employers are virtually unanimous in categorizing indocumentados as

good workers, and they often compare them very favorably with native

workers, especially Chicanos. This should come as no surprise because

indocumentados, if for no other reason than .their illegal status, are

quite tractable workers, and are very responsive to their employers'

desires. We will set forth the five ways in which empinyers benefit from
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indocumentado labor and then ask whether the settlement process has any

impact on these characteristics.

1. Speeded-up work pace. The benefit is greater output and therefore

higher productivity. In addition to an increased pace, indocumentados

are not always provided the rest periods that other workers receive, and

this too increases output.

2. Hiring at one level and then requiring indocumentados to do

higher-level work at no increase in pay. After a short period of on-the-

job training, the indocumentado may be required to do a higher-skill

task. Illustrations are in restaurants, where dishwashers are made to

work as assistant cooks, and in factories, where machine operators have

to work as repairmen when the machines break down.

3. Erratic work schedules. Employers expect indoCumentados to be on

call whenever needed and to work overtime. In a landscaping company

indocumentados worked up to 77 hours per week, but were not paid for

overtime hours. A produce-packing company required workers to be on call

at any time of the day or night when the produce arrived. Those who did

not show were s.spended for several days. In a tortilleria where the

antiquated machinery frequently broke down, workers were not paid while

they waited for the machines to be repaired.

4. Hard and dangerous working conditions. Employers skimp on invest-

ments that would provide for more pleasant and safer working conditions.

For example, in several food-preparation businesses, workers had to labor

in )7.ot and poorly ventilated areas where not even fans were provided. A

cement precasting fabricator had indocumentados loading large cement

columns onto trailers. Not provided with gloves or steel-toe shoes, they

experienced broken toes and fingers.
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5. Low wage costs. This is more complex than simply whether the

employer pays the minimum wage. The majority, but not all, do so. For

example, the employer of an indocumentado four-man painting crew had them

on the job from seven in the morning till eight in the evening, six days

a week, and paid each worker just $20 a day. In restaurants, workers

were charged for meals they had no time to eat. The practice of making

deductions for services not received is not uncommon. Thus, even though

many employers pay minimum wages, their labor costs still are substan-

tially below that paid to native labor because they do not pay overtime

or various fringe benefits (e.g., insurance, retirement). In addition,

indocumentados are often kept at minimum wage levels for long periods.

One national manufacturing corporation maintained indocumentados at the

minimum wage for the first year and a half of employment. The few who

earned $4 or more an hour usually had supervisory or semisupervisory

responsibilities or had "proven" themselves over several years.

It is no wonder that employers declare themselves happy to have undo-

cumented workers, but it is the temporary migrant who is the most trac-

table. Those who have more experience and are in the United States as

part of a settlement process sooner or later question and sometimes

resist such work practices. The change is partly a matter of cultural

resource accumulation, as they learn how native workers are treated, and

partly a matter of unwillingness to accept poor conditions over an inde-

finite period of time, in contrast to the short periods characteristic of

return and circular migrants. Thus we find that over time indocumentados

did come to resist a speeded-up work pace, taking on higher skill tasks

at the sama pay, or holding jobs with greater responsibilities without

higher pay. They also become more unwilling to completely subordinate
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their non-work life to the demands of employers for erratic work sche-

dules and long hours. They are willing to complain directly to owners or

supervisors about poor or dangerous work conditions. They can bring

themselves to petition individually or collectively for pay raises.

These efforts to assert themselves are not often successful. Many

employers continue to operate on the assumption that there is an unlim-

ited supply of indocumentado labor. If workers complain, or resist, then

it is simply a matter of getting rid of them and hiring others. And

employers can always threaten:to turn them in to the Immigration and

Naturalization Service to keep them in line.

Still, we believe that to the extent the "settlers" represent an

increasing proportion of the total indocumentado population, the greater

the likelihood that indocumentado workers will assert themselves and will

be less tractable to employer control.

Work and Other Forms of Indocumentado Social Mobility

Discussion of the prospects for social mobility among indocumentados

can begin by reference to the enclave existence of the great majority of

them and how this is related to jobs.

Whet indocumentados are hired they can be considered either as indi-

viduals or as members of a social group. The distinction is as follows.

As individuals, indocumentados are a numerical minority in the firm

and they are individually incorporated with various work crews.. They are

hired as individuals, and employers do not systematically extract bene-

fits from them on the basis of their illegal ctatus.

As members of a social grout, indocumentados make up the majority of

the work force, or at least their work crews are made' up entirely of
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indocumentados. Employers consider them as a distinct social group and

often will try to extract benefits from them because of such an

identification.

It might be assumed that wherever possible indocumentados will seek

to be hired on an individual rather than a group basis, for it would be

to their advantage to be considered just like other workers. But this is

not generally the case. Indocumentados tend to form homogeneous work

groups. Why? We believe part of the answer is to be found in the

separation model in which indocumentados represent an enclave within as

enclave. Associated with it is the social network that is part of social

resources. Most indocumentado immigrants to a community make use of the

social network linking this community to the one of origin in Mexico.

This pattern has a decisive impact on how they find jobs. In effect,

indocumentados recruit other indocumentados, thus increasing the homoge

neity of the work group. This may occur independently of whether

employers make deliberate efforts to hire indocumentados, but often the

two practices are complementary. Our evidence indicates clearly that

indocumentados will strive for homogeneity within. the work group, as is

indicated by the case in which an employer hired a Chicano and put him

into a work crew of six indocumentados. Be did not last long, for the

hostility and lack of cooperation of the others forced him out. Thus, we

believe that the ingroup character of much of indocumentado employment

serves to inhibit job mobility. Interestingly enough, while this pattern

was found both in Austin and in San Antonio, it was the latter that had a

higher rate of individual placement than had Austin. Perhaps the very

fact of the much larger proportional representation of Chicanos made it

easier for indocumentados to blend in on an individual basis.
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As has already been suggested, there is not much occupational or job

mobility among indocumentados, either in Austin or San Antonio. Women

are almost completely in low-status, dead-end jobs that have very

restricted opportunities for moving up to a higher status position.

There is more variation among the men. Two, in fact, had obtained

responsible and well-paying positions as chefs in restaurants special-

izing in Mexican food, but they were truly exceptional. Most men start

at the minimum wage and they must wait months for nickel and dime wage

increases up to about $3.75 an hour. The few indocumentados earning

$4.00 an hour or more had either the seniority of three or more years

experience or had taken on supervisory responsibilities, generally of an

informal designation.

Among indocumentados, it is not occupational or job mobility that

serves to differentiate them. Status changes come mainly by financial

accumulation in the form of property. For example, the ability to buy a

car gives indocumentados a higher status because it shows that they have

control over an important part of their existence--transportation. A

late model can heighten one's status by advertising the owner as finan-

cially resourceful. Those without cars spoke of those with them as

having to "struggle less."

Possessing a car confers distinction upon the family as well as the

individual, but even more of a status symbol signifying that the family

is "making it" is the conversion of rented houses or apartments into

"homes." (Two or three indocumentado families are buying their own

homes, but this is not a realistic consideration for the typical family.)

This transformation consists of getting enough financial security so that

boarders are no longer needed. Household improvements are introduced--
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buying furniture, putting down floor coverings, getting new curtains,

adding household appliances. Indocumentado wives are especially con-

cerned with improving their homes and they will explicitly compare their

house furnishings with those of other indocumentado families.

Other than following the changes in the material possessions of

indocumentado families, the members of this group did not engage in much

discussion of social mobility. Probably the reluctance to do so was

related to the recognition that the chances for any really significant

social mobility depended upon something not directly linked to one's work

skills or one's skills in household management. This factor is one's

legal status. Several respondents reported that they believed they could

not effectively improve their employment situatioas until they had

acquired the proper legal status. They said that they knew this, as did

their employer.

It is for this reason that indocumentado families follow closely the

efforts of the national government to formulate a national policy con-

cerning indocumentados. Obviously, those now in the settlement process

would welcome the opportunity to acquire legal status quickly and

cheaply. Paying a lawyer to guide one's case through the long and con-

voluted legal process costs thousands of dollars, with no guarantee that

the petition will be successful. Even though it is a major drain on

their financial resource accumulation, families are willing to take the

risk because so much hinges on legal status.

There is one way to promote social mobility that also enhances one's

prospects for obtaining legal status. Unfortunately, its rewards entail

a considerable delay. Throughout the world one of the incentives for

undertaking rural to urban migration and international migration is not
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the prospect of intragenerational mobility but rather intergenerational

mobility. In other words, many indocumentados are realistic enough to

know that their own prospects for job mobility are very low but they are

much more optimistic that their children will do well. And if the

children are born here they automatically have rights to citizenship,

which provides preferential consideration in getting the parent's legal

status changed.

In conversations, indocumentados make it clear that they expect their

children to have better economic opportunities than their own. This

viewpoint is reflected through two independent but related factors. The

first is that their children will be better "preparado." That is, their

children's work resources (skills) will be superior (generally stated as

"knowing how to do other jobs"). There is a somewhat vaguely expressed

notion that the United States is a more open and resourceful society than

is Mexico, and therefore the "opportunity structures" available to their

children are more diversified and richer.

The first reason is linked to the second and is in an important sense

dependent upon it. The principal mechanism by which their children may

obtain better jobs is through education. But education has a meaning

special to indocumentados: it is the ability to handle English in its

spoken and written forms. Independent of any vocational skills acquired,

becoming competent in English will permit their children to open doors

that will always remain closed to them. So indocumentado parents tend

to be quite positive and supportive in seeing that their children enter

and stay in school. (An indication of the commitment on the part of

these parents is that enrolling their children in schools potentially

makes them more exposed to the risk of apprehension.) For the parents,
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the full payoff will be some time in the future, but even quite young

children who know English can be valuable intermediaries between their

parents and Anglo society.
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NOTES

1Let us immediately set forth our own preferences for labels to be

attached to the populations we will review. Our choices are indocumen-

tados (shorter and more descriptively correct than the English term

"undocumented workers," not all of whom are workers); Chicanos

(admittedly not the choice of all Mexican-descent citizens of the United

States, but it too is less clumsy than the English "Mexican Americans");

and mexicanos (to denote all those born in Mexico but resident in the

United States).

2This paper is not intended as a survey of the growing literature.

See, for example, Corwin (1978), Cornelius (1978) and Select Commission

on Immigration and Refugee Policy (1981). As a point of reference for

the Chicano population, see Tienda (1981).

3Still the most frequently cited study based on this approach is

North and Houston (1976).

4A recent effort to provide the "big picture" of international migra-

tion on a global basis is Portes (1981).

5The work of Castles and Rosack (1973) is a formidable attempt to

analyze international migratory labor in Western Europe utilizing the two

approaches.

6We report the city rather than the metropolitan area populations

because indocumentados tend to congregate in the inner cities, Where we

concentrated our investigations.

7A good description of this labor recruitment is by a historian,

Reisler (1976).
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8This is not to say that they are fully able to take advantage of

their rights. Undoubtedly, their parents' lack of legal status, along

with other conditions associated with minority status, atfects their abi

lity to do so.

9In the conference version of this paper we used the term capital

accumulation, our intent being to take a concept familiar in the eco

nomics literature and then to extend it to other areas of behavior. In

France, Bourdieu (1977) has taken a similar direction, and although we

have tried to work out our formulation independently of his efforts, it

seemed a good idea to suggest a certain continuity in approach.

Unfortunately, capital accumulation as a concept has connotations that

are not necessary for us to assume and which serve to cloud rather than

clarify the issues. Marxists see capital as something that is

appropriated, but we do not make this assumptioL. On the other hand,

neoclassical economists consider capital accumulation in a more

restricted sense than our intent. It therefore is more prudent to switch

from capital Accumulation to resource accumulation, the latter being a

more general concept, less freighted with specific meanings.

10The term "incorporation" requires comment. It is deliberately

selected from among a number of possible terms--"assimilation,

absorption," "integration"--because we wanted a neutral, even colorless,

connotation.

11For example, in Acuna's wellknown study (1981), an index entry

reads "Mexicans. See also Chicanos."

120ur use of these categories of the division of labor is derived

from the work. of ioulantzas (1975) and Wright (1978).
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13lmplicit is the condition that positions in the labor hierarchy are

interrelated both through the (technical) process of production and the

work relations of employees.

14Behaviors in these cultural realms have symbolic purposes, so it is

possible to speak of cultural separation as symbolic perception and

meaning.

15Because indocumentados are able to fulfill various cultural,

social, and economic needs among themselves, we believe it appropriate to

describe them as forming an enclave.

16Food stamps are available only for legal residents of the United

States. Seer and Falasco (19F,2) present some startling results from

their study of Los Angeles County, California. For the period August

1980 through March 1981, they estimate that 13.2% of all county births

were to indocumentado mothers. They also report that 192 of the indocu-

mentado mothers received food stamp income and 20% were enrolled in the

Medi-Cal Program.

17Uncertainty is on the part of the indocumentados. Employers, who

consider this labor homogeneous, are not uncertain. Consistent with the

position taken by Fiore, it is our belief that employers act on the

assumption that there is an unlimited supply of undocumented workers.
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