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ABSTRACT 

Labor market assimilation is an integral consideration in immigration policy. Using a fixed 

effects model on U.S. Census data for native citizens, first generation immigrants, and second 

generation immigrants born between 1890 and 1950, this paper adds to the body of measuring 

assimilation of immigrants in the U.S. labor market by comparing assimilation levels between 

generations. This paper also explores labor outcomes other than income as alternative ways of 

understanding assimilation, including education, subjective prestige rankings, and type of 

occupation. I find that assimilation is measurably significant between generations and is 

consistent with prior work on this topic for some labor outcomes, but results are not robust due to 

data limitations. 
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1. Introduction  

Labor market assimilation is an integral consideration in immigration policy. As such, 

many economists have worked to measure and understand the assimilation of immigrants in the 

host country’s labor market. What type of immigrants are working in the host country? When, if 

ever, do an immigrant’s labor outcomes equal those of an individual native to the country? In an 

angle more controversial to immigration policy, how does the presence of immigrants impact the 

labor outcomes of native workers? Many economists, including but not limited to George Borjas 

(1987), John Altonji, David Card (1991), and Jennifer Hunt (2012), have developed a variety of 

models to answer these questions and better understand the U.S. labor market. 

The goal of this paper is to measure assimilation of immigrants in the U.S. labor market 

between 1910 and 1970, or for persons in the United States born between 1890 and 1950. This 

paper’s approach departs from the work of economists such as Borjas, Altonji, and Card in that 

measurement is not strictly confined to income as the only labor outcome and instead assesses 

multiple outcomes, including but not limited to educational attainment, occupational prestige, 

and labor force participation. Labor outcomes are also observed over generations rather than the 

scope being limited to the course of individual lifetimes. Section 2 of this paper will provide a 

basic overview of literature relevant to the inquiry. Section 3 describes the U.S. census data used 

to answer this question. Section 4 discusses the methodology of the fixed effects model 

employed to measure assimilation, with section 5 discussing results before concluding the paper 

with section 6.  

Before proceeding, let us define the basic measure of assimilation for the purposes of this 

paper. We define natives as individuals born in the United States, first generation immigrants as 

individuals living in the U.S. born outside of the country, and second generation immigrants as 
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individuals born in the U.S. who are children of first generation immigrants. Let 𝛿1 be the 

difference between natives and first generation immigrants for a given labor outcome, and let 𝛿2 

be the difference between natives and second generation immigrants for the same labor outcome. 

Then, define 𝛿∗ as the difference between 𝛿1 and 𝛿1. This 𝛿∗, which captures the difference in 

assimilation levels across generations, is the basic definition of how assimilation is measured in 

this paper. The specific definition of generation will be further discussed in section 4, the 

methodology portion of this paper.  

2. Literature Review 
George Borjas noted in 1987 that the literature on U.S. immigration was dominated by 

two questions: how immigrants did in the labor market and how immigrants impacted the labor 

market—a statement that holds true to the present day. The literature specific to immigrant 

assimilation in the U.S. labor market is rich and controversial. Leaders in the field such as 

George Borjas and David Card have posited competing approaches to further understand 

immigration’s impact on these labor outcomes. As Borjas notes in a 2016 working paper, one 

problem is that empirically tested labor outcomes may be quite sensitive to methodology. While 

economists generally agree that overall, immigrants’ incomes improve over time, immigrant 

impact on the labor supply and subsequent labor outcomes varies.  

As Card comments in 2012, Borjas treats natives and immigrants as two separate factors 

(1987), with education groups divided into four: dropouts, high school graduates, some college, 

and college graduates. He assumes fixed capital. He also assumes that natives and immigrants 

are perfect substitutes (2003). He finds that between 1980 and 2000, immigration significantly 

lowered average native wages by 3% and wages of the least educated natives by 9% (2003). His 

work with Katz in 1997 and 2007 also build on this approach. Joseph G. Altonji and David Card, 
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however, observe little substantial negative effects on native workers in 1991 and 2001, and their 

findings align more with Friedberg and Hunt (1995), Otaviano and Peri (2008), and others. The 

assumptions in their methodology departs from Borjas’ in a few ways. Education grouping is 

more conventionally generalized to high school equivalent and some college. Where Borjas 

treated natives and immigrants as two separate factors in 1987, Altonji and Card viewed them as 

indistinguishable with regards to labor supply in their simple 1991 model. Card views Borjas’ 

assumption of fixed capital as less representative of reality than the capital rising to maintain the 

capital-labor ratio consistent in the long run.  Lastly, Card views immigrants and natives as 

imperfect substitute, and this change of assumption results in immigration generating gains for 

native workers rather than negative effects.  

The literature on immigration and labor has been increasingly nuanced, particularly after 

2000. Unrealistic assumptions asserted in older, simpler models were addressed by work 

concerning native migration resulting from immigrations. Borjas (2003) and some others 

challenged analysis of local markets by shifting to analysis at the national level to avoid the issue 

of “internal migration of workers and jobs”. 

 A few other economists have explored the measurement of labor mobility over 

generations. Notably, Raj Chetty in 2016 seeks to measure income mobility in the United States 

as the fraction of children who earn more than their parents, namely measuring the impact of 

changing residence on income. Like many other economists, he focuses on income as the 

primary measurement of an individual’s success in the labor market, so he combines cross-

section data from the Census and CPS with panel data from recent birth cohorts for de-identified 

tax records in order to perform his research. While his results, which report significant 

differences in absolute income mobility from approximately 90% for children born in 1940 to 50% 
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for children born in the 1980s, are of interest, differences between children of natives and 

immigrants is not within the scope of Chetty’s work in his paper. This paper is most informed by 

Chetty’s general approach to measuring assimilation across generations.  

 Jennifer Hunt’s work (2012) departs from other papers on assimilation and interaction 

with the native labor market in that it focuses on educational attainment. Namely, she explores 

whether children of immigrants positively or negatively impact the returns to schooling for 

native children. Her focus on children alone rather than including parents differs from this 

paper’s aims due to her focus on education and directly connecting parents and children in the 

data, which limits the scope of usable census data. Nonetheless, her work also informs this 

paper’s methodology. 

3. Data 

A. Sources:  

This analysis uses U.S. Census microdata collected by IPUMS under the IPUMS USA 

project. This data include demographic information from each decennial census on households 

and individuals as well as labor outcome variables.  Demographic variables include race (IPUMS 

USA variable race), birth year (birthyr), sex (sex), marital status (marst), whether the individual 

lives in a metropolitan area (metro), and whether the individual lives in a household or in group 

quarters (gq). Labor outcomes in this analysis include employment (empstat), labor force 

participation (labforce), income (incwage)1, whether the person’s occupation can be categorized 

                                                           
1 Incwage is defined as income and wage salary. This was selected over other definitions of income due to broader 
availability of data for this variable over time. Income is adjusted for inflation indexed by the 1999 dollar using the 
IPUMS USA variable cpi99.  
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as white collar or blue collar2, educational attainment (educ)3, and a few occupational labor 

outcome indices which, while imperfect, have broader scopes of data over time compared to 

incwage and educ, the most available direct measure of income and educational attainment 

respectively. While occupational income and education are less granular than person-level 

education and income, this is a decent proxy. These indices are occupational income score 

(occscore)4, the Duncan socioeconomic index (sei)5, the Siegel occupational prestige score (sei)6, 

occupational earnings score (erscor50)7, and occupational education score (edscor50)8.  

B. Restrictions:  
This empirical analysis uses US Census data from 1900 to 1970, totaling to 

approximately 17 million observations. Census data at the person-level observation can be 

considered divided into synthetic cohorts based primarily on person birth year, also including 

census year, sex, race, marital status, status as a native worker, immigrant, or child of an 

immigrant, and whether the individual lives in a metropolitan area. I select birth years to 

represent in my analysis at 5-year intervals.  

I define natives as persons born in the United States whose parents were also born in the 

United States. Immigrants are defined as persons born outside of the United States. Children of 

immigrants are defined as persons born in the United States with parents born outside of the 

                                                           
2 Derived from IPUMS USA variable for occupation, occ. Operating under the definition of white collar occupations 
being in offices, occupations are white collar for occ values of below 500 and blue collar for values greater than or 
equal to 500.  
3 Education variable educ is coded as integers between 0 and 11. See table 1. 
4 Occupational income score (occscore) assigns a score to each occupation in all years representing the mean total 
income of all persons with that particular occupation in 1950. 
5 The Duncan Socioeconomic Index (sei) is a weighted sum of occupational education and occupational income. 
6 Siegel occupational prestige score based on series of surveys conducted by National Opinion Research Center in 
1960, in which respondents were asked to rate occupations based on “general standing” or “social standing”, along 
with other similar rating questions. Assigned to 1950 occupational categories. 
7 Assigns a measure of median earned income for each occupation. To maximize compatibility over time, median 
income reported is standardized into z-scores before being converted into percentiles.  
8 Percentage of people in respondent’s occupational category who had completed one or more years of college. 
Assigned to 1950 occupational categories. 
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United States. For simplification of analysis, I exclude children of couples in which one parent is 

an immigrant and the other is native.  

I assume that children do not participate in the labor force. All observations in which the 

individual is under the age of 20 at the time of the census year are therefore excluded. While this 

assumption does not strictly hold empirically due to individuals under 20 finding work, 

especially part-time employment, the decision for individuals to choose an occupation as a 

member of the labor force or as a student is a research question outside the scope of this paper. 

4. Methodology 

I specify a fixed effects model to measure assimilation of immigrants in the U.S. labor 

market through multiple labor outcomes across generations, which are distinguished by birth 

year. For each birth year dummy variable, the model includes an interaction term with immigrant 

status: 

(1) 𝑦𝑖𝑡 = 𝛽1𝐷𝑖𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑡 + 𝛽2𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1890 + 𝛽3(𝐷𝑖𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑡 ∗

𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1891) + 𝛽4𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1895 + ⋯ + 𝛽𝑛−1𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1950 +

𝛽𝑛(𝐷𝑖𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑡 ∗ 𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1950) +  𝛼𝑖 + 𝑢𝑖𝑡 

Labor outcomes of interest include income, educational attainment, labor force 

participation, employment, proportion of individuals in white collar occupations, and labor 

outcome indices, as discussed previously in section 3—data. Note that generations are 

differentiated in the dataset by year of birth. My definition of generational difference for this 

analysis is informed by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare’s 1960 natality 

statistics (Celebreeze & Terry 1960), based on which I broadly assume a parent’s age at a child’s 

birth is 25.  
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𝑦𝑖𝑡 is a labor outcome, and 𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=𝑗 are dummy variables indicating year of birth. 

𝛼𝑖 is the unobserved fixed effect specific to each observation, and 𝑢𝑖𝑡 is an error term. Birth 

years range from 1890 to 1950. For simplicity, I limit observed years to every 5 years, generating 

a dummy variable only for birth years observed. For each labor outcome, I run this regression 

twice on two subsets of the sample. The first subsample is comprised of native individuals and 

first generation immigrants. The second subsample is comprised of native individuals and second 

generation immigrants. Assuming that the age difference between generations is 25 years, we 

produce the following expressions: the difference in labor outcome between natives and first 

generation immigrants 𝛿1 is 𝛽1 + 𝛽𝑖 where 𝛽𝑖 is the coefficient corresponding with the 

interaction between the immigrant dummy variable and the dummy variable for birth year 𝑡𝑖. The 

second generation’s counterpart 𝛿2 is 𝛽1 + 𝛽𝑖+25 where 𝛽𝑖+25 is the interaction coefficient for 

birth year 𝑡𝑖 + 25. Therefore 𝛿∗, which is the change in immigrant-native labor income 

differences over generations and this paper’s measure of assimilation, is the difference between 

𝛽𝑖 and 𝛽𝑖+25.  

To test the significance of 𝛿∗, I test the null hypothesis 𝐻0: 𝛽𝑖
1 = 𝛽𝑖+25

2  where 𝛽𝑖
1 is from 

the regression run on the subsample including first generation immigrants with natives and 𝛽𝑖+25
2  

is from the same model, but run on the subsample including second generation immigrants with 

natives. This is done by computing the z-score of 𝛽𝑖
1 − 𝛽𝑖+25

2 . 𝛿∗ is significant if 𝐻0 is rejected at 

the 95% confidence level.  

 



11 

5. Results 
Reported in the appendix for each labor outcome are three items. The first is a graph 

plotting the labor outcome against birth year between 1890 and 1950, from which we can 

visually inspect change in assimilation levels over time across birth cohorts. The second is a 

table reporting the 𝛿1 and 𝛿2 estimates in the form of regression coefficient estimates. The third 

computes z-scores from testing the significance of 𝛿∗, which is computed using the 𝛿1 and 𝛿2 

estimates for generation pairs constructed from different birth years, each pair separated by 25 

years. 

A. Income-based labor outcomes: wage and salary income, occupational income score, 

and earnings score 
Let us first consider the labor outcomes closest to the traditional measure of assimilation: 

income. Looking across the three metrics of wage and salary income (incwage), occupational 

income score (occscore), and occupational earnings score (erscor50), the results are ambiguous. 

Visual inspection of Figure 2.1 suggests that second generation immigrants are earning the least 

compared to both natives and first generation immigrants, reflecting poor assimilation. In Table 

2.3, we see that the z-scores of 𝛿∗ consistently fail to reject the null hypothesis that 𝛿∗ is equal to 

zero—the strongest z-score being from 1910, valued at -1.147—insufficient at a 95% confidence 

level. If this is true, then assimilation levels between natives and immigrants are not changing 

meaningfully over generations. The results from occupational income score (occscore) tell a 

similar tale in that second generation immigrants perform poorly relative to natives and relatives, 

but in this case, 𝛿∗is statistically significant.  

The results from occupational earnings score, however, indicate the opposite: while 

natives and first generation immigrants converge to approximately equal scores for cohorts born 

shortly before 1950—but at a value lower than labor outcome levels in 1890—second generation 
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immigrants born in the more recent years of the dataset outperform the other two groups, and 

with z-scores all having an absolute value greater than 2, this 𝛿∗ estimation is significantly 

significant. This behavior of second generation immigrants surpassing natives with respect to 

income is more consistent with prior literature on assimilation. What can account for these 

differences in assimilation measurement? One likely explanation is the differences in 

construction between these three measurements of income. While wage and salary income is 

adjusted for inflation over time, it is not standardized the same way that occupational earnings 

score is transformed into z-scores and then percentiles to be more consistent over time. In the 

case of this particular paper, the wage and salary income data may also be skewed in that it spans 

a narrower scope of time, not appearing as consistently as other variables for early birth years in 

the analysis—IPUMS USA does not offer the variable until 1940. What explanation is most 

representative of the U.S. labor market’s reality? I conclude that with respect to income measures, 

this model is consistent with George Borjas’ remark that measurements comparing the labor 

outcomes of natives and immigrants are sensitive to assumptions of what should be incorporated 

into the methodology.  

B. Education-based labor outcomes: individual and occupational educational attainment 
Individual and occupational education attainment, much like the income measurements, 

deliver inconsistent results. Again, individual level education returns stagnant education levels 

for second generation immigrants, resting at 10 years of schooling across birth years, while 

natives and first generation immigrants rise to converge at 12-13 years of schooling across birth 

years (see Figure 5.2). Looking at the z-scores in Table 5.4, we see that difference 𝛿∗  in 

individual education attainment assimilation across generations is not consistently significant, 

but becomes more comfortably significant for generation sets in which the first generation is 

born 1910 or later: in 1910, the z-score for 𝛿∗ is 3.210, surpassing the 95% confidence threshold 
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for the first time and remaining there. In contrast, the 𝛿∗ computed for occupational education 

score is consistently significant across all reported birth years (Table 6.3). As is the case with 

incwage and erscor50, it is important to note that data for individual level education attainment 

is more limited in time scope than for the standardized, less granular occupational education 

attainment data. Without more testing, it is difficult to ascertain whether the limited scope of the 

individual level data or the unrefined generalizations of the occupational level data is underlying 

the results’ inconsistencies. 

C. Multi-factor indices and status indicators 
The Duncan socioeconomic index and Siegel occupational prestige scores move similarly 

as outcomes (see figures 7.1 and 8.1). Occupational income score also behaves similarly upon 

visual inspection. Z-scores for 𝛿∗fail to reject the null hypothesis that 𝛿∗ = 0 for cases in which 

the first generation is born 1890 or 1925, and are statistically significant otherwise. This 

similarity in behavior is unsurprising in that all three measures are derived indirectly from the 

same 1950 occupation classes. Percentage of population in white collar occupations, while also 

interpretable as a measure of occupational status, is not constructed the same way and therefore 

does not behave similarly, though the difference is not drastic. First generation immigrants, not 

natives, have the highest proportion of workers in white collar occupations across the range of 60 

birth years covered (Table 9.1). This result suggests that improvements in labor outcome 

assimilation—or improvement relative to neighbors)—is not caused primarily by spending more 

time in the United States, but by another factor, potentially by a higher inflow of more highly-

skilled immigrants than in past years.  

D. Labor force participation and employment 
While these measures tend to be less central to academic conversations about the 

assimilation of immigrants into the labor market of a host country, their consideration can lead to 
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questions that better help us understand the labor market. For example, figure 11.1, which plots 

labor force participation by birth year, indicates that first generation immigrants born later are 

increasingly more likely to seek employment relative to both natives and second generation 

immigrants, which is consistent from the conjecture mentioned above that this population may be 

systematically different from the rest of the sample in ways not fully measured by this inquiry 

into assimilation. It is also comforting that z-scores testing changes in assimilation over time is 

not statistically significant—the highest score, associated with the generation set comprised of 

birth years 1905 and 1930, is 0.375 (Table 10.3). This is consistent with employment levels 

being marginalized with respect to discourse on immigrant labor market assimilation.    

6. Conclusion 
 This paper aimed to reexamine the measurement of immigrant assimilation into the 

United States labor market through an intergenerational approach expanding beyond traditional 

measures of assimilation, which largely focus on income measures. In addition to wage and 

salary income, I explored measures of education, occupation-level indices including the Siegel 

occupational prestige score which reflects collective subjective opinion on occupations, as well 

as employment and labor force participation. To measure assimilation, I regressed United States 

census data on a fixed effects model, drawing out the effects of time through birth year dummy 

variables, which also interacted with a dummy variable to difference out the effect of being an 

immigrant. This regression was run twice for each labor outcome to keep separate the effect of 

being a first generation immigrant and that of being a second generation immigrant. Assimilation 

levels among immigrants and natives born in the same year are reflected in the coefficient 

capturing the effect of the interaction between the immigration indicator variable and a given 

birth year variable, stylized in this paper as 𝛿1 and 𝛿2 for the respective immigrant generations. 
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Therefore, to measure change in assimilation levels over generations, 𝛿1 and 𝛿2 are imputed 

through these regression coefficients and compared, with strong second-generation immigrant 

performance reflected in positive significant z-scores.  

 After running the regressions and computing the z-scores testing for the presence of 

intergenerational assimilation, the results are inconclusive depending on the labor outcome in 

consideration. While intergenerational immigration assimilation was detected in occupational 

measures of education and earnings at a statistically significant level, analogous measures at the 

individual level yielded results suggesting the opposite conclusion. To be clear, the occupational-

level measures are more likely to reflect the labor market’s reality due to the more complete data 

associated with these variables as well as their conclusions aligning better with current beliefs 

about immigrant assimilation—but it is hedged by the fact occupational data is less granular than 

individual data and therefore is more likely to overgeneralize. Given data that is less limited with 

respect to individual level labor outcomes, particularly in income and education attainment and 

covering more recent years, more robust and relevant insights could be drawn in the future. 

Extensions on this work involving specific demographic groups, rather than pooling all 

immigrants together regardless of origin, would also be valuable.   
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7. Appendix 
 

Regression equation: 

(1) 𝑦𝑖𝑡 = 𝛽1𝐷𝑖𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑡 + 𝛽2𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1890 + 𝛽3(𝐷𝑖𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑡 ∗ 𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1891) +

 𝛽4𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1895 + ⋯ + 𝛽𝑛−1𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1950 + 𝛽𝑛(𝐷𝑖𝑚𝑚𝑖𝑔𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑡 ∗

𝐷𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑜𝑓 𝑏𝑖𝑟𝑡ℎ=1950) +  𝛼𝑖 + 𝑢𝑖𝑡 

 

Table 1—IPUMS USA educational attainment (educ) codes 

Code Codebook value Years of schooling 

0 N/A or no schooling N/A or 0 years 

1 Nursery school to grade 4 1-5 years 

2 Grade 5, 6, 7, or 8 6-9 years 

3 Grade 9 10 years 

4 Grade 10 11 years 

5 Grade 11 12 years 

6 Grade 12 13 years 

7 1 year of college 14 years 

8 2 years of college 15 years 

9 3 years of college 16 years 

10 4 years of college 17 years 

11 5+ years of college 18+ years 

 

Figure 2.1—Wage and salary income against birth year 
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Table 2.2—Wage and salary income, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Birth year 𝜹𝟏 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 -257.755 
 

4084.210 

Standard error (6696.288) 
 

(120.877) 

1900 -3116.117 
 

6778.222 

Standard error (6116.124) 
 

(112.118) 

1905 -3398.624 
 

9540.320 

Standard error (6306.634) 
 

(112.049) 

1910 -5095.424 
 

11271.120 

Standard error (6320.7) 
 

(109.296) 

1915 -5575.084 
 

12569.620 

Standard error (6388.203) 
 

(108.074) 

1920 -3640.884 
 

13206.940 

Standard error (6083.222) 
 

(105.944) 

1925 -2993.119 
 

12938.450 

Standard error (5967.673) 
 

(105.345) 

1930 150.644 
 

11876.030 

Standard error (5918.22) 
 

(105.696) 

1935 3953.552 
 

10035.510 

Standard error (5892.945) 
 

(106.638) 

1940 8433.484 
 

9838.464 

Standard error (6170.073) 
 

(125.13) 

1945 6601.239 
 

14029.900 

Standard error (6623.676) 
 

(149.15) 

1950 15958.740 
 

4822.872 

Standard error (8490.697) 
 

(227.745) 

 

Table 2.3—Wage and salary income, z-scores for 𝛿∗significance test 

Birth year, first 
generation 

Birth year, second 
generation Z-score 

1890 1915 -0.233 

1895 1920 -0.663 

1900 1925 -0.657 

1905 1930 -0.933 

1910 1935 -1.147 

1915 1940 -0.869 

1920 1945 -0.599 

1925 1950 0.235 
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Figure 3.1—Occupational earnings against birth year 

 

Table 3.2—Occupational earnings score, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Year of birth 𝜹𝟏 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 7.515 
 

-29.240 

Standard error (3.17) 
 

(1.725) 

1900 103.447 
 

-62.065 

Standard error (3.027) 
 

(1.639) 

1905 89.446 
 

-99.861 

Standard error (3.217) 
 

(1.665) 

1910 81.788 
 

-101.075 

Standard error (3.318) 
 

(1.621) 

1915 203.541 
 

-170.877 

Standard error (3.69) 
 

(1.828) 

1920 150.966 
 

-164.654 

Standard error (3.424) 
 

(1.766) 

1925 152.941 
 

-186.011 

Standard error (3.341) 
 

(1.765) 

1930 127.352 
 

-214.332 

Standard error (3.293) 
 

(1.776) 

1935 94.178 
 

-232.198 

Standard error (3.269) 
 

(1.807) 

1940 4.294 
 

-221.239 

Standard error (3.532) 
 

(2.372) 

1945 37.714 
 

-302.251 

Standard error (3.948) 
 

(3.042) 

1950 -46.730 
 

-249.004 

Standard error (5.542) 
 

(5.056) 
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Table 3.3—Occupational earnings score, z-scores for 
𝛿∗significance test 

First generation 
birth year 

Second generation 
birth year Z-score 

1890 1915 5.755 

1895 1920 23.220 

1900 1925 20.760 

1905 1930 19.563 

1910 1935 35.122 

1915 1940 14.486 

1920 1945 8.188 

1925 1950 2.459 

 

Figure 4.1—Occupational income score against birth year 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0

5

10

15

20

25

1890 1895 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1925 1930 1935 1940 1945 1950

Birth year

Occupational income score

Native Immigrant, first generation Immigrant, second generation



20 

Table 4.2—Occupational income score, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Year of birth 

𝜹𝟏

= 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐

= 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 -0.280 
 

0.929 

Standard error (0.103) 
 

(0.054) 

1900 -2.406 
 

1.502 

Standard error (0.098) 
 

(0.051) 

1905 -2.408 
 

2.737 

Standard error (0.104) 
 

(0.052) 

1910 -1.700 
 

1.898 

Standard error (0.108) 
 

(0.051) 

1915 -6.145 
 

5.911 

Standard error (0.12) 
 

(0.057) 

1920 -4.782 
 

6.000 

Standard error (0.111) 
 

(0.055) 

1925 -4.941 
 

6.700 

Standard error (0.108) 
 

(0.055) 

1930 -3.891 
 

7.134 

Standard error (0.107) 
 

(0.056) 

1935 -2.218 
 

7.024 

Standard error (0.106) 
 

(0.057) 

1940 1.280 
 

6.171 

Standard error (0.115) 
 

(0.075) 

1945 -0.454 
 

9.419 

Standard error (0.128) 
 

(0.096) 

1950 4.175 
 

5.441 

Standard error (0.18) 
 

(0.159) 

 

Table 4.3—Occupational income score, z-scores for 
𝛿∗significance test  

First generation 
birth year 

Second generation 
birth year Z-score 

1890 1915 -2.972 

1895 1920 -14.932 

1900 1925 -14.820 

1905 1930 -12.279 

1910 1935 -31.263 

1915 1940 -12.649 

1920 1945 -6.305 

1925 1950 -1.412 
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Figure 5.1—Educational attainment against birth year 

 

Table 5.2—Educational Attainment (in years of schooling), 
immigrant-native differences over birth year  

Year of birth Native 
Immigrant, first 
generation 

Immigrant, second 
generation 

1890 10 years 6-9 years 10 years 

1895 10 years 6-9 years 10 years 

1900 10 years 6-9 years 10 years 

1905 11 years 10 years 10 years 

1910 11 years 10 years 10 years 

1915 11 years 11 years 10 years 

1920 12 years 11 years 10 years 

1925 12 years 11 years 10 years 

1930 12 years 12 years 10 years 

1935 12 years 12 years 10 years 

1940 12 years 12 years 10 years 

1945 13 years 13 years 10 years 

1950 12 years 13 years 10 years 
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Table 5.3—Educational Attainment, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Year of birth 𝜹𝟏 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 0.060 
 

0.161 

Standard error (0.031) 
 

(0.016) 

1900 0.530 
 

0.314 

Standard error (0.028) 
 

(0.015) 

1905 0.428 
 

0.761 

Standard error (0.029) 
 

(0.015) 

1910 0.576 
 

0.999 

Standard error (0.029) 
 

(0.015) 

1915 0.825 
 

1.406 

Standard error (0.03) 
 

(0.015) 

1920 0.899 
 

1.724 

Standard error (0.028) 
 

(0.014) 

1925 0.859 
 

1.926 

Standard error (0.028) 
 

(0.014) 

1930 0.858 
 

2.128 

Standard error (0.028) 
 

(0.014) 

1935 0.932 
 

2.305 

Standard error (0.027) 
 

(0.015) 

1940 1.315 
 

2.375 

Standard error (0.029) 
 

(0.017) 

1945 0.868 
 

3.084 

Standard error (0.031) 
 

(0.021) 

1950 1.515 
 

2.595 

Standard error (0.04) 
 

(0.032) 

 

Table 5.4—educational attainment, z-scores for 𝛿∗significance test 

First generation birth 
year 

Second generation birth 
year Z-score 

1890 1915 -0.059 

1895 1920 6.962 

1900 1925 1.623 

1905 1930 1.678 

1910 1935 3.210 

1915 1940 4.263 

1920 1945 4.890 

1925 1950 3.181 

 

 

 



23 

Figure 6.1—Occupational education score against birth year 

 

Table 6.2—Occupational education score, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Year of birth 𝜹𝟏 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 8.314 
 

-30.235 

Standard error (3.238) 
 

(1.773) 

1900 108.716 
 

-63.412 

Standard error (3.092) 
 

(1.684) 

1905 94.661 
 

-101.598 

Standard error (3.286) 
 

(1.711) 

1910 88.518 
 

-101.673 

Standard error (3.389) 
 

(1.666) 

1915 218.626 
 

-175.792 

Standard error (3.769) 
 

(1.878) 

1920 166.486 
 

-169.290 

Standard error (3.498) 
 

(1.814) 

1925 171.223 
 

-190.752 

Standard error (3.412) 
 

(1.813) 

1930 146.062 
 

-218.145 

Standard error (3.364) 
 

(1.825) 

1935 112.411 
 

-234.457 

Standard error (3.339) 
 

(1.857) 

1940 21.938 
 

-220.875 

Standard error (3.608) 
 

(2.437) 

1945 55.279 
 

-300.845 

Standard error (4.033) 
 

(3.125) 

1950 -31.142 
 

-244.463 

Standard error (5.66) 
 

(5.195) 
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Table 6.3—Occupational education score, z-scores for 𝛿∗significance test 

First generation birth year Second generation birth year Z-score 

1890 1915 5.892 
1895 1920 23.640 
1900 1925 21.043 
1905 1930 19.905 
1910 1935 35.953 

1915 1940 15.004 
1920 1945 8.550 
1925 1950 2.724 

 

Figure 7.1—Duncan socioeconomic index against birth year 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

1890 1895 1900 1905 1910 1915 1920 1925 1930 1935 1940 1945 1950

Birth year

Duncan socioeconomic index

Native Immigrant, first generation Immigrant, second generation



25 

Table 7.2—Duncan socioeconomic index, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Year of birth 𝜹𝟏 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 -0.322 
 

1.506 

Standard error (0.184) 
 

(0.097) 

1900 -1.675 
 

2.279 

Standard error (0.176) 
 

(0.092) 

1905 -2.031 
 

4.761 

Standard error (0.187) 
 

(0.094) 

1910 -0.502 
 

3.816 

Standard error (0.193) 
 

(0.091) 

1915 -6.118 
 

9.589 

Standard error (0.215) 
 

(0.103) 

1920 -4.239 
 

10.181 

Standard error (0.199) 
 

(0.1) 

1925 -4.816 
 

11.736 

Standard error (0.194) 
 

(0.099) 

1930 -4.277 
 

13.354 

Standard error (0.192) 
 

(0.1) 

1935 -2.550 
 

13.961 

Standard error (0.19) 
 

(0.102) 

1940 2.884 
 

12.724 

Standard error (0.205) 
 

(0.134) 

1945 -1.310 
 

19.374 

Standard error (0.23) 
 

(0.171) 

1950 8.584 
 

10.442 

Standard error (0.322) 
 

(0.285) 

 

Table 7.3—Duncan socioeconomic index, z-scores for 
𝛿∗significance test 

First generation birth 
year 

Second generation 
birth year Z-score 

1890 1915 1.327 
1895 1920 -3.995 
1900 1925 -7.833 
1905 1930 -8.382 
1910 1935 -25.290 
1915 1940 -10.884 
1920 1945 -5.271 
1925 1950 -1.159 
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Figure 8.1—Siegel occupational prestige score against birth year 

 

Table 8.2—Siegel occupational prestige score, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Year of birth 𝜹𝟏 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 -0.208 
 

1.083 

Standard error (0.147) 
 

(0.078) 

1900 -2.563 
 

1.767 

Standard error (0.14) 
 

(0.074) 

1905 -2.500 
 

3.671 

Standard error (0.149) 
 

(0.075) 

1910 -1.217 
 

2.594 

Standard error (0.154) 
 

(0.073) 

1915 -6.537 
 

7.370 

Standard error (0.171) 
 

(0.083) 

1920 -4.522 
 

7.390 

Standard error (0.159) 
 

(0.08) 

1925 -4.758 
 

8.637 

Standard error (0.155) 
 

(0.08) 

1930 -3.648 
 

9.733 

Standard error (0.153) 
 

(0.08) 

1935 -1.629 
 

9.877 

Standard error (0.151) 
 

(0.082) 

1940 3.635 
 

8.472 

Standard error (0.164) 
 

(0.107) 

1945 -0.018 
 

14.316 

Standard error (0.183) 
 

(0.138) 

1950 8.707 
 

6.545 

Standard error (0.257) 
 

(0.229) 
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Table 8.3—Siegel occupation prestige score, z-scores for 
𝛿∗significance test 

First generation 
birth year 

Second generation 
birth year Z-score 

1890 1915 -0.811 
1895 1920 -11.213 
1900 1925 -12.956 
1905 1930 -10.991 
1910 1935 -30.094 
1915 1940 -12.742 
1920 1945 -6.017 
1925 1950 -1.312 

 

Figure 9.1—Percentage in white collar occupations against birth year 
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Table 9.2—Percentage in white collar occupations, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Birth year 𝜹𝟏 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 -0.004 
 

0.005 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1900 0.097 
 

0.002 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1905 0.077 
 

0.046 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1910 0.128 
 

0.022 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1915 0.226 
 

-0.032 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1920 0.229 
 

-0.033 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1925 0.230 
 

-0.017 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1930 0.199 
 

0.010 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1935 0.182 
 

0.014 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1940 0.185 
 

0.009 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.003) 

1945 0.015 
 

0.152 

Standard error (0.005) 
 

(0.004) 

1950 0.063 
 

0.082 

Standard error (0.006) 
 

(0.006) 

 

Table 9.3—Percentage in white collar occupations, z-scores for 
𝛿∗significance test 

First generation 
birth year 

Second generation 
birth year Z-score 

1890 1915 -5.049 
1895 1920 10.682 
1900 1925 3.063 
1905 1930 5.357 
1910 1935 10.610 
1915 1940 6.403 
1920 1945 5.157 
1925 1950 3.133 
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Figure 10.1—Employment against birth year 

 

Table 10.2—Employment, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Birth year 𝜹𝟏 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 0.015 
 

0.002 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.016) 

1900 0.022 
 

0.005 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.015) 

1905 0.027 
 

0.005 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.015) 

1910 0.030 
 

0.003 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.015) 

1915 0.026 
 

0.024 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.015) 

1920 0.024 
 

0.021 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.014) 

1925 0.024 
 

0.023 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.014) 

1930 0.020 
 

0.022 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.014) 

1935 0.033 
 

0.011 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.015) 

1940 0.040 
 

0.003 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.017) 

1945 0.023 
 

0.017 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.021) 

1950 0.059 
 

-0.023 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.032) 
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Table 10.3--Employment, z-scores for 𝛿∗significance test  

First generation 
birth year 

Second generation 
birth year Z-score 

1890 1915 -0.042 
1895 1920 0.299 
1900 1925 0.295 
1905 1930 0.375 
1910 1935 0.082 
1915 1940 0.165 
1920 1945 -0.027 
1925 1950 0.037 

 

Figure 11.1—Labor force participation against birth year 
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Table 11.2—Labor force participation, immigrant-native differences over birth years 

Year of birth 𝜹𝟏 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒇𝒊𝒓𝒔𝒕 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

 

𝜹𝟐 = 𝜷𝒚𝒆𝒂𝒓 𝒐𝒇 𝒃𝒊𝒓𝒕𝒉∗𝒊𝒎𝒎𝒊𝒈𝒓𝒂𝒏𝒕
𝒔𝒆𝒄𝒐𝒏𝒅 𝒈𝒆𝒏𝒆𝒓𝒂𝒕𝒊𝒐𝒏

 

1895 -0.010 
 

0.044 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1900 -0.119 
 

0.096 

Standard error (0.003) 
 

(0.002) 

1905 -0.113 
 

0.143 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1910 -0.136 
 

0.153 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1915 -0.273 
 

0.208 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1920 -0.210 
 

0.200 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1925 -0.203 
 

0.185 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1930 -0.119 
 

0.169 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1935 -0.065 
 

0.169 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.002) 

1940 0.031 
 

0.165 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.003) 

1945 0.031 
 

0.219 

Standard error (0.004) 
 

(0.003) 

1950 0.163 
 

0.124 

Standard error (0.006) 
 

(0.006) 

 

Table 11.3—Labor force participation, z-scores for 
𝛿∗significance test 

First generation birth 
year 

Second generation 
birth year Z-score 

1890 1915 -5.481 
1895 1920 -22.603 
1900 1925 -18.877 
1905 1930 -23.706 
1910 1935 -36.951 
1915 1940 -18.401 
1920 1945 -9.746 
1925 1950 -2.058 
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