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1. Introduction 

Since Weber proposed a link between Protestantism and economic growth, scholars have 

found evidence both for and against his theory. Those that find evidence in support of Weber’s 

theory explain that Protestantism affects growth through a better work ethic or investment in 

human capital. In this paper, I study Protestantism’s effect on economic outcomes through these 

two channels among German Immigrants in the Age of Mass Migration (1850-1920). I construct 

a sample of 1,097 individuals from the IPUMS Linked Representative Sample and identify their 

religious identity by region of birth. With this sample, I study the effect of Protestantism on 

occupational income, social mobility, and educational decisions. I also consider how sample bias 

and cohort effects may impact my results. 

In my sample, Protestants and Catholics have similar rates of occupational income 

growth and social mobility, and this finding is robust across subsamples and to alternative 

controls. There is also not a measurable difference between education decisions among children 

of immigrants; children of Protestant immigrants attend school at similar rates as Catholic 

immigrants. In fact, boys of Protestant immigrants likely attended school less frequently than 

boys of Catholic immigrants. 

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 discusses the historical context and related 

literature. Section 3 proposes a theoretical framework. Section 4 lays out the empirical methods 

used to test the effect of Protestantism on labor and educational outcomes. Section 5 describes 

the data and data joining strategy. Section 6 studies the impact of cohort effects on occupational 

income, the correlation between Protestantism and occupational income, social mobility, and 

education. Section 7 concludes. 
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2. Literature Review and Historical Background 

2.1 Protestantism and Growth 

2.1.1 The Spread of Protestantism in Germany 

Protestantism rapidly spread throughout historical Prussia and the rest of Western Europe 

beginning in the 16th century. It spread in a concentric fashion outward from Wittenberg, where 

Martin Luther lived and taught. German regions farther from the city had a lower concentration 

of Protestants (Becker and Woessmann 2009). This distinct geographical trend is strongly rooted 

in the policy of cuius regio, eius regio established by the Peace of Augsburg in 1555. This policy 

allowed Prussian rulers to designate the official religion of their regional territory. There is a 

strong positive correlation between this historical decision and the religious makeup of the 

modern German state (Spenkuch 2017). This correlation has remained highly persistent over 

time and is especially apparent during the 19th century (Cantoni 2015). Figures 1 and 2 further 

demonstrates Protestantism’s historical persistence in Germany; the historical decision during the 

16th century strongly predicts how Germans identify in 1871. 

2.1.2 The Protestant Work Ethic 

Max Weber attributes the economic success of capitalist economies to the culture of hard 

work promoted by the rise of Protestantism, asserting a powerful causality between religion and 

growth. Some have found significant correlations between religion and growth. Barro and 

McCleary demonstrate that countries with stronger religious beliefs, especially in heaven and 

hell, will tend to experience stronger economic growth (2003). Becker and Woessmann find a 

significant positive correlation between countries with a higher share of Protestants and GDP per 

capita (2009). Bai and Kung show how regions with more Protestant converts contributed to 

faster urbanization in 19th century China (2015).  
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Among those that find evidence of a correlation between Protestantism and growth, the 

literature is divided over if this is due to cultural attitudes towards work, such as a strong work 

ethic, or more education. Bryan et al. conducted a Randomized Control Trial (RCT) in the 

Philippines with the “treatment” as participation in a seminar that taught Protestant values. 

Treated individuals experienced greater household income after treatment, and the authors 

conclude that treatment increased “grit” (2018). Additionally, Spenkuch utilizes micro-level data 

from modern day Germany to show how Protestants do not earn higher hourly wages on average 

than Catholics but are working longer hours, assigning better Protestant outcomes to a stronger 

work ethic (2017). 

Due to Luther’s emphasis on reading the bible, the spread of Protestantism also 

encouraged people to become more educated. Human capital investment could have been the 

primary contribution to economic development in Protestant communities. Becker and 

Woessmann find that counties with a higher concentration of Protestants in late 19th century 

Prussia did better economically than more predominantly Catholic regions and attribute this 

disparity to higher education levels among Protestants (2009). Similarly, Botticini and Eckstein 

attribute the religious reform of Judaism to promoting more widespread literacy in the Jewish 

community, resulting in upward occupational mobility during the eighth and ninth centuries 

(2005). 

However, other evidence demonstrates that predominantly Protestant regions developed 

on par with predominantly Catholic regions. Cantoni finds no real difference in population 

growth after the Reformation between predominantly Catholic and Protestant cities in Germany 

(2015). Goldin and Katz find a slightly higher (although not statistically different) wage 
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differential for Protestants when compared to Catholics in the 1915 Iowa census, after 

controlling for various factors, such as years of schooling and occupation (2000). 

2.2 German Immigration 

Germans have consistently been one of the largest groups to immigrate to America before 

WWI. During the Age of Mass Migration, conventionally dated from 1850 to 1920, around 90% 

of German emigrants sailed to the US, and so Germans comprised the first or second largest 

group of immigrants to the US from 1830 to 1895. They were the largest group of non-English 

speaking migrants during the 19th century (Grubb 2011).  

As shown in Figure 3, from the early eighteenth century to 1814/15, several German 

states had laws that prohibited emigration. After the repeal of this legislation, there was a spike 

in the number of emigrants from Germany (Doerries in ed. Bade 1987). With the fall in 

passenger fares from about $70 on average before1830 to $22 to $40 on average after 1835, 

Germans immigrated to the US in ever greater numbers (Grubb 2011). Additionally, as more 

Germans permanently settled in the US, it became easier for other Germans to finance their 

journey across the Atlantic. German migrant networks in the US helped finance the costs 

associated with immigration (Abramitzky & Boustan 2017).  

In addition to pull factors such as network effects and declining transportation costs, 

economic conditions during the early and mid-19th century could have been a significant push 

condition that propelled Germans to seek emigration in great numbers. Farmers in Germany 

often farmed on small plots, as land was split according to inheritance laws. The new industrial 

sector in Germany could not keep pace with the growing supply of surplus rural labor and the 

country’s rapid population growth. Some may have also moved primarily for political reasons. 

This may explain why there was a spike in immigration during political instability in 1848/49. 
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Additionally, Bismarck's antagination towards the Catholic Church in the Kulturkampf may have 

encouraged German Catholics to emigrate during his rule. Unfortunately, no reliable data exists 

for German emigration by religion during this period (Doerries in ed. Bade 1987). 

Once in the United States, Germans tended to settle largely in the Midwest (Abramitzky 

and Boustan 2017). Germans comprised approximately 32% of the foreign-born population in 

Chicago, 61% in Cincinnati, and 57% in Milwaukee in 1850 (Grubb 2011). 

2.3 Immigrants and Income Growth 

Immigrants during this era experienced relatively high rates of income growth as they 

spent more time in the US. Although there was a slight downward occupational mobility when 

immigrants arrived to the US, there was a very quick upward progression among young, literate 

German immigrants (Hatton & Ferrie 2014). Minns finds that immigrants around the turn of the 

20th century had faster rates of earnings growth than natives in blue-collar and white-collar 

occupations (2000). Abramitzky, Boustan, and Eriksson have documented occupational mobility 

across immigrant groups during the Age of Mass Migration by linking individuals across the 

1900, 1910, and 1920 US censuses. They find that long-term immigrants during this period 

increasingly worked in higher-paying occupations than US natives when from a European 

country with a higher real wage on average, and the occupational gaps between migrants and 

natives persisted into the second-generation. They analyze this trend for countries of origin, 

noting that immigrants from primarily Catholic countries earned on average less than natives and 

immigrants from primarily Protestant countries earned about on par with natives (2014). Among 

Dutch people who migrated to the US, Catholics and Protestants had very similar levels of job 

changes from their job before migrating to their first job after arriving in America. About 35% of 
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Catholics and Protestants reached a higher job level while 16% assumed a lower position after 

migrating (Swierenga 1986). 

3. Theoretical Framework 

3.1 Utility Maximization Model 

Scholars who find evidence of a positive correlation between Protestantism and economic 

growth explain its effect through one of two avenues; either a stronger work ethic (grit or an 

increased appetite for work) or investment in human capital. In this section, I provide a 

theoretical model that formalizes Weber’s theory by the former mechanism such that Protestants 

have a weaker taste for leisure than Catholics and a greater appetite for work. Thus, this model 

explains only one avenue of Weber’s theory. It does not address how Protestantism may impact 

human capital acquisition.1 This model utilizes a classic utility maximization framework and is a 

simplification of the work of Spenkuch (2017).  

Consider a population of German immigrants. Each individual chooses a level of leisure 

(l) and consumption (c) that will maximize their present utility. 0 < α < 1 represents their taste 

for l and α is given by their parents’ religious identity. As indicated by Weber’s theory, the α of 

Protestants (α𝑝) is less than the α of Catholics (α𝑐). This idea is formalized by Doepke and 

Zilibotti. They show how the middle class, who are reliant on their labor income, will teach their 

children to work hard and prefer leisure less, while landowning nobility, who are reliant on rental 

income, have an increased taste for leisure and are less patient. Thus, the middle class may be 

more receptive to religions that stress a strong work ethic, such as Protestantism, and choose 

more skilled occupations than the land-owning nobility (2008). 

                                                           
1 A human capital explanation of how Protestantism affects economic growth is tackled by Becker and Woessmann 

(2009). 
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Additionally, I assume that l is a normal good and h + l = 24. I assume log utility and that 

the wage (w) is given. 

Each individual maximizes 

𝑢(𝑐, 𝑙) = (1 − α) ∗ ln(𝑐) + α ∗ ln(𝑙),  

subject to the budget constraint 𝑤𝑙 + 𝑐 = 𝑤ℎ. 

Thus, an individual will maximize their utility, given a fixed value of w and α, by 

choosing to work ℎ∗ = 24 − 12α. Given that α𝑝 < α𝑐 , Protestants will choose to work more 

than Catholics (h𝑝 < h𝑐). Since ℎ∗ does not depend on w, Protestants will work more than 

Catholics given an arbitrary wage. This model implies that, assuming that 𝑤𝑝 = 𝑤𝑐, Protestants 

will have a higher income than Catholics. Of course, this simplified model has limitations. Note 

that the wage is given, and there is no way for parents to invest in the education of their children. 

Despite lacking a human capital mechanism, the model still implies a positive correlation 

between income and Protestantism. 

3.2 Graphical Representation of Income Growth 

As explained in Section 2.3, there is evidence to suggest that immigrants during this era 

have positive rates of income growth and upward occupational mobility as they spend more time 

in the US. As predicted by the model in Section 3.1, Protestants should earn more income than 

Catholics. As demonstrated in Figure 4, both Catholic and Protestant immigrants will experience 

a wage decline upon immigrating to the US. This is reflective of a loss of human capital that is 

often accompanied by immigrating to a new country. As they spend more time in the US, they 

should eventually earn on par with or more than their wage before emigrating. However, 

Protestants should experience faster income growth than Catholics.  
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4. Empirical Strategy 

German immigrants during the Age of Mass Migration (1850 to 1920) provide a suitable 

case study as an empirical test of Weber’s Protestant Work Ethic. As described in Section 2.2, 

Germans emigrated to the US in large numbers during this period. The country is also about 

evenly split between Catholics and Protestants. Each region within Germany is distinctly a 

predominately Catholic or Protestant region, so religion should be a strong and persistent 

influence on immigrants’ work habits. By following immigrants over time once they migrate to 

the US, I can see if they have diverging rates of income growth as influenced by their religious 

background. 

Since, individuals in the sample do not directly identify their religious identity, I must 

infer their religious background from where they were born in Germany. Those who emigrated 

from a region in Germany with greater than 50% of all people identifying as Protestant are coded 

as “Protestant” (Prot = 1), while those with less than 50% are referred to as “Catholics” (Prot = 

0). Prot is a measure of immigrants’ cultural background rather than a self-identified religious 

identity.  

I am primarily interested in measuring the effect of Protestantism on economic outcomes 

by estimating the correlation between Protestantism and occupational income, controlling for a 

set of observable characteristics. I estimate the following equation by Ordinary Least Squares 

(OLS): 

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛼𝑖 +  𝛿𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑖 +  𝛽𝑋𝑖   (1) 

where y is the change in occupational income, α is a constant, Prot is a dummy variable for 

Protestant, and X is a vector of controls for each individual i.  
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If 𝛿 is statistically greater than zero, then this provides evidence for Weber’s theory; 

German Protestants earn more income over time than Catholics. If 𝛿 is negative or not 

statistically different from zero, then this provides evidence against Weber’s theory. 

Additionally, I will analyze the rates of occupational mobility across religious groups. 

Due to the discreteness of the dependent variable, I utilize a probit model to estimate the 

following equation: 

𝑃𝑟𝑖 =  𝛼𝑖 + 𝛿𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑖 + 𝛽𝑂𝑖 + 𝛾𝑋𝑖  (2) 

Where Pr is the probability of rising into a more prestigious occupation, Prot is a dummy 

variable for Protestant, O is a vector of dummy variables for the individual’s initial occupation, 

and X is a vector of controls for each individual i. 

𝛿 is a measure of social mobility, and a significantly positive 𝛿 value would indicate that 

Protestants are more likely to rise up the occupational ladder than Catholics, further supporting 

Weber’s theory. 

Lastly, I will see if children of Protestant immigrants are more highly educated than 

children of Catholic immigrants. I estimate the following equation utilizing probit estimation: 

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛿𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑖 + 𝛽𝑋𝑖 (3) 

Where y is a dummy variable if the child is currently enrolled in school, Prot is a dummy 

variable for Protestant, and X is a vector of controls for each child i 

A significantly positive 𝛿 would lead me to believe that Protestant immigrants educate 

their children more than Catholic immigrants on average. Higher education amongst Protestants 

would match the human capital theory of Protestantism and indicate that the prevalence of 

Protestantism encourages German immigrants to invest more in their children’s education, 

positively impacting economic growth. 
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5. Data 

5.1 IPUMS Linked Representative Sample 

The sample of immigrants is drawn primarily from the IPUMS Linked Representative 

Samples, 1850 to 1930 (Final Data Release, June 2010). IPUMS used matching techniques to 

link people from 1% samples of the 1870 and 1900 US censuses to the 100% sample of the 1880 

census. They relied on birth year, place of birth, name, surname, and race to match people over 

time. For example, a male that showed up in both the 1870 and 1880 census samples would be 

included in the 1870 to 1880 male linked sample. Couples who were married to one another in 

both census samples would be included in the couples linked sample. Individual women were 

harder to track over time; women were not included if they became married between censuses. 

Each individual has two observations per characteristic. For example, if John Doe was matched 

between the 1870 and 1880 censuses, the dataset would include information regarding his age in 

1870 and 1880 under two different variables (age_1 and age_2 respectively). The IPUMS 

sample includes information regarding each individual’s occupation, occupational income, 

literacy, region of birth, region of current residency, and other demographic information. The 

dataset also includes information about the matched individual’s household. Thus, it is possible 

to study education and other outcomes of children of matched individuals.  

5.2 German Census 

Religious demographic information in 1871 was collected from the official census in 

historical Germany by region. It is sourced from the 1880/1881 Statistik des Deutschen Reichs 

Bd. II of the Statistisches Jahrbuch für das Deutsche Reich (1880). The physical copy is housed 

at the University of Illinois. I utilized a scanned copy of the report and transcribed it to a digital 

table. Figure 5 shows the table from the German Census, and Table 1 shows the digitized table. It 
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counts the number of Roman Catholics, Protestants, and people of other religious identities by 

historical German census region. These statistical regions consisted of 14 provinces in Prussia, 

24 districts in the Deutsches Reich, and the Kingdom of Bavaria. Figure 6 displays these regions. 

This is regarded as the one of the earliest, most comprehensive German censuses after the state’s 

unification in 1871. 

5.3 Joining the Data 

I joined the IPUMS and German Census datasets by detailed region of birth. Unlike other 

ethnic groups, German immigrants in the 1880 US census typically identified where they were 

born as a specific region within Germany, since many had emigrated before the unification of 

Germany in 1871. Since US censuses did not directly ask respondents their religious identity, I 

inferred their religious background from their birthplace. Cohn utilizes a similar approach when 

identifying the birthplace of German immigrants from the 1870 US Census (2009). The region of 

birth listed in the IPUMS data matched very closely with the name of the region on the German 

Census.  

In the IPUMS 1880/1900 and 1870/1880 linked samples, approximately 53% of German 

immigrants listed a detailed birthplace.2 Those that did not list a specific birthplace were 

dropped.3 If those who identified a more detailed birthplace are, for example, more educated, 

then dropping those who did not list a detailed birthplace may lead to bias. I compare observable 

characteristics across these two groups to check for such bias. Table 2 indicates that the 

percentage of individuals living in an urban area and the average occupational income in period 

                                                           
2 From the author’s calculations using the IPUMS Linked Samples and the German Census 
3 Individuals that listed either “Germany” or “Prussia, nec” were classified as listing a non-specific birthplace. 
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1 are statistically indistinguishable between groups (at the 5% level).4 The mean age is 1 to 3 

years higher among those that listed a specific birthplace. A t-test confirms that these means are 

statistically different at the 5% level. Although those that listed a specific region are slightly 

older than those that did not, this is not likely to bias the results greatly and is what I would 

expect. Younger individuals are less likely to list a specific region of birth because they were 

born closer to the unification of Germany in 1871; regional differences were less apparent to 

younger cohorts. 

Although individuals in the sample emigrated from Germany beginning in the 1820s, I 

used religious demographic information from 1871 because it was the first major census after the 

unification of Germany, and it reported information by region names that were very similar to 

regions of birth on the US census. The specific year is not likely to affect my analysis, as 

religious density by region is highly correlated in Germany. This correlation is 0.98 between 

1820 and 1900 (Cantoni 2015). 

6. Analysis 

6.1 Sample Description 

It has been estimated that around 30% of migrants from Europe returned to their home 

country during this period (Abramitzky & Boustan, 2018). It was essential to include migrants in 

my sample that remained in the US in the long run, so that I could track income growth over 

time. The IPUMS linked sample provides a pre-linked dataset of immigrants across multiple 

censuses. The pooled sample (Panel A) is comprised of two panel datasets of German 

immigrants from the couples, males, and females IPUMS linked samples, linked either from the 

                                                           
4 Period 1 is equal to the year that the individual was first observed. For example, period 1 of an individual linked 

from 1870 to 1880 would be 1870. Period 1 of an individual linked from 1880 to 1900 would be 1880. 
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1870 to the 1880 or the 1880 to the 1900 census. Thus, the pooled sample can be broken down 

into two subsamples: Panel B, which is comprised of individuals linked between the 1870 and 

1880 census, and Panel C which is comprised of individuals linked between 1880 and 1900 

census. Panel A includes only immigrants who had an occupation in both census periods, were 

linked across censuses by their own name, and those who identified their birthplace as a specific 

region within Germany. I excluded immigrants in the IPUMS linked sample that resided in the 

same household as the primary individual who was joined, those that were unemployed during 

one period, and those that did not indicate a specific region of birth. After removing duplicates 

between the two subsamples, to avoid overweighting those individuals who randomly appeared 

in both samples, Panel A was comprised of 1,097 individuals (about 650 in Panel B and about 

450 Panel C).  

Individuals in Panel A were born primarily in south and northwest Germany. A smaller 

number are from central and eastern Germany (Figure 7). Cohn calculates the percentage of 

Germans living in the US according to their regions of birth using the 1870 census; 

approximately 46% were from south and southwest Germany, 20% from the northwest, 22% 

from the north and east, and 12% from central Germany (2009). Panel A was split roughly 

evenly between religious groups with about 40% of individuals coded as Catholic and about 60% 

as Protestant. Approximately 61% of Germans identified as Protestant and 36% as Catholic in 

1871.5 Thus, Panel A is representative of the overall makeup of German immigrants during this 

period. 

 

                                                           
5 By the Author’s calculations from the German Census. 
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6.2 Control and Outcome Variables 

The primary dependent variable is the average annual rate of income growth by 

individual (occscor_diff6, log_occdiff7). I observe two occupation strings per individual, which 

have been reclassified utilizing standard census occupational codes from the 1950 census, during 

the first and second period, which could be either 10 or 20 years apart. From these occupational 

strings, IPUMS assigns an occupational score (occscore_1, occscore_2), which represents the 

income that an average worker in that occupation would have earned in 1950 in hundreds of 

dollars. I also include several controls, such as the age (Age) of the individual in the first period 

as a proxy for work experience, age squared (Age^2), gender (Male), whether the individual lives 

in an urban area or not (Urban), census region, and literacy. Table 3 reports the mean, median, 

and standard deviation by religious identity for key control and outcome variables. 

There is some criticism to using occupational income as a proxy for earnings. Due to 

wage suppression in the 1940s, the 1950 occupational income scores could understate income 

changes over time (Minns 2000). Additionally, this variable does not reflect income changes 

within the same occupation. However, Abramitzky et. al. note that occupational income 

represents permanent income as it is not sensitive to annual variance in the income distribution 

(2017). It yields a continuous outcome variable when the census does not report detailed wage 

information for this period. 

 

 

                                                           
6 occscor_diff =  

occscore_2  − occscore_1 

t
   where t = 10 or 20 years 

 
7 log_occdiff =

log(occscore_2) − log (occscore_1)

t
  where t = 10 or 20 years 
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6.3 Cohort Effects 

Borjas studies how changing cohort quality affects earnings by looking at earnings within 

cohorts. His analysis predicts that immigrants experience a slower rate of income growth than 

cross-sectional analysis predicts (1985). If the quality of immigrants changes over time, income 

growth may be due to changing cohort quality (“cohort effects”) rather than real gains enjoyed 

by older cohorts. In this section, I document historical and qualitative accounts that point to 

quality changes between German cohorts. In Section 6.4.1, I consider the impact of cohort 

effects on income. 

The region of emigration in Germany, religious makeup, age upon arrival, and skill 

quality may differ across cohorts and be significantly correlated with income. To analyze if 

cohort effects should be added as controls in my regressions, I included only German immigrants 

from the 1880 to 1900 linked sample (Panel C), since year of immigration is not included for 

censuses before 1900. I classify immigrants into ten-year cohorts, representing what decade they 

entered the US. The sample size for this portion of my analysis uses only Panel C, which is 

comprised of approximately 450 individuals.  

Few Germans emigrated to the US before 1840, as reflected in Panel C; an overwhelming 

majority in Panel C emigrated to the US in the 1850s, 1860s, or 1870s (Figure 8). During this 

early period, immigrants in my sample were primarily born in south or west Germany. As 

immigration began to accelerate, later cohorts (1840 to 1890) began to immigrate from the north 

of Germany, yet a sizable number continued to move from the south and west (Figure 9). 

Scholars have documented a similar trend; emigration largely moved from the south-west region 

of Germany to regions in the north-east (Doerries in ed. Bade 1987). Since the religious identity 

and region of birthplace are highly correlated by design, this shift should affect the implied 
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religious identity of migrants. As shown in Table 4, the sample becomes more Protestant in later 

cohorts, as more migrants move from more highly Protestant regions in the north of Germany. 

Dorries describes that German immigrants from the early 19th century emigrated with 

their families and later cohorts moved individually (in ed. Bade 1987). Conversely, Grubb 

describes that later cohorts emigrated with their families after 1882 due to the larger percentage 

of children and smaller percentage of adult males emigrating (2011). While I cannot directly 

conclude if immigrants in Panel C moved independently or with their families, I can look at the 

average age of arrival to the United States by cohort. Despite the wide dispersion of ages by 

cohort, the average age on arrival to the US increases with later cohorts (Figure 10). Individuals 

from later cohorts likely increasingly emigrated to the US with their families. This could affect 

labor, education and settlement decisions within each household, potentially affecting earning 

potential over time. 

Later cohorts on average are less skilled than earlier immigrants. Cohorts before 1865 are 

described as being either small-scale farmers or artisans before emigrating, and cohorts between 

1865 and 1895 were comprised of more landless peasants and poorer artisans (Doerries in ed. 

Bade 1987). In fact, the estimated percentage of adult male German immigrants who were 

farmers upon arrival declined slightly throughout the 19th century (Grubb 2011). Similarly, a 

smaller percentage of individuals in Panel C are farmers in later cohorts. Rather, there are 

slightly more “operative and kindred workers”, which are classified as unskilled workers, and 

laborers (Table 5). Earning potential could be diminished by declining labor quality in later 

cohorts. 
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6.4 Occupational Income 

6.4.1 Cohort Effects and Occupational Income 

Qualitative trends and historical accounts point to changing labor quality among German 

immigrants by cohort. Even after controlling for observed individual characteristics, such as 

region, literacy, and age, earning potential could be affected by unobservable characteristics. To 

test the effect of cohorts on income, I estimate the following equation by Ordinary Least Squares 

(OLS): 

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛼𝑖 +  𝛽𝑋𝑖 (4) 

where y is the dependent variable (income), α is a constant and X is a vector of cohort dummy 

variables for each individual i. 

Estimation of Equation (4) yields a vector of coefficients, β , that are not significantly 

different than zero (Table 6). A Joint Hypothesis Test indicates that this vector of β coefficients 

are jointly not significantly different than zero at the 10% level.8 Cohort effects are not 

meaningfully correlated with income in 1900 and 1880 nor do cohort effects explain change in 

income over time. Cohort effects will not be included as controls in the following analysis. It is 

also prudent to use Panel B in my analysis.9  

6.4.2 Occupational Income Regressions 

The pooled sample (Panel A) includes 1,097 individuals that were linked from either the 

1870 to 1880 or the 1880 to 1900 censuses and who were employed in both periods. 

Qualitatively, individuals were occupied in a variety of occupations. Table 7 lists the 5 most 

frequent occupations in period 1 in the pooled sample with the occupation’s average 

occupational income and the Historical International Social Class Scheme (HISCLASS) 

                                                           
8 I use a Wald Test with the null hypothesis that β is jointly equal to zero.  
9 Note that Panel B did not included information on when the individual immigrated to the US 
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classification, which assigns a sociocultural prestige ranking to each occupation. Of these 

individuals, a sizable number (approximately 30%) were farmers. A smaller number were 

“managers, officials, or proprietors” and laborers. Protestants and Catholics are employed at very 

similar rates in period 1 in the most frequent occupations in the pooled sample. 

Despite having similar occupations in period 1, I am interested to see if religious identity 

affects income change over time. I measure the correlation between occupational income over 

time and Protestantism by estimating Equation (1) with Ordinary Least Squares (OLS).10 I 

include the age (Age) and age squared (Age^2) of the individual in the initial period as a proxy 

for work experience. Minns employs a similar strategy when he estimates the rate of income 

growth among immigrants in the early 1900s (2000). I also include controls for the census 

region, literacy, gender (Male), and whether the individual worked in an urban area or not 

(Urban).   

If 𝛿 > 0 (the coefficient on the Prot dummy variable), Protestant German immigrants 

earned more income than Catholics, giving support to Weber’s theory. As shown in Table 8 (1), 

OLS regressions yield a point estimate of 𝛿 < 0; on average Protestants in the pooled sample earn 

less than Catholics. After 20 years, Protestants will earn on average $5.32 less than Catholics. 

This amount is negligible (approximately $57 in 2019 dollars)11; further, 𝛿 is not significantly 

different from zero at even the 10% level. Estimates of 𝛿 with log percent change in occupational 

income per year as the dependent variable yield a non-significant negative coefficient of -.00149 

(Table 8 (2)). Similarly, in Panel B and C, 𝛿 fails to be significantly different from zero, and the 

                                                           
10 Note Equation(1) from Section 4: 

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛼𝑖 +  𝛿𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑖 +  𝛽𝑋𝑖 (1) 

where y is the change in income, α is a constant, Prot is a dummy variable for Protestant, and X is a vector of control 

variables for individual i.  
11 Estimate from the BLS CPI Inflation Calculator (“CPI”) 
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point estimate remains negative (Table 8). Thus, there is no significant correlation between 

occupational income and Protestantism among individuals in the sample, providing evidence 

against the Protestant Work Ethic. 

I consider robustness of these results by estimating Equation (1) with varying 

combinations of Region, Urban, and Literary controls. While the point estimate of 𝛿 becomes 

slightly more negative with the exclusion of Literary and Region controls, as before values of 𝛿 

remain non-significantly negative in Panels A, B, and C (Table 9). I also include age cubed 

(Age^3) and age to the fourth power (Age^4) as additional controls. Minns and Abramitzky et. al. 

use similar age controls (2000, 2011). These additional age controls do not significantly explain 

the dependent variable and do not meaningfully change the point estimate of 𝛿 (Table 9 (2)). I 

find similar results when log percent change of occupational income is used as the dependent 

variable. The estimation of 𝛿 remains robust to alternative regression specifications.  

Figure 11 plots the average occupational income in 1900 to the number of years spent in 

the US in Panel C, for which there is data on the year of immigration. Protestants initially earn 

more than Catholics. However, as they spend more time in the US, Protestants earn less than 

Catholics on average. This may be a driving force behind the negative point estimate on 𝛿. This 

correlation is not significant however, since 𝛿 is not significantly different from zero at the 5% or 

10% level. 

The explanatory power of 𝛿 is limited, since the sample suffers from a small number of 

individuals who switched occupations during the observed period. Since the occupational income 

score represents the average income earned by occupation, income change within the same 

occupation is not reflected in the dependent variable. 57% of individuals in Panel A did not 

change occupations during this period, and occupational income growth clusters around zero. 
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6.5 Occupational Mobility 

As discussed before, occupational income may underestimate the change in income over 

time and does not fully capture the prestige associated with some occupations. Rather, I use the 

Historical International Social Class Scheme (HISCLASS) to assign a sociocultural prestige 

score to each occupation. Occupations can be grouped into larger buckets utilizing this score. 

Following Abramitzky’s et al approach, I organize occupations into five categories in descending 

order of prestige: white-collar (HISCLASS 1-5), skilled blue-collar (HISCLASS 6-7), farmers 

(HISCLASS 8), semiskilled (HISCLASS 9), or unskilled (HISCLASS 10-12) (2017). I describe 

the procedure of matching occupations to HISCLASS score in the Appendix. White-collar 

workers include judges, bookkeepers, engineers, clerks, and teachers. Skilled blue-collar workers 

include bakers, machinists, shoemakers, and blacksmiths. Semiskilled workers include dyers, 

meat cutters, and painters. Lastly, unskilled professions include laborers, gardeners, and porters. 

A full list of occupations in the sample by category can be found in Table 17 the Appendix. 

As an individual ascends the occupational ladder, they gain notoriety in their 

communities, reflecting a social progression upward. For example, a male in the sample 

immigrated to the US from Hanover, Germany in 1870 when he was 20 years old. In 1880, he 

was working as a deliveryman, which is classified as an unskilled profession. However, in 1900, 

he worked as a salesman, which is classified as a white-collar profession. Although he rose to a 

more prestigious position, his occupational income score declined slightly from 1880 to 1900. 

This represents a limitation to using occupational income. As shown in Table 10, despite being 

more prestigious, farmers in the pooled sample earn on average less per year than semiskilled or 

unskilled workers. Movement up or down the occupational ladder reflects the level of social 

mobility rather than changes in income. 
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6.5.1 Occupational Transition Matrices 

I use occupational transition matrices to compare the rates of social mobility between 

Protestants and Catholics. Occupations are split into five categories according to the HISCLASS 

classification described above. Table 11 shows the movement between occupational groupings 

by religious identity in the 1880 to 1900 sample (Panel C). Both Protestants and Catholics with 

more prestigious occupations, such as white-collar, skilled blue-collar, and farmers, are more 

likely to remain in their same occupational grouping over time. Semiskilled and unskilled 

workers are much more likely to ascend into a higher group. However, there is not a clear pattern 

between religious groups. Protestants had a higher rate of ascension than Catholics for two of the 

five occupational groups. For example, unskilled Protestants are more likely than Catholics to 

ascend (64% versus 49%) while skilled blue-collar Protestants are less likely to ascend than 

Catholics (13% versus 30%). Protestants in less prestigious positions do generally rise more 

frequently and drop less frequently than Catholics.  

Table 12 represents the occupational transition matrix for the 1870 to 1880 sample (Panel 

B). Protestants had similar rates of staying in the same occupational grouping over time as 

Catholics, although white-collar Protestants were slightly more likely to remain in their same 

occupational group. Catholics in every occupational grouping were more likely to ascend into a 

more prestigious group than Protestants. While Catholics may have experienced more upward 

social mobility during 1870 to 1880, Protestants likely had similar rates of occupational mobility 

in 1880 to 1900.  

6.5.2 Occupational Mobility Regressions 

The trends represented by the occupational transition matrices likely suffer from very low 

sample size, so differences by religious identity are not likely to be significant. To test the 

significance of these trends, I construct dummy variables that indicate if an individual rises, falls, 
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maintains, rises/falls (“switchs”), and rises/maintains on the occupational ladder during this 

period. For example, a farmer that became a white-collar worker would be recorded as rising, 

switching, and rising/maintaining. Since the dependent variable is binary, I utilize a probit model 

to estimate Equation (2).12 

Table 13 reports the results of an estimation of Equation (2) by Probit. The marginal 

effect of Prot, evaluated at the means of the other covariates, is .0120 for the probability of 

rising; this indicates that Protestants in Panel A are 12% more likely to rise to prestigious 

position than Catholics. In every case except Panel C (1), the marginal effect of Protestantism is 

positive on rising (1), maintaining (3), and rising/maintaining (4) outcomes; on average 

Protestants are more likely to ascend the occupational ladder over time or stay in their current 

position. A negative marginal effect at falling (2) indicates that Protestants are less likely to drop 

into a less prestigious group over time. Interestingly, Catholics have a greater probability of 

switching occupational groups, which is likely reflected in a greater probability of descending. 

While positive marginal effects indicate greater upward social mobility among Protestants, the 

effect is not significantly different than zero at the 10% level in any case. This, coupled with 

little difference seen qualitatively in the occupational transition matrices, provides weak 

evidence that Protestants had noticeably different patterns of social mobility during this period.  

 

 

                                                           
12 Note Equation (2) from Section 4: 

 𝑃𝑟𝑖 =  𝛼𝑖 + 𝛿𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑖 + 𝛽𝑂𝑖 + 𝛾𝑋𝑖   (2) 

 

Where Pr is the probability of rising (falling, maintaining, rising/falling, rising/maintaining), Prot is a dummy 

variable for Protestant, O is a vector of dummy variables for the individual’s initial occupation, and X is a vector of 

controls for each individual i. 
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6.6 Education among Adults 

Although Protestants and Catholics in the sample had very similar rates of occupational 

income growth and social mobility, more education among Protestants would help to predict 

future economic success. For example, Becker and Woessman attribute the economic 

development of Protestant (over Catholic) communities in historical Prussia to more advanced 

education (2009). Since the number of years of education is not recorded in the IPUMS dataset, 

literacy is used as a proxy for educational achievement among adults. Literacy is almost 

universal among adult German immigrants in the sample. About 98.6% of Protestants and 97.9% 

of Catholics in Panel A are literate.13 Literacy among German adults was widespread, due to 

mandatory education laws from the 1820s and 30s (Duggan et al. 2019). Educational differences, 

as measured by literacy rates, among adults in the sample does not help to explain current or 

future income differences. 

6.7 Education among Children of Immigrants 

Like their parents, there is almost universal literacy among children of German 

immigrants (98% among children greater than 5 in 1880), and there is not statistical difference 

across religious groups. However, the US census also includes information on schooling 

outcomes of children. 

I estimate the correlation between Protestantism and schooling outcomes among children 

of German immigrants by estimating Equation (3) using probit.14 The dependent variable is a 

                                                           
13 These are statistically indistinguishable at the 5% level. 
14 Note Equation (3) from Section 4: 

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛿𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑖 + 𝛽𝑋𝑖 (3) 

 

Where y is a dummy variable if the child is currently enrolled in school, Prot is a dummy variable for Protestant, and 

X is a vector of controls for each child i 
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dummy variable, equaling 1 if the child was enrolled in school in 1880. The parents’ 

occupational income was included as a control, since richer parents had more resources to enroll 

their children in school before widespread public schooling the US. Age was also included, as 

older children are more likely to attend school. A dummy variable for whether the individual 

lived in an urban area was included, since those in cities may have better access to educational 

infrastructure. 

Table 14 reports the results of this regression among children of immigrants in the pooled 

sample (Panel A), in Panel B (1870 to 1880) and Panel C (1880 to 1900) who were between the 

ages of 5 and 25 in 1880. In the pooled sample, Protestant children were 1.9% less likely to be 

enrolled in school in 1880. This is significant at the 10% level. The marginal effect of 

Protestantism, evaluated at the mean of the other covariates, becomes insignificant and positive 

in Panel B. This correlation is most likely being driven by educational decisions for boys; 

Protestant boys in Panel A and C were 3.4 to 5.1% less likely to attend school (significant at the 

1% level). However, the marginal effect becomes insignificant in Panel B. Protestant girls 

attended school at similar rates as Catholic girls in all three panels.  

The first regression specification includes children who may have attended higher 

education when they were between the ages of 18 and 25. I refine the age specification to be 

between 5 and 18 to capture education decisions among primary and secondary aged children 

and to see if the above results are robust to different age specifications. Table 15 displays the 

results of Equation (3) using new age specifications for children of immigrants in Panels A, B, 

and C. Protestant children between the ages of 5 and 18 are not more likely to attend school in 

Panel A or B, and the marginal effect of Protestantism is only significant at the 10% level in 

Panel C. As before, Protestant boys are slightly less likely to attend school in Panels A and C, yet 
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the marginal effect becomes insignificant in Panel B. Catholic girls in all three panels attend 

school at a similar rate as Protestant girls. While Protestant boys may be slightly less likely to 

attend school, Protestant girls and both girls and boys evaluated together attend school at similar 

rates as Catholic children. 

I also consider an alternative regression specification to tease out the marginal effect of 

being a Protestant male on educational outcomes. I add an interaction term to Equation (3), 

estimating the following equation with a probit model: 

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝛿𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡𝑖 + 𝛾[𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡 ∗ 𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑒]𝑖 + 𝛽𝑋𝑖  (5) 

Where y is a dummy variable if the child is currently enrolled in school, Prot is a dummy 

variable for Protestant, 𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑡 ∗ 𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑒 is an interaction term, and X is a vector of controls for each 

child i. 

As shown in Table 16, Protestant males are 4.69% less likely to be enrolled in school 

(Panel A, significant at the 10% level). However, this result does not hold for Panels B or C. This 

matches the overall trends seen in Table 14 and 15. While Protestant boys may be slightly less 

likely to be enrolled in school in some periods, this result is sensitive to the regression 

specification and sample used.  

7. Conclusion 

I construct a sample of 1,097 German immigrants from the 1870-1880 and 1880-1900 

IPUMS Linked Representative sample, including their religious identity as indicated by their 

region of birth. Using this sample, I find little empirical evidence that Protestantism encouraged 

people to work harder and/or invest more in education. After considering cohort effects and 

selection bias, I measure the effect of Protestantism on income, social mobility, and educational 

outcomes and find that Protestantism had no significant, positive effect on income, social 
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mobility, or educational outcomes. Catholic and Protestants in the sample experienced 

indistinguishable rates of occupational income growth and had very similar rates of social 

mobility. These results are consistent for the pooled sample and both subsamples, and the results 

are robust to a variety of controls and regression specifications. Immigrants and their children 

also had very similar levels of human capital, as reflected by almost universal literacy. 

Protestants are also not more likely to enroll their children in school. In fact, boys of German 

Protestants may be slightly less likely to be enrolled in school. 
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8. Tables and Figures 

 

Figure 1: Historical Religious Decisions from the Peace of Augsburg by Prussian Rulers  

 
Source: Spenkuch 2017 
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Figure 2: Percentage Catholic by Region in Germany, 1871 

 

 
 

Wittenberg was the birthplace of the Reformation. Source was Author’s calculations using the 

German Census (Statistisches Jahrbuch für das Deutsche Reich (1880)). These shapefiles are 

published by HGIS Germany and held by Harvard. 
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Figure 3: Number of People Emigrating from Germany during the 19th Century

 
Number of Germans in thousands, Source: Doerries in Bade (1987) 

 

Figure 4: Income Growth by Religious Identity 

 



33 
 

 

Figure 5: Religious Count by German Region in 1871 from Historical German Census 

 
 

Source: Statistisches Jahrbuch für das Deutsche Reich (1880) 
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Table 1: Religion Count by Region in 1871 Germany 

Region Within? Protestant 
Roman 

Catholic 

Other 

Christians 
Jewish 

ostpreussen p 1,569,365 233,007 6,125 14,425 

westpreussen p 633,548 641,572 12,827 26,632 

brandenburg (berlin) p 735,783 51,729 2,573 36,020 

brandenburg (im 

uebr) 
p 1,987,891 34,530 2,971 11,469 

pommern p 1,397,467 16,858 4,266 13,036 

posen p 511,292 1,009,491 1,065 61,982 

schlesien p 1,760,441 1,896,136 3,860 46,629 

sachsen p 1,966,696 126,735 3,813 5,971 

schleswig-holstein p 1,034,363 6,276 1,024 3,743 

hannover p 1,711,728 233,631 3,273 12,790 

westfalen p 806,464 949,118 2,334 17,245 

hessen-nassau p 988,041 371,736 3,892 36,390 

rheinland p 906,867 2,628,173 5,834 38,423 

hohenzollern p 1,766 63,051 30 711 

konigr sachsen dr 2,493,556 53,642 4,893 3,357 

wurttemberg dr 1,248,860 553,542 3,857 12,245 

baden dr 491,008 942,560 2,265 25,703 

hessen dr 584,391 239,088 3,873 25,373 

mecklenburg-

schwerin 
dr 553,492 1,336 98 2,945 

sachsen-weimar dr 275,492 9,404 161 1,120 

mecklenburg-strelitz dr 96,329 167 1 485 

oldenburg dr 242,945 71,205 952 1,484 

braunschweig dr 302,989 7,030 574 1,171 

sachsen-meiningen dr 181,964 1,564 176 1,625 

sachsen-altenburg dr 141,901 193 18 10 

sachsen-koburg-

gotha 
dr 172,786 1,263 76 210 

anhalt dr 198,107 3,378 56 1,896 

schwarzburg-

rudolstadt 
dr 75,294 104 6 119 

schwarzburg-

sondershaus 
dr 66,824 176 5 186 

waldeck dr 54,055 1,305 30 834 

reuss alterer linie dr 44,898 150 27 19 

reuss lungerer linie dr 88,782 187 34 20 

schaumburg-lippe dr 31,216 386 23 351 

lippe dr 107,462 2,638 0 1,035 

lubeck dr 51,085 400 104 565 

bremen dr 118,103 3,550 284 465 
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hamburg dr 306,553 7,748 3,166 13,796 

elsass-lothringen dr 270,251 1,235,706 2,132 40,918 

ausserdem 

(luxemburg) 
n/a 440 196,512 24 523 

bayern n/a 1,342,592 3,464,364 5,453 506,662 

p=Prussia, dr= Deutches Reich, Transcribed from the 1880/1881 Statistik des Deutschen Reichs 

Bd. II of the Statistisches Jahrbuch für das Deutsche Reich (1880) 

 

 

Figure 6: German Statistical Regions in 1871 

 
 

Source: The historical Deutches Reich shapefiles are the Germany State Boundaries in 1871. The 

Prussian provincial regions are the German Provincial Boundaries in 1871. These shapefiles are 

published by HGIS Germany and held by Harvard.  
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Table 2: Average Characteristics by Specific/Generic Birthplace 

Characteristic Specified a Detailed 

Birthplace 

Specified a Generic 

Birthplace 

Occupational Income 

(in hundreds of 1950 dollars) 

23.16 

[9.73] 

23.47 

[10.36] 

Percentage Urban 54.77 

[49.78] 

57.34 

[49.47] 

Age (in the first period) 38.45 

[10.83] 

36.36 

[11.14] 

N= 4,211. Standard deviations are in brackets. Sample includes German immigrants who were 

matched from 1870 to 1880 or 1880 to 1900. A generic birthplace is “Germany” or “Prussia, 

nec.” 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Number of Immigrants in Panel A (Pooled Sample) by Region of Birth 

 
Wittenberg was the birthplace of the Reformation. The shapefiles are published by HGIS 

Germany and held by Harvard. 
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Table 3: Summary Statistics of Key Variables (Panel A) 

 Mean Standard Deviation Median 

 Protestant Catholics Protestant Catholics Protestant Catholics 

 

Occscore_1 

 

 

23.26 

 

22.91 

 

9.71 

 

9.20 

 

23 

 

 

23 

 

Occscore_2 

 

 

24.00 

 

24.15 

 

10.51 

 

9.80 

 

23 

 

23 

 

Occscor_diff 

 

 

0.055 

 

0.086 

 

0.650 

 

0.759 

 

0 

 

0 

 

Log_occdiff 

 

 

0.002 

 

0.003 

 

0.026 

 

0.035 

 

0 

 

0 

 

Age 

 

 

38.68 

 

39.26 

 

9.76 

 

9.80 

 

38 

 

38 

 

Age^2 

 

 

1,591.14 

 

1,637.07 

 

797.50 

 

806.46 

 

1,444 

 

1,444 

 

Male 

 

 

0.999 

 

1 

 

0.039 

 

0 

 

1 

 

1 

 

Urban 

 

 

0.531 

 

0.567 

 

0.499 

 

0.496 

 

1 

 

1 

N=1,096 total (670 Protestants, 427 Catholics) 
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Figure 8: Number of Immigrants by Cohort (Panel C) 

 
Immigrants in Panel C are assigned to 10-year cohorts based upon what year they entered the 

US. For example, immigrants that came to the US in 1887 would be assigned to the 1880 cohort. 

 



39 
 

Figure 9: Region of Birth by Cohort (Panel C) 

 
Immigrants in Panel C are assigned to 10-year cohorts based upon what year they entered the US. Wittenberg was the birthplace of the 

Reformation. The shapefiles are published by HGIS Germany and held by Harvard.
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Table 4: Percentage Protestant by Cohort (Panel C) 

Cohort Percent Protestant (%) 

 

Number 

1820 50 

[57.76] 

4 

1830 50 

[51.12] 

22 

1840 54.64 

[50.04] 

97 

1850 61.97 

[48.63] 

284 

1860 65.40 

[47.66] 

263 

1870 64.04 

[48.10] 

228 

1880 61.11 

[50.16] 

18 

1890 66.67 

[57.74] 

3 

Immigrants in Panel C are assigned to 10-year cohorts based upon what year they entered the 

US. Standard deviation is in brackets. 
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Figure 10: Average Age of Arrival by Cohort 

 

Immigrants in Panel C are assigned to 10-year cohorts based upon what year they entered the US 
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Table 5: Top 5 Occupations by Cohort 

 

Immigration Cohort  

Occupation in 1880 1830 1840 1850 1860 1870 1880 1890 

 

Total 

 

Farmers 
4 

50% 

15 

38.46% 

54 

36.24% 

40 

28.37% 

23 

21.10% 

0 

0% 

1 

50% 

137 

29.98% 

Operative & Kindred Workers 
1 

12.50% 

4 

10.26% 

19 

12.75% 

16 

11.35% 

19 

17.43% 

1 

11.11% 

0 

0% 

60 

13.13% 

Managers, Officials, & 

Proprietors 

1 

12.50% 

4 

10.26% 

19 

12.75% 

17 

12.06% 

8 

7.34% 

2 

22.22% 

0 

0% 

51 

11.16% 

Laborers 
0 

0% 

4 

10.26% 

8 

5.37% 

9 

6.38% 

13 

11.93% 

1 

11.11% 

0 

0% 

35 

7.66% 

Craftsmen & Kindred Workers 
0 

0% 

1 

2.56% 

7 

4.70% 

5 

3.55% 

2 

1.83% 

0 

0% 

0 

0% 

15 

3.28% 

 

Immigrants in Panel C are assigned to 10-year cohorts based upon what year they entered the US.  Each cell contains how many 

individuals in that cohort worked in the occupation in 1880 and the percentage of all individuals in that cohort that worked in that 

occupation. The percentage in the “Total” column represent the percentage of all individuals who worked in that occupation.



43 
 

Table 6: Regression of Cohort Effects on Occupational Income in 1950 Dollars, Estimation by 

OLS for Panel C (1880 to 1900) 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

 Income in 1880 Income in 1900 Chng in Inc Log Chng Inc 

     

1840.coh -0.679 -0.199 0.0240 -0.000720 

 (3.595) (3.967) (0.171) (0.00674) 

1850.coh 0.755 2.206 0.0726 0.00118 

 (3.361) (3.709) (0.160) (0.00631) 

1860.coh 0.911 2.225 0.0657 0.00104 

 (3.366) (3.714) (0.160) (0.00632) 

1870.coh 0.133 2.759 0.131 0.00441 

 (3.393) (3.744) (0.161) (0.00637) 

1880.coh 4.167 2.194 -0.0986 -0.00534 

 (4.501) (4.966) (0.214) (0.00844) 

1890.coh -2.500 -2.250 0.0125 -0.000835 

 (7.322) (8.080) (0.348) (0.0137) 

Constant 22.50*** 22.25*** -0.0125 0.000835 

 (3.275) (3.613) (0.156) (0.00614) 

     

Observations 457 457 457 457 

R-squared 0.006 0.007 0.009 0.012 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 7: Top 5 Most Common Occupations in Panel A 

Occupation Protestants Catholics HISCLASS 
Occupational 

Income 

Farmers 
124 

29.04% 

201 

30% 
8 14 

Managers, Officials, & Proprietors 
52 

12.18% 

75 

11.19% 
3 42 

Operative & Kindred Workers 
44 

10.30% 

75 

11.19% 
11 23 

Laborers 
43 

10.07% 

36 

5.37% 
11 20 

Carpenters 
12 

2.81% 

23 

3.43% 
7 24 

Occupational Income is in hundreds of 1950 dollars. HISCLASS assigns a sociocultural prestige 

ranking to each occupation on a scale from 1 to 12. A higher score represents a less prestigious 

ranking. Each cell under the Protestants/Catholics column represents the number of individuals 

who were in that occupation in period 1 and the percentage of all Protestant/Catholic individuals 

that worked in that occupation. 
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Table 8: Regression of Protestantism on Occupational Income, Estimation by OLS for Panel A, 

B, and C. 

 (1) (2) 

 Change in income per year  

 (100s of 1950 dollars) % Change in income per year 

Panel A: Pooled Sample 

N=1,097 

 

  

Prot -0.0266 -0.00149 

 (0.0433) (0.00186) 

Male 0.0716 0.00151 

 (0.705) (0.0303) 

Urban 0.118*** 0.00435** 

 (0.0445) (0.00191) 

Age -0.0184 -0.000924 

 (0.0138) (0.000592) 

Age^2 0.000154 8.85e-06 

 (0.000168) (7.22e-06) 

Panel B: 1870-1880 

N = 640 

 

  

Prot -0.0201 -0.00227 

 (0.0677) (0.0253) 

Male 0.154 -0.256 

 (0.859) (0.321) 

Urban 0.133* 0.225*** 

 (0.0687) (0.0282) 

Age -0.0132 -0.000606 

 (0.0215) (0.00803) 

Age^2 7.63e-05 -3.76e-05 

 (0.000256) (9.60e-05) 

Panel C: 1880-1900 

N=457 

 

  

Prot -0.0551 -0.0251 

 (0.0436) (0.0290) 

Urban 0.107** 0.288*** 

 (0.0461) (0.0343) 

Age -0.0297** -0.00792 

 (0.0145) (0.00974) 

Age^2 0.000312* 5.96e-05 

 (0.000184) (0.000124) 

 

A Constant term, Region and Literary Controls included, Standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** 

p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 9: Regression of Protestantism on Occupational Income with alternative controls, Estimation by OLS for Panel A, B, and C. 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 Change in income per year Change in income per year Change in income per year Change in income per year Change in income per year 

 100s of 1950 dollars 100s of 1950 dollars 100s of 1950 dollars 100s of 1950 dollars 100s of 1950 dollars 

Panel A: Pooled Sample 

N=1,097 

 

     

Prot -0.0344 -0.0300 -0.0297 -0.0293 -0.0274 

 (0.0429) (0.0428) (0.0428) (0.0429) (0.0433) 

Urban  0.113*** 0.114*** 0.111*** 0.120*** 

  (0.0420) (0.0421) (0.0422) (0.0443) 

Age -0.0181 -0.0174 -0.0431 -0.0179 -0.0179 

 (0.0137) (0.0136) (0.180) (0.0137) (0.0137) 

Age^2 0.000142 0.000139 0.000543 0.000146 0.000147 

 (0.000167) (0.000166) (0.00707) (0.000167) (0.000167) 

Age^3   2.88e-06   

   (0.000118)   

Age^4   -7.12e-08   

   (7.14e-07)   

Panel B: 1870-1880 

N= 640 

 

     

Prot -0.0151 -0.0210 -0.0189 -0.0199 -0.0213 

 (0.0667) (0.0666) (0.0667) (0.0667) (0.0676) 

Urban  0.144** 0.144** 0.138** 0.139** 

  (0.0656) (0.0657) (0.0660) (0.0683) 

Age -0.0133 -0.0118 -0.294 -0.0129 -0.0120 

 (0.0213) (0.0212) (0.395) (0.0213) (0.0214) 

Age^2 7.39e-05 5.93e-05 0.00993 7.36e-05 6.09e-05 

 (0.000254) (0.000253) (0.0147) (0.000254) (0.000256) 

Age^3   -0.000146   

   (0.000234)   

Age^4   7.75e-07   

   (1.35e-06)   

      



46 
 

 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

Controls include Male and a Constant term, Standard errors in parentheses 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 9 (cont) 

 

Panel C: 1880-1900 

N= 457 

 

Prot -0.0620 -0.0502 -0.0498 -0.0510 -0.0548 

 (0.0424) (0.0429) (0.0430) (0.0430) (0.0435) 

Urban  0.0720* 0.0666 0.0692 0.110** 

  (0.0422) (0.0428) (0.0424) (0.0458) 

Age -0.0299** -0.0302** 0.104 -0.0315** -0.0284** 

 (0.0142) (0.0141) (0.170) (0.0143) (0.0143) 

Age^2 0.000312* 0.000322* -0.00544 0.000336* 0.000298 

 (0.000181) (0.000180) (0.00715) (0.000182) (0.000182) 

Age^3   0.000103   

   (0.000127)   

Age^4   -6.57e-07 

(8.15e-07) 

 

  

Region Control NO NO NO NO YES 

Literary Control NO NO NO YES NO 
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Figure 11: Years in the US and Occupational Income in 1900 by Religious Group (Panel C) 

 
 

This figure displays the number of years in the US in 1900 versus the occupational income in 

1900 in hundreds of 1950 dollars. Estimations were generated by lowess. 
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Table 10: Mean Occupational Income Score by Occupational Grouping (Panel A) 

Occupational Grouping Mean Occupational Income Standard Deviation 

White-collar 37.70 9.04 

Skilled Blue-collar 25.35 4.09 

Farmers 14 0 

Semiskilled 28.35 4.95 

Unskilled 20.11 4.39 

The occupational income is from period 1 and is expressed in hundreds of 1960 dollars. 

Occupational groupings are organized by the HISCLASS score: white-collar (HISCLASS 1-5), 

skilled blue-collar (HISCLASS 6-7), farmers (HISCLASS 8), semiskilled (HISCLASS 9), or 

unskilled (HISCLASS 10-12). 
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Table 11: Occupational Transition Matrix for Panel C 

 
 

 
 

Each cell reports the number of people that worked in that specific pair of occupational 

groupings in 1880 and 1900 and the percentage of people in the occupational grouping in 1880 

who moved to that specific occupational grouping in 1900. For example, 6.90% of Catholic 

white-collar workers in 1880 switched to semiskilled occupations in 1900. The drop/rise column 

represents the number of people that dropped/rose to a less/more prestigious occupation in 1900 

and the percentage of people in the initial occupational grouping that dropped/rose to less/more 

prestigious occupation in 1900. Occupational groupings are organized by the HISCLASS score: 

white-collar (HISCLASS 1-5), skilled blue-collar (HISCLASS 6-7), farmers (HISCLASS 8), 

semiskilled (HISCLASS 9), or unskilled (HISCLASS 10-12) 
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Table 12: Occupational Transition Matrix for Panel B 

 

 
 

 

For example, 16.98% of Protestant skilled blue-collar workers in 1870 switched to white-collar 

occupations in 1880. The drop/rise column represents the number of people that dropped/rose to 

a less/more prestigious occupation in 1880 and the percentage of people in the initial 

occupational grouping that dropped/rose to less/more prestigious occupation in 1880. 

Occupational groupings are organized by the HISCLASS score: white-collar (HISCLASS 1-5), 

skilled blue-collar (HISCLASS 6-7), farmers (HISCLASS 8), semiskilled (HISCLASS 9), or 

unskilled (HISCLASS 10-12) 
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Table 13: Occupational Mobility Regressions, Estimated by Probit for Panels A, B, and C 

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

 Pr of Rising Pr of Falling Pr of Maintaining Pr of Rising or 

Maintaining 

Pr of Switching 

Panel A: Pooled      

Prot 0.0458 -0.156 0.0508 0.156 -0.0508 

 

Marginal Effect 

(0.102) 

.0120 

(0.109) 

-0.0381 

(0.0838) 

0.0169 

(0.109) 

0.0381 

(0.0838) 

-0.0169 

Observations 908 839 1,094 839 1,094 

 

Panel B: 1870-1880 

     

Prot 0.0786 -0.139 0.0418 0.139 -0.0418 

 (0.143) (0.138) (0.110) (0.138) (0.110) 

Marginal Effect 0.0173 -0.0359 0.0136 0.0359 -0.0136 

Observations 532 500 639 500 639 

 

Panel C: 1880-1900 

     

Prot -0.00428 -0.178 0.0793 0.178 -0.0793 

 

Marginal Effect 

(0.153) 

-0.0013 

(0.183) 

-0.0382 

(0.133) 

0.0263 

(0.183) 

0.0382 

(0.133) 

-0.0263 

Observations 376 339 455 339 455 

 

Controls: Constant term, Age, Urban, Initial Occupation; robust standard errors in parentheses, marginal effects evaluated at the mean in italics 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 14: Regression of Protestantism on Schooling among Children of Immigrants aged 5 to 25 

in Panel A, B, and C, Estimated by Probit 

 

 (1) (2) (3) 

 All: In school? Boys: In school? Girls: In school? 

Panel A: Pooled Sample    

Prot -0.0574* -0.104*** 0.00321 

 

Marginal Effect of Prot  

(0.0299) 

-0.0191* 

(0.0400) 

-0.0343*** 

(0.0450) 

0.0011 

Male 0.000486   

 (0.0297)   

Parents' Occupation in 1880 -9.53e-05 -0.00203 0.00238 

 (0.00172) (0.00235) (0.00254) 

Observations 8,331 4,645 3,686 

 

Panel B: 1870-1880    

Prot 0.0296 -0.00928 0.0852 

 

Marginal Effect of Prot 

(0.0511) 

0.0075 

(0.0667) 

-0.0025 

(0.0809) 

0.0194 

Male 0.0396   

 (0.0515)   

Parents' Occupation in 1880 -0.00431 -0.00933** 0.00696 

 (0.00290) (0.00373) (0.00480) 

Observations 3,572 2,004 1,568 

 

Panel C: 1880-1900 

   

Prot -0.0957** -0.142*** -0.0406 

 

Marginal Effect of Prot 

(0.0387) 

-0.0345** 

(0.0519) 

-0.0508*** 

(0.0582) 

-0.0148 

Male -0.0221   

 (0.0380)   

Parents' Occupation in 1880 -0.000165 -0.00153 0.00144 

 (0.00225) (0.00314) (0.00325) 

Observations 4,759 2,641 2,118 

 

Constant term, Age and Urban included as controls 

Robust standard errors in parentheses, marginal effect evaluated at the mean in italics 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 15: Regression of Protestantism on Schooling among Children of Immigrants aged 5 to 18 

in Panel A, B, and C, Estimated by Probit 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES All: In school? Boys: In school? Girls: In school? 

Panel A: Pooled Sample    

Prot -0.0497 -0.100** 0.0123 

 

Marginal Effect of Prot 

(0.0319) 

-0.0188 

(0.0431) 

-0.0378** 

(0.0473) 

0.0463 

Male 0.00377   

 (0.0314)   

Parents' Occupation in 1880 0.000186 -0.00131 0.00206 

 (0.00182) (0.00248) (0.00268) 

Observations 6,699 3,640 3,059 

 

Panel B: 1870-1880 

   

Prot 0.0174 -0.0426 0.0820 

 

Marginal Effect of Prot 

(0.0535) 

0.0057 

(0.0712) 

-0.0147 

(0.0821) 

0.0238 

Male 0.0198   

 (0.0535)   

Parents' Occupation in 1880 -0.00317 -0.00736* 0.00694 

 (0.00299) (0.00385) (0.00491) 

Observations 2,620 1,412 1,208 

 

Panel C: 1880-1900 

   

Prot -0.0693* -0.105* -0.0285 

 

Marginal Effect of Prot 

(0.0411) 

-0.0265* 

(0.0553) 

-0.0402* 

(0.0613) 

-0.0109 

Male -0.0300   

 (0.0401)   

Parents' Occupation in 1880 0.000469 -0.000313 0.00139 

 (0.00239) (0.00333) (0.00343) 

Observations 4,079 2,228 1,851 

Constant term, Age and Urban included as controls 

Robust standard errors in parentheses, marginal effect evaluated at the mean in italics 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table 16: Alternative Regression Specification for Protestantism on Schooling of Children of Immigrants in Panel A, B, C, Estimated 

Using Probit 

 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Pooled: In school? 1870 to 1880: In school? 1880 to 1900: In school? 

    

Prot 0.0167 0.0894 -0.0302 

 (0.0472) (0.0745) (0.0615) 

Male 0.0764 0.0955 0.0136 

 (0.0491) (0.0791) (0.0647) 

Prot X Male -0.121* -0.131 -0.0705 

 

Marginal Effect of Prot X Male 

(0.0638) 

-0.0459* 

(0.106) 

-0.0429 

(0.0824) 

-0.0271 

Parents' Occupation in 1880 0.000153 -0.00314 0.000407 

 (0.00184) (0.0030) (0.00240) 

    

Observations 6,699 2,620 4,079 

Constant term, Age and Urban included as controls 

Robust standard errors in parentheses, marginal effect evaluated at the mean in italics 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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https://hdl.handle.net/2027/uiug.30112028242326?urlappend=%3Bseq=23. 

Goldin, Claudia, and Lawrence Katz. "Education and Income in the Early Twentieth Century: 

Evidence from the Prairies." The Journal of Economic History 60, no. 3 (2000): 782-818. Web. 

 

Grubb, Farley Ward. German Immigration and Servitude in America, 1709-1920. London ; New 

York: Routledge, 2011. Print. Routledge Explorations in Economic History ; 53. 

 

Hatton, Tim, and Joseph Ferrie. "Two Centuries of International Migration." IDEAS Working 

Paper Series from RePEc (2014): IDEAS Working Paper Series from RePEc, 2014. Web. 
 

HGIS Germany. Stanford Earthworks. Germany Provincial Boundaries, 1871. 

https://earthworks.stanford.edu/catalog/harvard-ghgis1871provinces. 

 

HGIS Germany. Stanford Earthworks. Germany State Boundaries, 1871. 

https://earthworks.stanford.edu/catalog/harvard-ghgis1871germany. 

 

Marco H.D. van Leeuwen and Ineke Maas, HISCLASS. A historical international social class 

scheme. Leuven University Press, 2011.  

 

Minns, Chris. "Income, Cohort Effects, and Occupational Mobility: A New Look at Immigration 

to the United States at the Turn of the 20th Century." Explorations in Economic History 37.4 

(2000): 326-50. Web. 

 

Mourits, MSc R.J. (Radboud University) (2017): HISCO - OCC1950 CROSSWALK. DANS. 

https://doi.org/10.17026/dans-zap-qxmc  

Spenkuch, Jörg L. "Religion and Work: Micro Evidence from Contemporary Germany." Journal 

of Economic Behavior and Organization 135 (2017): 193-214. Web. 

Steven Ruggles, Sarah Flood, Ronald Goeken, Josiah Grover, Erin Meyer, Jose Pacas, and 

Matthew Sobek. IPUMS USA: Version 9.0 [dataset]. Minneapolis, MN: IPUMS, 2019. 

https://doi.org/10.18128/D010.V9.0 

 

Swierenga, Robert P. "Religion and Immigration Patterns: A Comparative Analysis of Dutch 

Protestants and Catholics, 1835-1880." Journal of American Ethnic History 5.2 (1986): 23-45. 

Web. 

 

https://earthworks.stanford.edu/catalog/harvard-ghgis1871provinces
https://earthworks.stanford.edu/catalog/harvard-ghgis1871germany
https://doi.org/10.18128/D010.V9.0


57 
 

10. Appendix 

Classifying Occupations as Occupational Groupings 

Occupations from the IPUMS dataset were classified according to the Historical 

International Standardized Classification of Occupations (HISCO), which is a standard European 

classification used to classify occupations by social class. This was done by utilizing an IPUMS 

Occupations to HISSCORE crosswalk by Mourits (2017). From HISSCORE to HISCLASS, I 

adapted SASS code from a HISSCORE to HISCLASS crosswalk by Leeuwen and Mass (2011). 

Utilizing the same groupings as Abramitzky et. al., I use the HISCLASS ranking of each 

occupation to assign it to either white-collar (1-5), skilled blue-collar (6-7), farmers (8), 

semiskilled (9), or unskilled (10-12) (2017). A complete list of occupations by their occupational 

grouping can be found in Table 17 below.  

Table 17: Occupations by Category 

Occupation Occupational Grouping 

agents (nec) white-collar 

bank tellers white-collar 

boarding and lodging house keepers white-collar 

boatmen, canalmen, and lock keepers white-collar 

bookkeepers white-collar 

buyers and shippers, farm products white-collar 

civil-engineers white-collar 

clergymen white-collar 

clerical and kindred workers (n.e.c.) white-collar 

foremen (nec) white-collar 

guards, watchmen, and doorkeepers white-collar 

inspectors (nec) white-collar 

insurance agents and brokers white-collar 

janitors and sextons white-collar 

lawyers and judges white-collar 

managers and superintendants, building white-collar 

managers, officials, and proprietors (nec) white-collar 

marshals and constables white-collar 

musicians and music teachers white-collar 
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officials and administratators (nec), public 

administration white-collar 

pharmacists white-collar 

photographers white-collar 

physicians and surgeons white-collar 

policemen and detectives white-collar 

postmasters white-collar 

real estate agents and brokers white-collar 

salesmen and sales clerks (nec) white-collar 

shipping and receiving clerks white-collar 

teachers (n.e.c.) white-collar 

bakers skilled blue-collar 

barbers, beauticians, and manicurists skilled blue-collar 

blacksmiths skilled blue-collar 

boilermakers skilled blue-collar 

bookbinders skilled blue-collar 

brickmasons,stonemasons, and tile setters skilled blue-collar 

cabinetmakers skilled blue-collar 

carpenters skilled blue-collar 

compositors and typesetters skilled blue-collar 

cooks, except private household skilled blue-collar 

jewelers, watchmakers, goldsmiths, and 

silversmiths skilled blue-collar 

machinists skilled blue-collar 

mechanics and repairmen (nec) skilled blue-collar 

millers, grain, flour, feed, etc skilled blue-collar 

millwrights skilled blue-collar 

molders, metal skilled blue-collar 

opticians and lens grinders and polishers skilled blue-collar 

pattern and model makers, except paper skilled blue-collar 

photoengravers and lithographers skilled blue-collar 

plumbers and pipe fitters skilled blue-collar 

railroad and car shop-mechanics and repairmen skilled blue-collar 

shoemakers and repairers, except factory skilled blue-collar 

tailors and tailoresses skilled blue-collar 

tinsmiths, coppersmiths, and sheet metal workers skilled blue-collar 

upholsterers skilled blue-collar 

farmers (owners and tenants) farmers 

bartenders semiskilled 

brakemen, railroad semiskilled 

conductors, railroad semiskilled 

craftsmen and kindred workers (nec) semiskilled 

dyers semiskilled 

express messengers and railway mail clerks semiskilled 

filers, grinders, and polishers, metal semiskilled 
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furnacemen, smeltermen and pourers semiskilled 

laundry and dry cleaning operatives semiskilled 

mail carriers semiskilled 

meat cutters, except slaughter and packing house semiskilled 

mine operatives and laborers semiskilled 

painters, construction and maintenance semiskilled 

plasterers semiskilled 

practical nurses semiskilled 

private household workers (nec) semiskilled 

roofers and slaters semiskilled 

spinners, textile semiskilled 

stationary engineers semiskilled 

stone cutters and stone carvers semiskilled 

truck and tractor drivers semiskilled 

waiters and waitresses semiskilled 

weavers, textile semiskilled 

deliverymen and routemen unskilled 

farm laborers, wage workers unskilled 

farm service laborers, self-employed unskilled 

gardeners, except farm, and groundskeepers unskilled 

hucksters and peddlers unskilled 

laborers (nec) unskilled 

longshoremen and stevedores unskilled 

lumbermen, raftsmen, and woodchoppers unskilled 

newsboys unskilled 

operative and kindred workers (nec) unskilled 

painters, except construction or maintenance unskilled 

porters unskilled 

sailors and deck hands unskilled 

  

Occupational groupings are organized by the HISCLASS score: white-collar (HISCLASS 1-5), 

skilled blue-collar (HISCLASS 6-7), farmers (HISCLASS 8), semiskilled (HISCLASS 9), or 

unskilled (HISCLASS 10-12) 

 

 


