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How do immugrants fare
in the U.S. labor market?

Recent immigrants earn less and have

higher jobless rates than do earlier postwar
immigrants and U.S. natives,; educational

attainment and English fluency are

important factors in labor market success

creased markedly in recent decades. In fact,

the number of immigrants granted perma-
nent legal residence during the 1980°s was the
highest since the 1910-19 decade. (See chart 1.)
Undocumented immigration, although difficult
to measure precisely, also appears to have risen.?
These developments have prompted policy-
makers, employers, labor unions, social scien-
tists, the news media, and the general public to
focus anew on immigration and its impact on
American society.

One area of interest is the way in which the la-
bor market status of immigrants compares with
that of U.S. natives. This issue can be examined
using data from a survey conducted in November
1989. This survey showed, for example, that the
unemployment rate for immigrants was somewhat
higher than the rate for native-born workers, and
that the weekly earnings of immigrants who
worked full time were significantly lower than
those of natives. The survey also pointed to differ-
ences in the level of schooling as a major reason
for these disparities. Although immigrants and na-
tives aged 25 and older were equally likely to have
completed at least 4 years of college, the propor-
tion of immigrants who had completed fewer than
12 years of school was nearly double the propor-
tion of natives. Other factors affecting the labor
market status of immigrants incJude the length of
time they had lived in the United States and their
fluency in English. This article presents an analy-

Immigration to the United States has in-

sis of the relationship between these factors and
immigrants’ experiences in the U.S. labor market.

Data source and technical issues

The data used in this study are from the Current
Population Survey (cps), the monthly survey of
about 60,000 households conducted by the Bureau
of the Census for the Bureau of Labor Statistics,
that provides a variety of information on the U.S.
labor force. In November 1989, a set of supple-
mental questions about the characteristics of im-
migrants was included in the cps.® One of these
questions asked respondents to name their country
of birth. Those who responded that they were born
in the United States, Puerto Rico, or another U.S.
territory, or that they were born abroad of an
American parent or parents, are classified as U.S.
natives.* Individuals who provided any other re-
sponse were classified as immigrants.” Respon-
dents identified as immigrants were asked
additional questions about the year they came to
the United States to stay and the language they
speak at home. Those who spoke a language other
than English were also asked how well they spoke
English.

At the time of the survey, there were 187,0 mil-
lion people of working age (16 years and older) in
the civilian noninstitutional population. Of that to-
tal, 87.5 percent (163.6 million) were identified as
U.S. natives and 8.0 percent (14.9 million) as im-
migrants. The remaining 4.6 percent did not re-
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spond to the question on country of birth and are
excluded from the analysis,® As tabie 1 shows,
two-thirds of Asians were born outside the United
States, the largest foreign-born proportion of any
race-ethnic group. A substantial share of the His-
panic population was foreign born as well, but
more than half of the Hispanics residing in the 50
States or the District of Columbia were born in the
United States (including Puerto Rico). Immigrants
comprised only small proportions of the non-His-
panic white and black population groups (3.3 and
4.2 percent, respectively).

Labor force participation

A number of factors may influence a person’s de-
cision to leave his or her native land and settle in a
new country, These include family and cultural
considerations, legal restrictions on exiting one
country or entering another, the costs of travel to a
new country, and differences between countries in
political or religious environment. Perhaps the
most important factor for many people is how
their expected economic opportunities in their
new country compare with those in their native
country. The principal way in which immigrants
(as others) can take advantage of the economic
opportunities in the United States is to participate
in the labor force. This section examines labor
force participation of immigrants from three dif-
ferent, although related, perspectives: length of

residence in the United States, number of years of
schooling, and fluency in English.

Lengthof U 8. residence.  Among men under age
55, there was little difference between immigrants
and U.S. natives in the labor force participation
rate—the proportion of each population group that
is either employed or actively seeking employ-
ment. (See table 2.) Nor was there much variation
in labor force participation among immigrants by
the number of years they had lived in the United
States. The notable exception to this pattern, in
each age group, were immigrant men who had
lived in this couniry for fewer than 3 years (arriv-
ing in the 1987-89 period). Specifically, these
men were less likely to participate in the labor
force than were immigrants who had lived in the
United States for longer periods. (See tabie 3.) For
example, among immigrant men aged 35 to 44, 85
percent of those residing here for fewer than 3
years were in the labor force. This compares with
participation rates of 97 percent for those having
lived in the United States for 3 to 8 years (arriving
during 1982-86) and 95 percent for those having
lived here for 8 to 15 years (arriving during 1975-
81). The lower participation rates of the most re-
cent immigrants suggest that it takes a few years
after arrival for persons to be assimilated into the
work force, as they gain information on the U.S.
labor market, establish economic contacts, and,
where necessary, improve their fluency in English.

Chart 1. Numbers of immigrants granted permanent legal residence In the United States,

(Millions)
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SOURCE:

1989 Statistical Yearbook of the U.S. Immigration and Naturallzation Service.
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Table 1. Civilian noninstitutional population aged 16 and older by gender, race, Hispanic
origin, and country of birth, November 1989

[Numbers in thousands]

Country of birth
Gender, race, and Total U.S. born Forelgn born unknown
Hispanic origin
Number | Percent | Number | Percent | Number | Parcent | Number | Percent
Total................... 187,017 100.0 163,574 87.5 14,874 8.0 8,569 4.6
Men...................... 89,077 100.0 77.763 87.3 7173 8.1 4,141 4.6
Women ................... 87,940 100.0 85,811 87.6 7,701 79 4,428 4.5
White, non-Hispanic . ........ 146,383 100.0 135,238 92.4 4,825 33 6,320 43
Black, non-Hispanic ......... 20,837 100.0 18,914 90.8 880 4.2 1,042 5.0
Asian, non-Hispanic ......... 4,583 100.0 1,171 25.8 3,083 67.3 328 7.2
Other races, non-Hispanic. . . .. 1,237 100.0 1.043 843 134 108 61 4.9
Hispanicorigin ............. 13,977 100.0 7,208 51.6 5,952 426 817 58

In contrast to men, immigrant women under
age 55 were much less likely than natives to par-
ticipate in the labor force. However, in every age
group, the participation rates of immigrants drew
closer to those of natives the longer the immi-
grants had lived in the United States. For example,
among 35- to 44-year-old women, 78 percent of
natives and 68 percent of immigrants participated
in the labor force. Women in this age group who
had lived in the United States for fewer than 3
years had a participation rate of 49 percent, com-
pared with 65 percent for those who had resided
here for from 3 to 8 years and 71 percent for those
who had arrived between 8 and 15 years before the
survey reference date. The rate for those who had
immigrated 30 years ago or more—that is, as chil-
dren—was 77 percent, virtually the same as the
rate for natives. It would appear that immigrant
women who had lived in the United States the
longest are more likely to have had experiences
similar to those of natives, and this may explain
why their labor force participation rates also were
similar.

Educational attainment. Formal education is
another means through which immigrants gain the
skills and knowledge that are essential for success
in the labor market. Schooling contributes to
broader job opportunities, higher earnings, and in-
creased likelihood of labor force participation for
the native-born and immigrants alike.” So, how do
the educational levels of immigrants compare
with those of natives?

This issue is examined by focusing on people
aged 25 and older, thereby excluding 16- to 24-
year-olds, many of whom have not yet completed
their formal education. As table 4 shows, immi-
grants and U.S. natives in the central working ages
of 25 to 54 were about equally likely to have
completed 4 years of college or more. College
graduates accounted for 28 percent of immigrant

men and 27 percent of native men, and for 23 per-
cent of immigrant and native women.

In stark contrast, nearly a quarter of 23- to 54-
year-old immigrant men and women had com-
pleted fewer than 9 years of school, compared
with only 4 percent of native men and 3 percent of
native women. By comparison, the proportions of
U.S. natives who had completed exactly 12 years
of school or 1 to 3 years of college were about one-
and-a-half times the percentages for immigrants.
The educational levels of immigrants and natives
aged 55 and older showed a similar contrast, al-
though persons in both groups generally had
completed less schooling than their younger
counterparts,

Although the overall figures on educational at-
tainment show that immigrants typicaily had com-
pleted less schooling than U.S. natives, very
different patterns emerge within the race-ethnic
groups. As table 5 shows, among 25- to 54-year-
old men, non-Hispanic white, black, and Asian
immigrants were considerably more likely than
their native-born peers to have compieted 4 years
of college or more. In fact, the proportion of black
immigrant men who were college graduates was
more than double the share among black men born
in the United States. Black immigrant men also
were less likely than their native-born counter-
parts to have completed fewer than 12 years of
school, while the proportions of Asian and white
immigrants with less than 12 years of schooling
were slightly larger than the proportions of Asian
and white men born in this country.

Among 23- to 54-year-old women, the disiri-
bution of black immigrants across the educational
spectrum was fairly similar to that of black women
born in the United States. Asian and white immi-
grant women, however, were somewhat more
likely than their native-born counterparts to be
college graduates. Immigrants in both of these ra-
cial groups also were more likely than U.S. natives

Monthly Labor Review December 1992 5

—7



Immigrants in the U.S. Labor Market

to have completed fewer than 12 years of school,
but the difference was much larger among Asians.

Among Hispanic men and women, the con-
trast in educational levels between immigrants
and U.S. natives was considerably sharper than
it was among non-Hispanic whites, blacks, and
Asians, Hispanics born in this country generally
had completed much less schooling than other
U.S. natives, and the educational levels of His-
panic immigrants were even lower. For ex-
ample, 30 percent of Hispanic men born here
had completed fewer than 12 years of school,
compared with 55 percent of immigrant His-
panic men.

How do the labor force participation rates of
immigrants and natives compare at each educa-
tional level? Among 25- to 54-year-old immi-
grant men, the rates were virtually the same—
about 93 percent-—across all educational levels,
By contrast, the rates for native men rose at each

successive educational level, ranging from a low
of 75 percent for those with fewer than 9 years of
school, to 95 percent for those with exactly 12
years of school, and 97 percent for college
graduates, (See table 6.)

For most population groups, labor force partici-
pation rates rise with the level of education. This
suggests that the investment of more time and
money in schooling heightens people’s expecta-
tions and realization of expanded job opportuni-
ties and higher earnings. The labor force
participation rates of native men aged 25 to 54
follow this pattern. Why, then, do the rates for
their immigrant counterparts not vary by their
level of education?

The explanation could lie in the reason why
many of these men immigrated to the United
States in the first place: to improve their economic
conditions. And to do so, they generally must par-
ticipate in the labor force, Thus, it makes sense that

Table 2.

Labor force status of the civilian noninstitutional population aged 16 and older by gender, country of

birth, and age, November 1989

[Numbers in thousands)

Labor
Gendoer, country of Labor tor Employment- Unemploy-
birth, and ngr: Population foree panici::tion Employed | population |Unemployed ment':atg
rate ratio
Men
U.S.born, 16 yearsand older . .. .. ... 77,763 59,326 76.3 56,263 72.4 3,063 5.2
16t24years .................. 13,826 9,891 71.5 8,718 63.1 1,174 1.8
25t034years .................. 18,221 17,315 95.0 16,550 90.8 765 4.4
3Stoddyears .................. 15,631 14,841 94.9 14,282 91.4 559 38
45toBdyears ........ ... ..., 10,476 8,617 9.8 9,318 889 299 3.1
S55yearsandolder ............... 19,609 7,661 359.1 7,395 37.7 265 35
S5toG4years................. 8,832 5,908 66.9 5,705 64.6 203 34
6byearsandolder ............. 10,777 1,753 16.3 1,691 15.7 63 36
Foreign born, 16 years and older . . ... 7173 5,615 78.3 5,297 73.8 318 5.7
16to24years .................. 1,168 819 701 730 62.5 a0 109
25to34years ............... ... 1,802 1,741 82.0 1,646 87.0 95 5.4
3Stoddyears .................. 1,517 1,437 84.7 1,384 91.2 53 3.7
45toS54years .................. 1,061 963 90.7 910 85.7 53 55
SSyearsandolder ............... 1,533 654 42.7 626 40.8 28 4.3
S5to64years................. 678 534 78.8 513 75.6 22 4.1
Bbyearsandolder ............. 855 120 14.0 113 13.2 7 5.6
Women

U.8. born, 16 years and older . . ., ... . 85,811 50,529 589 47.923 55.8 2,607 5.2
16to24years .................. 14,409 9,315 64.7 8,360 58.0 955 10.3
25to3d4years .................. 19,092 14,641 76.7 13,868 72.6 773 53
35toddyears ............... ... 16,323 12,667 77.6 12,206 74.8 461 36
45t054years .................. 11,095 8,048 72.5 7,798 70.3 249 31
SSyearsandolder ............... 24,893 5,858 23.5 5,690 229 168 2.9
S5to6d4years................. 9,811 4,536 46.2 4,401 44.9 135 3.0
65yearsandolder ............. 15,082 1,323 8.8 1,289 8.5 33 25
Foreign born, 16 years and older . . . .. 7,701 4,020 52.2 3,791 49.2 229 57
16to24vyears .................. 1,028 541 526 480 47.6 51 9.5
25t034years .................. 1,800 1,137 59.8 1,089 57.3 48 4.2
35toddyears .................. ) 1,548 1,045 67.5 979 63.2 67 6.4
45toB4years .................. 1,125 769 68.4 730 64.9 39 51
S6yearsandolder . .............. 2,098 527 25.1 503 24.0 24 4.6
S5w6edyears................. 8 435 48.8 414 46.5 20 4.7
65yearsandolder ............. 1,207 a3 7.7 89 7.4 4 4.0
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Table 3.  Labor force participation rates of immigrants aged 16 and older by gender, age, and year of
immigration, November 1989
Al 1582-89 Beafore
Gender and age years 1975-81 1965-74 1960-64 1060
Total 1967-69 | 1982-86
Men, 16 years andolder. ........... 783 81.4 75.7 852 876 854 81.7 48.6
16to24vyears ................... 701 70.9 68.0 733 709 67.0 ") %
25t054vyears .. ... ..., 92,6 89.5 84.3 925 94.8 938 93.1 90.2
25to34years ................., 92.0 88.1 84.2 90.3 95.7 921 921 "}
35toddyears .................. 94.7 92.6 85.3 96.6 95.0 a7 .1 88.0 93.8
45to54vyears .................. 90.7 88.2 " 927 91.4 91.4 95.5 B86.2
S5yearsandolder . .............. 42.7 48.7 U] M 58.3 58.0 55.3 33.7
S5to6d4years . ................. 78.8 " M " 75.5 776 79.4 80.4
65yearsandoider .............. 14,0 " 0] 0] " 227 " 10.6
Women, 16 yearsandolder ......... 52.2 48.0 40.5 54.5 60.2 62.6 60.8 34.3
i6to2dyears .......... ... .. ... 526 46.6 404 51.3 56.9 625 " &
25tob54years ....... ... ....... 64,5 53.4 43.7 59.2 65.7 69.6 736 75.3
25to3dyears .................. 59.8 50.9 42.4 56.5 61.3 72.0 " ("}
35toddyears .. ................ 67.5 596 490 64.6 71.2 68.1 ("} 76.6
45t054years .. ................ 68.4 541 " 61.1 66.5 69.6 74.0 74.9
S5yearsandolder ............... 25.1 20.7 " 23.0 30.0 344 375 203
55t064y0ars .. ................ 488 37.0 " " 493 535 52.1 473
65yearsandolder .............. 7.7 " " " 8.0 7.7 " 7.2

! Data are not shown where there are fewer than 75,000 in the population.

Table 4.  Percent distribution of the civilian noninstitutional population aged 25 and older by gender, country of
birth, age, and years of school completed, November 1989
Total Years of school completed
Gender, country of
birth, and age Number 8 9 12 1to3 4 yoars of
thousands) Percent years to 11 years years of college
¢ of less years college or more
Men
U.S. born, 25 years and older . . . . . 63,937 100.0 9.7 10.8 36.6 18.4 245
25to54years . ... _........... 44,328 100.0 4.1 9.1 38.3 211 27.4
25to34years ............... 18,221 100.0 25 9.4 42.1 21.9 24.1
35toddyears............... 15,631 100.0 3.6 7.5 345 228 36
aSwSdyears. ... ... 10,476 100.0 7.6 1.0 37.3 174 26.8
S5yearsandolder ............ 19,609 100.0 22.5 14.7 32.6 12.3 18.0
SbtoBdyeans . .............. 8,832 100.0 15,7 13.8 36.1 13.6 20.8
85 yearsand older .. _._.. ..., 10,777 100.0 28.0 15.4 29.8 1.2 156
Fereign born, 25 years and older . . 6,004 100.0 27.0 7.8 24.9 136 26.6
25t084years .. ... 4,471 100.0 235 8.1 25.2 14.9 28.2
25to3dyears . ... ... .. 1,802 100.0 225 8.2 26.3 16.3 256
S5foddyears . .............. 1,518 100.0 241 7.8 24.6 14.4 29.1
45toB4vyears............... 1,061 100.0 24.4 6.5 24.2 13.2 316
S5yearsandolder ............ 1,533 100.0 374 7.3 241 9.8 21.7
BotoBdyoars . .........._ ... 678 100.0 35.1 58 23.7 11.3 241
65 yearsandolder ........... 855 100.0 387 8.5 244 8.5 19.9
Women

U.S. born, 25 years and older . . . . . 71,403 100.0 9.1 11.9 423 18.5 18.2
25to54years ................ 46,509 100.0 3.2 9.1 43.3 21.9 225
25lo3d4years .. ............. 19,092 100.0 2.0 8.6 42.3 24.4 22,7
BloMyears............... 16,323 100.0 2.6 77 42.8 22.0 249
45t054years.............., 11,085 100.0 6.0 121 45.9 17.3 187
SS5yearsandoider ............ 24,893 100.0 202 17.0 40.5 122 10.2
E5to6d4years ............... 9,811 100.0 1.8 159 46.8 138 118
65yearsandolder ........... 15,082 100.0 25.86 7.7 36.4 111 9.2
Foreign born, 25 years and oider . . 6,672 100.0 303 8.4 29.6 13.0 18.7
25toS4years................ 4,574 100.0 24.5 8.0 29.5 15.0 23.1
25t034years ............... 1,800 100.0 22.7 9.2 28.9 15.7 235
3S5toddyears............... 1,548 100.0 242 7.6 28.5 17.2 225
4510854years............... 1,125 100.0 281 6.4 Nz 10.7 231
SSyearsandolder ............ 2,098 100.0 427 8.5 301 85 9.2
S5to06d4years ............... 891 100.0 354 8.2 33.5 115 114
65yearsandolder ........... 1,207 100.0 481 10.4 27.5 6.5 7.5
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their participation rates would be rather high re-
gardless of their educational attainment.

Like the labor force participation rates for na-
tive-born men, the rates for both immigrant and
native-born women generally rose at each suc-
cessive level of education, The difference in par-
ticipation rates between the least- and most-
educated women was much smaller among
immigrants, however, The rates for 25- to 54-
year-old immigrant women ranged from 49 per-
cent for those with fewer than 9 years of
schooling to about 76 percent for those with 1 to
3 years of college. Among U.S. natives, the
range was from 44 percent for those with fewer
than 9 years of schooling to 85 percent for col-
lege graduates.

The participation rates of both immigrants and
natives aged 55 and older also tended to be greater
at successively higher levels of education. Among
men, the participation rates for immigrants and
natives were virtually the same in all but one edu-
cational attainment category. Older immigrant
men who had completed fewer than 9 years of
school participated in the labor force at a consider-
ably higher rate (35 percent) than their native
counterparts (22 percent). Immigrant women aged
35 and over participated at somewhat higher rates
than did their native-bom peers at each educa-
tional level.

Fluency in English. Work experience and edu-
cation are often considered important “human
capital” characteristics that enhance the produc-
tive capacity of workers. Persons with greater ex-
perience and higher levels of education can expect
to realize broader job opportunities and higher
earnings. The discussion of labor force participa-
tion so far has focused on two proxy measures of
experience—age and duration of residence in this
country—as well as on educational attainment.
For U.S. immigrants, the traditional list of human
capital characteristics needs to be expanded to in-
clude English fluency.

Two questions relating to English fluency were
asked of immigrants in the November 1989 cps.
The first question was:

Does . . . speak a language other than English at home?
Yes ... O

Immigrants answering “yes” to this question were
then asked:

How well does . . . speak English?

Verywell. ... ... ... ... ... ... O
Well ... O
Notwell ... ... ..c0ciiiinin, O
Notatall ........................ <
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The responses to these questions are used to ex-
amine the English fluency of immigrants in each
race-ethnic group, with an eye toward gauging the
relationship between fluency and labor force par-
ticipation. Before this is done, two points need to
be made about the limitations of the data. First, the
responses to the question on English fluency are
based solely on the subjective opinions of respon-
dents, rather than on any uniformly objective cri-
teria. Thus, a household member described as
speaking English “very well” may not necessarily
speak as fluently as a member of another house-
hold whe is described as speaking English “well.”
Because the distinctions among the four fluency
categories are somewhat arbitrary, immigrants
responding “very well” or “well” are referred to
as fluent, and those responding “not well” or
“not at all” are termed not fluent. Even within
this scheme, however, survey respondents may
report a higher or lower fluency level than that
which might be indicated by some objective
measure.

A second important limitation of the data on
fluency is that the survey question asks only how
well an immigrant speaks English, which may not
perfectly correlate with how well the immigrant
reads, writes, or understands English. Speaking
ability, however, is perhaps the most apparent in-
dicator available to an employer in assessing an
immigrant’s ability to communicate in English.
Although self-reported speaking ability may not
be the ideal measure of English fluency, the analy-
sis presented below shows it to be closely related
to the labor market success of immigrants.

As table 7 shows, 24 percent of immigrants
aged 16 and older spoke only English at home.
Another 45 percent spoke a language other than
English at least some of the time and spoke En-
glish “very well” or “well.” The remaining 32 per-
cent spoke English “not well” or “not at all.”

This pattern varied little by gender, but there
were large differences across racial and ethnic
groups. Among non-Hispanic black immigrants,
many of whom came from English-speaking
countries, 65 percent spoke only English at home.
This compares with 45 percent of non-Hispanic
whites, 14 percent of Asians, and 5 percent of His-
panics. Although the proportion of Asian immi-
grants who spoke only English at home was
relatively small, an additional 57 percent who
spoke another language at home spoke English
fluently. Still, 29 percent of Asian immigrants
spoke little or no English, a much larger propor-
tion than the 10 percent of black and 13 percent of
white immigrants, but considerably smaller than
the 53 percent of Hispanics.

What might explain why Hispanic immigrants
are so much less likely than non-Hispanic black,
white, and Asian immigrants to be fluent in En-




Table 5.  Percent distribution of the civillan noninstitutional population aged 25 to 54 by gender, race, Hispanic
origin, country of birth, and years of school completed, November 1989
Total Years of school completed
Gender, race, Hispanic origin,
and country of birth Number 8 8 12 1t03 4 years of
{thousands) Percent years to 1 yours years of coliege
or less years college or mote
Men
White non-Hispanic, U.S. born .. .. 37,086 100.0 3.2 1.7 38.1 21.0 30.1
White non-Hispanic, foreign born . . 1,168 100.0 8.6 56 277 19.1 38.0
Black non-Hispanic, U.S. born .. .. 4,677 100.0 7.6 16.5 40.6 221 13.2
Black non-Hispanic, foreign born . . 280 100.0 6.3 9.7 42.9 109 30.2
Asian non-Hispanic, U.S.born ... . 438 100.0 53 6.1 325 223 33.8
Aslan non-Hispanic, foreign born . . 1,188 100.0 122 2.7 226 13.8 487
Hispanic, US.born . ............ 1,950 100.0 12.0 17.7 38.9 20.6 109
Hispanic, foreignborn . ........ .. 2,002 100.0 427 12.2 2386 12.8 8.7
Women
White non-Hispanic, U.S. born . . .. 37.928 100.0 2.2 76 43.4 22.3 245
White non-Hispanic, foreign born . . 1,224 100.0 9.9 4.4 378 19.8 28.1
Black non-Hispanic, U.S. born .. .. 5,821 100.0 5.1 16.8 44.0 208 133
Black non-Hispanic, foreign born . . 314 100.0 1.7 6.7 466 203 14.8
Asian non-Hispanic, U.S. bom .. .. anz 100.0 1.0 1.3 335 26.5 37.7
Asian non-Hispanic, foreign born . . 1,150 100.0 133 55 22.4 16.6 422
Hispanic, US.born ............. 2,125 100.0 151 15.9 42.4 17.2 8.5
Hispanic, forsign born ... ....... - 1,848 100.0 439 12,2 25.6 95 89

glish? One factor is that many non-Hispanic im-
migrants emigrated from countries in which En-
glish is the primary language, such as the United
Kingdom, Treland, and Jamaica. Still others came
from countries such as India and the Philippines,
where English, although not the primary lan-
guage, is commonly spoken, particularly among
more highly educated persons. Hispanic immi-
grants, by contrast, largely came from countries in
which English is not often spoken.

The gap in English fluency between Hispanic
and non-Hispanic immigrants might also be ex-
plained by differences in length of U.S. resi-
dence. The following tabulation shows the per-
centage distribution of immigrants in each racial
or ethnic category by the year they came to the
United States to stay. (This tabulation excludes
the few immigrants whose year of immigration is
unknown.)

Year of
immigration ~ White  Black Asian Hispanic
Total....... 1000 1000 1000 100.0
198289 ..... 16.0 329 368 323
1975-81 ..... 12.5 29.1 349 294
1965-74 ..... 19.0 279 192 227
Before 1965... 52.5 10.1 9.0 15.6

Non-Hispanic white immigrants generally had
lived in the United States much longer than had
Hispanic immigrants. This suggests that white im-
migrants who could not speak English at the time
of their arrival have had more time to learn the lan-
guage. Although the longer U.S. residence of
whites partially explains their greater English flu-
ency, the tabulation shows little difference be-
tween Hispanics and non-Hispanic blacks and
Asians in the number of years they had lived in the
United States.

The existence of large Spanish-speaking en-
claves in this country also may help to explain the
lower level of English fluency among Hispanic
immigrants. Throughout much of U.S. history, im-
migrants have settled in neighborhoods with oth-
ers who spoke their native languages. In the late
19th and early 20th centuries, for example, there
were large enclaves of immigrants from Germany,
Italy, Russia, Poland, and elsewhere. In time, these
groups dispersed as they learned to speak English
and began to assimilate into the multi-ethnic U.S.
culture.

Enclaves of a variety of ethnic groups still
exist today. Among them, Hispanic enclaves are
probably the largest and most numerous. One
reason is that the working-age population of His-
panic immigrants—about 6 million—is nearly
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twice the size of the Asian immigrant population
and more than 6 times the size of the black immi-
grant population. In addition, Spanish is the na-
tive language of virtually all Hispanic immi-
granis. Among Asian and black immigrants,
however, there is considerable language diver-
sity, which limits their potential to form large
enclaves in which any particular non-English
language will dominate. Furthermore, many of
the 7.2 million working-age Hispanics born in
the United States also speak Spanish, whereas
few 1].S. natives speak the native languages of
non-Hispanic immigrants,

A recent study sponsored by the National Cen-
ter for Health Statistics (veus) used census data to
exarnine racial and ethnic residential segregation.
Although the NcHs study did not include country
of birth as a variable, it did provide some impor-
tant insights about the residential patterns of

Asians and Hispanics, large proportions of whom
are immigrants. This study found that Asians were
the minority group most integrated into the U.S.
population in 1990. The Hispanic population, in
contrast, was heavily concentrated within en-
claves, and, in fact, residential segregation of His-
panics had increased since 1980. This increase
was most likely due to the massive influx of His-
panic immigrants during the 1980°s, many of
whom settled in areas where there were large
numbers of Spanish speakers.?

The fact that there are so many Spanish
speakers in the United States may enable His-
panic immigrants to create labor markets that are
somewhat independent of the larger, English-
speaking labor market. Thus, for Hispanic immi-
grants in enclaves, English fluency may be less
vital for labor market success than it is for Asian
and black immigrants.® This may be true not just

Table 6.  Labor force participation rates of the civilian noninstitutional population aged
25 and older by gender, country of birth, age, and years of school completed,
November 1989
Years of school completed
Gender, country of Total 1108 4 years
birth, and age
9 8 VI“' 5 21011 12 years years of |of college
or less years college | or more
Men
U.5. born, 25 years and older . . , . . 77.3 37.7 65.2 80.5 84.9 87.9
25to54years ................ 942 748 8g.8 949 g95.2 97.3
251034years ............... 95.0 786 90.3 95.8 95.5 96.8
3BtodMyears............... 94.9 735 87.7 95.0 95.8 98.5
d5to54years .. ..., ... 9.8 73.8 87.6 929 935 96.0
SSysarsandoider ,........... 381 224 32.0 425 448 55.5
S55toBdyears . .............. 66.9 51.4 58.0 68.1 68.3 80.8
65yearsandolder ........... 16.3 9.2 121 17.0 21.4 28.0
Foreign born, 25 years and older . . 79.9 729 779 80.7 835 84.9
25io54years . .............,. 92.6 835 927 92.0 819 923
25to34years ............... 92.0 97.0 4.1 909 88.5 90.3
35toddvyears . .............. 94.7 93.2 95.9 93.7 98.2 94.7
AStoSdyears ... ........... 90.7 88.2 83.7 9.9 89.2 93.9
SS5yearsandolder ............ 42.7 34.8 30.3 46.0 46.0 552
55t084years . ............,. 78.8 699 —_ 843 80.7 846
B5yearsandolder .........., 14.0 8.5 — 16.5 — 26,9
Women
U.S. barn, 25 years and older . . . .. 57.7 18.2 378 53.5 8.7 75.2
25t054vyears . ... ............ 76.0 436 577 75.8 799 85.0
25t034years. .............. 78.7 412 55.8 75.6 80.4 85.7
35tod4dvyears . .............. 77.6 41.0 59.8 782 79.7 841
45t054years . ... ........,.. 725 46.5 57.9 722 79.0 85.3
S5yearsandolder ... ... ..., 235 108 171 274 313 34.8
55 to 64 years . ., . . e 46.2 31.4 345 47.8 65.5 59.9
B5yearsandolder ........... 8.8 4.8 7.0 16.3 1.7 13.8
Foreign born, 25 years and older . . 52.1 34.2 46.4 53.6 69.4 69.4
25t084years ... ............ 64.5 49.1 578 654 765 745
25t034years .............., 59.8 42.2 50.1 60.9 736 704
3Stoddyears............... 675 53.8 58.4 66.3 80.4 77.2
45toS54years . .............. 68.4 53.1 74.5 71.0 752 78.5
SByearsandolder . ........... 251 155 25.8 28.6 42.6 414
55to6ayears............... 48.8 344 — 526 652 608
65yearsandolder .,......... 7.7 53 8.5 7.0 12.9 19.8
Note: Data are not shown where there are fewer than 75,000 in the population.
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for Hispanic immigrants in residential enclaves
but for those in broader economic enclaves as
well. For example, groups of Hispanic immi-
grants not fluent in English work as migrant

farmnworkers in some rural areas. Similarly, ina .

number of metropolitan areas, there are groups
of Hispanic immigrants who work for English-
speaking employers in construction or service
occupations. In such instances, a bilingual inter-
mediary often enables English-speaking em-
ployers and immigrant workers not fluent in
English to communicate. Although economic
enclaves do provide job opportunities for His-
panic immigrants who do not speak English
well, these immigrants may experience difficul-
ties if they seek work outside the enclaves.

Let us now examine the relationship between
English fluency and the labor force participation
rates of immigrant men and women in each race-
ethnic group. These rates also are compared with
those of U.S. natives. (The participation rates for
non-Hispanic black immigrants are not analyzed
because the population is too small to obtain reli-
able estimates of participation in each language
fluency category.) To control for the different age
distributions of immigrants and natives in each
race-ethnic group, labor force participation rates
are analyzed only for persons in the central work-
ing ages of 25 to 54.

Among non-Hispanic white men, 95 percent of
U.S. natives and immigrants who spoke only En-
glish at home participated in the labor force. The
participation rate for white immigrants who spoke
another language but spoke English fluently was
93 percent, considerably higher than the 82-per-
cent rate for those who did not speak English flu-
ently. (See table 8.)

The labor force participation rate for men of
Asian descent who were born in the United States
was 92 percent. Nearly all Asian immigrant men
who spoke only English at home were in the labor
force (98 percent), as were 93 percent of those
who spoke another language and were fluent in
English. By comparison, only 74 percent of Asian
immigrant men who spoke little or no English par-
tictpated in the labor force.

Among Hispanic men, the participation rate for
U.S. natives was 92 percent, compared with 95
percent for their immigrant counterparts. Unlike
the rates for non-Hispanic white and Asian immi-
grants, participation rates among Hispanic immi-
grants varied little by degree of English fluency.
This seems to support the hypothesis that, because
of the size of the Spanish-speaking population and
their concentration in Hispanic enclaves, immi-
grant Hispanic men who are not fluent in English
have more abundant job opportunities than do non-
Hispanic immigrants. The availability of jobs
within enclaves may, in turn, reduce the economic

need for Hispanic immigrants to become fluent in
English.

However, the existence of Hispanic enclaves
does not seem to have the same effect on the la-
bor force participation of immigrant Hispanic
women who do not speak English fluently. Only
47 percent of these women participated in the la-
bor force. In contrast, the participation rate was
71 percent for immigrant Hispanic women who
spoke only English at home, and 75 percent for
those who spoke both another language and En-
glish fluently. Hispanic women who werc born
in the United States participated in the labor
force at a 68-percent rate. The participation rates
of non-Hispanic women followed essentially
this same pattern, That is, the rates for U.S. na-
tives were fairly similar to those for immigrants
who spoke English fluently, and the rates were
much lower for immigrants who did not speak
English fluently.

Unemployment

The unemployment rate—the proportion of labor
force participants who do not have jobs but are ac-
tively looking for work—was 5.7 percent for both
immigrant men and immigrant women in Novem-
ber 1989. This was half a percentage point higher
than the rates for men and women bom in the
United States. Although these differences appear
rather small, they mask the fact that recent immi-
grants—especially those who came to this country
during the 1982-89 period—were much more
likely to be unemployed than were immigrants
who arrived during earlier periods. The following
tabulation shows the unemployment rates of im-
migrant men and women by the years in which
they came to the United States to stay:

Men Wornen

Allvears ........ 5.7 5.7
1082-89 ...... 7.5 84
1975-81 ...... 6.1 6.5
1965-74 ...... 4.1 34
Before 1965. ... 44 52

The higher unemployment rates of the most re-
cent immigrants can be explained, in part, by the
fact that a much larger proportion of their labor
force was 16 to 24 years old—the age range for
which unemployment rates tend to be highest
among immigrants and natives alike. For example,
27 percent of male immigrants who arrived during
198289 were 16- to 24-year-olds. This age
group accounts for 17 percent of U.S. natives, 15
percent of immigrants who arrived during 1975-
81, and 8 percent of those who arrived in the
196574 period.

Even within particular age groups, the pattern
of higher unemployment rates for recent immi-
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Table 7.

{Numbers in thousands]

Immigrant population aged 16 and older by gender,
race, Hispanic origin, language spoken at home, and
English fluency, November 1989

Speakers of other
Speak languages who speak
Gender, race, and Total only English—
English
at homs Very wall  |(Not well or
or well net at all
Both sexes
Total ................ 14,756 3,473 6,568 4,716
Percent distribution . . 100.0 235 44.5 320
White non-Hispanic . . . 4,789 2,133 2,042 614
Percant distribution . . 100.0 445 42 6 128
Black non-Hispanic ... 868 565 216 87
Percent distribution . . 100.0 65.0 24.9 10.1
Asian non-Hispanic . .. 3,057 440 1,732 885
Percent distribution , . 100.0 14.4 56.7 29.0
Hispanic ............ 5,809 287 2,513 3,108
Percent distribution . . 100.0 4.9 42.5 526
Men
Total ................ 7.119 1,544 3,423 2,152
Percent distribution . . 100.0 21.7 48,1 0.2
Whita non-Hispanic . . . 2,188 950 995 244
Percent distribution . . 100.0 43.4 45.4 1.1
Black non-Hispanic ... 401 249 111 41
Percent distribution . . 100.0 62.1 27.8 10.2
Asian non-Hispanic . .. 1,412 176 873 364
Percent distribution . . 100.0 124 61.8 258
Hispanic ............ 3,043 147 1,401 1,495
Percent distribution . . 100.0 4.8 46.0 491
Women

Total . ..... e 7,637 1,829 3,145 2.564
Percent distribution .. 100.0 253 41.2 336
White non-Hispanic . . . 2,601 1,183 1,048 370
Percent distribution . . 100.0 45.5 403 14.2
Black non-Hispanic . . . 467 316 105 47
Percent distribution . . 100.0 67.6 225 10.0
Agian non-Hispanic . . . 1,645 264 859 521
Percent distribution . . 100.0 16.1 52.2 3.7
Hispanic . .........., 2,866 139 1,111 1,615
Percant distribution | . 100.0 4.9 388 56.4

unknown,

Note:  The total number of immigrants excludes the few whose language spoken at hame
is unknown or who speak a language other than English but whose English fluency is

grants and lower rates for earlier immigrants ap-
pears to prevail.”® This gap stems in part from dif-
ferences between immigrant waves in the
education and skills they possessed before they
immigrated. (This phenomenon is examined more
extensively in the section on occupational em-
ployment.) Differences in length of residence in
the United States also play a role, This is because
recent immigrants have had less time to learn the
workings of the U.S. labor market and establish
economic contacts than have earlier immigrants
and U.S. natives. In addition, recent immigrants
are less likely to be fluent in English than are those
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who have lived in the United States for longer pe-
ricds. As table 8 shows, immigrants who did not
speak English fluently generally experienced
much higher unemployment rates than those who
were fluent."!

Occupational employment

Among employed men, immigrants who moved
to this country during the 1982-89 period were
much more likely than natives to work in occupa-
tions that are generally lower paying. For ex-
ampie, 19 percent of recent immigrants—versus 9
percent of U.S. natives—worked in service occu-
pations, which include such jobs as food prepara-
tion, child care, and janitorial services. One-fourth
of recent immigrants, compared with one-fifth of
natives, worked as operators, fabricators, and la-
borers. Farming, foresiry, and fishing occupations
accounted for 9 percent of employment among re-
cent immigrants, but for only 4 percent among
natives. U.5. natives were more concentrated in
higher-paying jobs than were immigrants who
arrived here during the 1982--89 period. For ex-
ample, 26 percent of employed native men
worked in managerial and professional occupa-
tions, nearly 1.6 times the proportion of recent
immigrants. There was also a contrast between
the groups within precision production, craft,
and repair occupations, which accounted for 20
percent of employed U.5. natives, versus 16 per-
cent of recent immigrants, {See table 9.)

Immigrant men who arrived during 1965-74
and 1975-81 were also more likely than U.S.
natives to work in low-paying occupations and
less likely to work in high-paying ones. These
differences, however, were small when com-
pared to the gap between natives and the most
recent immigrants,

Immigrant men who arrived before 1965 were
actually more likely to work in higher-paying jobs
than were U.S. natives. Managers and profession-
als accounted for 36 percent of employment
among these earlier imrigrants. At the same time,
only 11 percent of pre-1965 immigrants worked
as operators, fabricators, and laborers.

Among women, the occupational distributions
of U.S. natives and immigrants who arrived before
1963, although not identical, were fairly similar.
By comparison, more recent immigrants held jobs
very different from those held by natives. This
was true even of immigrant wornen who had lived
in this country for as long as 15 to 25 years (that is,
persons who arrived during the 1965-74 period).
These differences were generally smaller, how-
ever, than those between U.S. natives and immi-
grant women who arrived after 1974.

Service occupations, for example, accounted
for 17 percent of employment among native



women, and for 19 percent among women who
immigrated before 1965. These jobs made up a
somewhat larger share of employment among
1965-74 immigrants (23 percent), and a much
larger share among immigrants who had arrived
during the 1975-81 (28 percent) and 1982-89 (30
percent) periods. There were also large represen-
tational differences among wornen in managerial
and professional occupations and administrative
support (including clerical) jobs. U.S. natives and
immigrants who came to this country before 1965
were considerably more likely to work in these oc-
cupations than were women in the three more re-
cent immigrant groups.

In summary, immigrant men and women who
had lived in the United States the longest generally
worked in higher paying occupations than did
more recent immigrants. Furthermore, the occu-
pational characteristics of the earlier immigrants
were much more similar to those of natives than
were those of newer arrivals. Although this pattern
may suggest that length of U.S. residence goes
hand in hand with labor force assimilation, it also
results from factors other than assimilation. '

The different age distributions of U.S. natives
and the various immigrant cohorts clearly play a
role. For example, among employed men, 26 per-
cent of immigrants who came to the United States
during the 198289 period were 16 to 24 years
old. By comparison, 15 percent of U.S. natives
and practically none of the pre-1965 immigrants
fell into that age range. This might explain why,
relative to U.S. natives, a smaller proportion of
1982-89 immigrants and a larger proportion of
pre-1965 immigrants worked in managerial and
professional jobs.

Differences between imiigrant cohorts in edu-
cation and skills obtained before they came to the
United States might also explain their different oc-
cupational characteristics. Before enactment of
the Immigration Act of 1965, U.S. policy gave
preference to European immigrants and severely
restricted immigration from Asia. The 1965 Act
replaced this national-origin preference system
with a policy that favored immigrants who have
relatives in the United States. The Act also permit-
ted greater immigration from Asia."”

In a study using data from the 1940-80 U.S.
censuses, George J. Borjas found that the propor-
tion of the immigrant flow that came from Europe
declined during the period studied, and the propor-
tions from Asia and Latin America rose.” This
shift in the national-origin composition of immi-
grants resulted partly from the 1965 Immigration
Act and subsequent amendments to U.S. immigra-
tion law. Just as important, however, were the
changes in economic and political conditions
around the world. Borjas noted that Western Eu-
rope became more economically and politically

Table 8.

Labor force status of the civilian noninstitutional

population aged 16 and older by gender, race,
Hispanic origin, country of birth, language spoken
at home, and English fluency, November 1989

[Nurnbers in thousands]

Fareign born
Speak other lahguage
Gender, racs, and U.S. born Speak
Hispanic origin - Total only Speak Speak
English | English | English
at home | very well | not well or
or well | not at all
Man
Total labor force ... ... 41,774 4,110 818 2121 1,171
Percent of population . 94.2 926 95.4 93.3 B9.7
Employed . ......... 40,150 3910 792 2,026 1,083
Unemployed ........ 1,624 200 27 85 78
Unemployment rate . 3.9 4.9 3z 45 8.7
White non-Hispanic
laborforce......... 35,363 1,080 449 547 84
Percent of population . 95.4 92.8 95.3 92.7 81.9
Employed . ......... 34,256 1,027 436 517 74
Unemployed . .... ... 1,107 53 14 30 10
Unemployment rate . 34 4.9 3.0 55 115
Asian non-Hispanic
labor foree . ........ 285 860 104 596 160
Percent of population . 91.6 88.6 98.0 93.4 74.0
Employed .......... 277 827 102 573 152
Unemployed . ....... 8 33 2 23 8
Unemploymant rate . 2.7 38 1.7 39 48
Hispanic labor force . .. 1,800 1,880 93 801 896
Percent of population . 92.3 94.8 23.7 95.5 94,2
Employed .......... 1,671 1,779 87 852 840
Unemployed . ....... 128 101 6 39 56
Unemployment rate . 71 53 6.8 4.3 6.2
Women
Total labor force ... ... 35,356 2,923 773 1,455 696
Percent of population . 76.0 64.5 76.8 728 457
Employed .......... 33,872 2,770 738 1,388 644
Unemployed . ....... 1,483 154 35 66 52
Unemployment rate . 42 5.3 45 46 7.5
White non-Hispanic
jaborforce . ........ 29,086 805 364 378 62
Parcent of population . 76.7 66.4 73.5 67.5 386
Employed .......... 28,106 775 354 365 56
Unemployed ........ 980 30 1 13 ]
LUnemployment rate . 34 3.7 29 35 9.5
Asian non-Hispanic
leborforce .. ....... 256 772 152 488 133
Percent of population . g2.2 67.9 82.4 76.9 418
Employed . ......... 255 736 144 468 124
Unemployed ........ 1 36 7 20 -]
Unemployment rate . 4 4.7 48 4.2 6.3
Hispanic labor force . . . 1,436 780 68 234 477
Parcent of population . 67.6 546 70.7 74.6 47.0
Employed .......... 1,337 999 68 489 442
Unemployed .. ...... 99 66 —_ 3 35
Unemployment rate . 5.9 8.5 — 133 7.4

Note: Dash indicates that no cases ware found in sample.

The reader shoutd use caution when interpreting smalt numbers because they may have
sather large margins of sampling error. The total numbers of immigrants exclude the fow
whose language spoken at home is unknown or who speak a language other than English

but whose English fluency is unknown.
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Table 9.  Employed civilians by gender, occupation, country of birth, and year of
immigration (if applicable), November 1989
[In percent]
Forlegn born
Gender and occupation u.s. Year of immigration
born Total Before
1962-89 1975-81 | 1965-74 1965
Men
Total employed (in thousands) .. .......... 56,263 5,297 1,532 1,468 1,193 894
Percentoftotal .................... .. 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Managerial and professional specialty . . . . 26.2 22.4 16.8 214 22,5 358
Executive, administrative, and managerial . 13.9 10.4 6.7 10.5 9.9 18.8
Professional specialty . ................ 12.3 12.0 9.9 10.8 12.7 171
Enginears ......................... 2.6 3.8 3.0 4.1 3.9 44
Mathematical and computer sciantists . . . 1.0 8 1.0 4 9 ]
Natural scientists .. ................. 4 5 4 A 5 1.5
Health diagnosing. .. ..............., 1.0 1.7 4 1.9 2.5 27
Health assessment and treating . . ... ... 5 2 2 3 2 t
Teachers, college and university ... . ... 7 2.0 28 7 2.6 22
Teachers, except college and university . 1.9 B 2 5 5 1.8
Lawyersandjudges ................. 1.1 2 3 — — 4
Other professional specialty . . ...... ... 3.2 22 1.4 27 t.5 35
Technical, sales, and administrative support 20.6 15.9 14.2 15.4 17.9 18.1
Technicians and related support .. ... .. 31 2.7 2.7 3.0 3.0 21
Health technologists and technicians | . 4 5 5 5 3 6
Engineering and science technicians . . 1.5 1.2 7 1.6 1.8 9
Other technigians . ............. ... 1.2 1.1 1.4 8 1.3 7
Sales ocoupations . ................... 11.4 8.2 7.0 7.2 10.0 10.2
Supervisors and proprietors ... ........ 3.9 38 3.1 34 53 4.5
Finance and business services ... .. ... 2.1 1.0 .8 1.2 1.2 1.1
Commodities, except ratait . . ...... .. .. 22 8 7 3 .8 241
Retail and personal services ... ..... .. 3.2 286 26 2.2 2.8 2.5
Adminisirative support, including clerical . . 6.1 5.0 4.4 53 59 4.8
Supervisors .. ... L. 5 2 — — 2 .8
Computer equipment operators . .. . . ... 5 ] 7 K] 9 2
Secretaries, stenographers, and typists . . 2 3 4 A — .8
Financial records processing ... ..... .. 4 2 3 A 3 A
Mail and message distribution ., ..... .. 1.0 8 8 5 1.3 9
Other administrative support .......... 36 29 2.3 3.9 23 28
Service occupations ... ... ... ..., .. 8.7 13.9 19.1 136 8.5 8.2
Private households . .. ............ .. A — A — —_ —_
Protective service .. ................. 27 1.3 1.2 5 23 1.3
Service,other . ........ . ... . ..., .. 6.0 125 17.7 1341 7.2 6.8
Foodservice ..................... 2.8 7.7 1.7 83 38 2.8
Healthservice . .........,.... . ... .2 S5 5 6 7 —
Cleaning and building service . . ... . .. 23 3.7 5.0 35 2.0 29
Perscnal service .................. B 7 6 B 6 14
Pracision production, craft, and repair. .. .. 20.2 19.2 16.3 20.4 19.9 22.5
Machanics and repairers ......... .. .. 71 4.7 3.7 4.4 58 6.0
Constructiontrades ............... .. 8.2 8.9 96 8.9 8.0 85
Other ... ... ... o .. 4.9 5.7 2.9 7.2 6.0 7.9
Operators, fabricators, and laborers | . . . .. 20.3 22.2 24.9 23.2 25.0 114
Machine operators, assemblers,
andinspectors .................... 7.2 10.5 10.4 12.2 12.3 4.9
Transportation and material moving. ..., 7.0 5.2 5.2 57 6.0 35
Handlers, cleaners, helpers, and laborers 6.0 6.5 9.3 54 6.7 29
Farming, forestry, and fishing . ... ..... .. 3.9 6.4 9.1 59 5.4 4.3
Women
Total empioyed {in thousands) .. .......... 42,923 3,791 878 996 927 797
Percontoftotal ................... ... 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.00
See note at end of table.
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Table 9.  Continued—Employed clvilians by gender, occupation, country of birth, and
year of immigration (if applicable), November 1989
[In percent]
Foriegn born
Gender and occupation us. Year of immigration
born Total Before
1982-89 1975-81 | 1965-74 1965
Women—Continued
Managerial and professional speciaity . . .. 269 205 i4.4 16.7 222 299
Executive, administrative, and managerial . 11.2 8.1 4.6 5.0 10.6 13.0
Professional speciaky ................. 16.7 124 9.9 1.7 1.7 16.8
Engineers . .............0ieiiiians 2 5 i R:] 5 —
Mathematical and computer scientists . . . 7 5 2 1.0 A 3
Natural scientists ................... 2 2 2 A — 5
Health diagnosing. ... ............... 3 8 3 1.1 1.0 4
Health assessment and treating . .. . ... . 3.5 3.8 31 2.9 45 5.1
Teachers, college and university .. ..... 5 7 1.3 5 3 4.0
Teachers, except college and university . 6.2 2.7 23 26 23 46
Lawyersandjudges ................. e 4 — — 4
Other professional specialty ... ........ 38 29 1.8 27 25 4.5
Technical, sales, and administrative support 45.1 33.9 31.9 326 35.2 375
Technicians and related support ... .. .. 35 29 27 2.6 35 24
Health technologists and technicians . . 2.1 1.9 9 1.2 2.7 2.1
Engineering and science technicians . . 4 3 9 5 — —
Othertechnicians . ................ 9 7 8 9 8 k)
Sales occupations .. ......... ... ... 13.4 12.1 13.1 13.6 11.5 10.7
Supervisors and proprietors .. ......... 2.8 2.0 1.0 2.4 1.8 3.1
Finance and business services ........ 1.9 1.7 1.7 9 24 1.8
Commaodities, exceptretail ... ......... 7 6 1.0 5 B 1
Retail and personal servicas . ......... 7.8 7.7 9.2 9.8 6.6 5.6
Administrative support, including clericat . . 28.2 18.9 13.1 16.4 20.2 245
SUPBIVISOIS . ....ccvvivririinniinns 8 R —_ 6 9 .8
Computer equipment operators ........ 1.0 9 5 8 1.1 15
Secretaries, stenographers, and typists . . 9.4 53 6.2 4.3 5.3 59
Financial racords processing ........ .. 42 2.8 2.6 29 28 241
Mail and message distribution .. ....... 7 A — 3 2 —
Other administrative support .......... 12.1 9.3 6.9 7.4 10.0 14.1
Service occupations . ................. 16.6 253 29.7 281 22.8 18.6
Private househoids . . . ............... 1.3 46 75 5.6 3.2 19
Protective Srvice . ... .......o.vuvn 5 4 — — R 3
Service,other ... _................. 14.8 203 22.1 225 18.8 16.4
Foodservice ..................... 5.8 6.3 9.1 7.9 4.3 31
Healthservice .. _........._....... 3.3 5.2 4.7 6.2 52 4.4
Cleaning and building service ... ... .. 23 5.8 6.8 58 5.0 45
Personal service .................. 35 3.0 1.4 2.5 44 4.4
Precision production, craft, and repair. . . .. 22 4.0 3.9 57 3.8 29
Machanics and repairers ............. 3 2 1 2 3] —
Constructiontrades ................. 2 3 2 6 — 3
Other ... .. i 1.7 35 35 4.9 3.1 26
Operators, tabricators, and laborers . ... .. B3 15.4 19.8 18.7 15.0 10.4
Machine operators, assemblers,
andinspectors . ....... .. o0 5.6 13.2 175 13.3 124 9.3
Transportation and matetial moving . . . . . 9 6 7 4 9 8
Handlers, cleaners, helpers, and laborers 1.8 1.6 1.7 2.0 1.7 4
Farming, forestry, and fishing ........... 1.0 k] .5 1.3 1.1 6
Nore: Dash indicates less than 0.05 percent. The totals for each cccupation include the small number of persons whose
yeaar of immigration is unknown.

stable during the period studied, reducing the in-
centive for Western Europeans to immigrate to the
United States, At the same time, many parts of
Asia and Latin America became less stable, in-

creasing the incentive for residents of these coun-
tries to emigrate. Borjas observed that this shift in
the national-origin mix resulted in a deterioration
in the educational and skill levels of successive
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Table 10. Median weekly earnings of full-time wage and salary workers by gender, age, and country of birth,

November 1989
[Number of workers in thousands)
U.S. born Forelgn born
Gender and age Median 80-percent Median 80-percent
N:oml of weekly confidence N:'::(:r,: ! weoskly confidence
earnings Interval earnings interval
Men, 16 yearsandoider. ............ 42,861 $486 $480 to $493 4,157 $377 $353 to $402
16to24years.................... 5,509 277 266 o 288 591 223 21010 235
25yearsandolder ................ 37,352 516 510to 522 3,567 414 387 to 440
25t034years................... 14,260 455 441 1o 469 1,295 355 328 fo 382
Btoddyears................... 11,542 575 558 to 5o2 1,085 458 404 to 511
45toB4years. . ................. 7.160 582 564 to 599 671 480 437 to 543
S5to64years................... 3,966 539 501 to 578 448 481 43210 524
B5yearsandokier ............... 424 480 158 to 803 68 398 222to 574
Women, 16 years and older .. ....,... 31,908 346 339 t0 352 2,590 296 280to 312
16to24years.................... 4,626 246 237 to 255 31 239 209to 270
25yearsandoider ................ 27,372 369 363 to 376 2,279 306 289to 323
25lo34years................... 9,957 358 348 to 368 877 290 270t0 210
IStoddyears................... 8,769 385 37610 394 637 314 28610 343
45t 54years.................., 5474 374 358to 390 478 325 261to0 390
S5to6dyears................... 2,751 360 33810 382 241 310 21310 408
8Sysarsandoider ............... 4 283 201to 365 46 386 33gto 433
m _%
Table 11.  Median weekly earnings of foreign-born, full-time wage and salary workers by gender, age, and year of
immigration, November 1989
[Number of workers in thousands) ’
Year of immigration
1 1975
Gender and sge 1982-89 97561 Before 197
Number | Median 90-percent Number Median 90-percent | Number | Median | 80-percent
of weekly confldence of weekly confidence of weekly | confidence
workers | sarmnings interval workers earnings interval workers | sarnings interval
Men, 16 years and oider . , . 1,310 $281 $261 10 $301 1,151 $352 $319 to $386 1,531 $a99 $473 10 $525
16to24years.......... 410 214 201to 228 113 373 271t0 475 43 263 182t0 344
25yearsandolder ..., .. 900 314 28810 340 1,038 349 31310 386 1,488 504 478t0 531
25t034years......... 419 320 267 to 374 522 344 310to 378 287 401 361t 441
A5to44years......... 309 323 256 to 389 335 398 307 to 489 405 581 41010 752
45t 54years......... 122 309 143 1o 474 145 320 194 to 447 arz 588 50210 670
S5to6dysars......... 38 297 27110 323 25 367 280 to 455 379 499 45710 541
65 years and older . .... 13 281 22510 337 10 349 312to 386 45 943 756 10 1,130
Wonen, 16 years and cider 559 232 20810 256 753 273 255t 291 1,145 379 34810 410
16to24years.......... 150 230 20210 258 82 258 18810 323 486 297 247t0 347
25yearsandolder ...... 409 234 19810 271 661 275 2651t0 295 1,100 382 3Bl 414
25i034vyears. ... ..... 213 224 17610 272 341 287 264 1o 310 277 360 30710 412
35toddyears........, 120 258 185t0 321 238 269 247 to 291 260 484 435t0 533
45t054years . ........ 64 237 193 to 280 65 259 182 to 337 322 359 318to 400
S55to6d4years.......,. A i) 6810 130 18 207 175t0 239 197 353 272t0 433
65 years and older .. _ ., — — —_ — — —_ 43 391 34610 436

Note: Dash indicates that no cases wera found in the sample,

immigrant waves, particularly after the 1960 cen-
sus. This would partly explain why pre-1965 im-
migrants are more likely to work in higher-paying
occupations than are more recent immigrants.
The phenomenon of return migration might
also help to explain the differences in occupa-
tional characteristics between earlier and more
recent immigrants. Borjas cited research show-
ing that 20 to 30 percent of immigrants return to
their native countries (or migrate eisewhere)
within one to two decades after their arrival in
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the United States. If it could be shown that these
outmigrants were people who generally did not
fare well in the U.S, labor market, then immi-
grants from earlier waves who remained in the
United States might appear to have been more
“successful” than recent immigrants. That is, re-
cent immigranis have pot lived in this country
iong enough to evaluate their likelihood of labor
market success and decide whether to remain or
outmigrate. Borjas noted, however, that the
studies do not reach a consensus on the reasons




Table 12. Median weekly earnings of foreign-born, full-time wage and salary workers by gender, age, language
spoken at home, and English fluency, November 1989
[Number of workers in thousands]
Speak only English at home Speak other language at home
Speak English very wetl Speak English not well
Gender and age Number | Median | 90-percent or well or not at all
of weekly confldence y
Number Medlan g0-percent | Number | Madian | 80-percent
workers | eamings Interval of weekly confidence of woekly | confidence
workers | earnings interval workers | eamings| Interval

Men, 16 years and older . . . 833 $584 $520 to $648 1,889 $449 $405 to $493 1,399 $233 $2089 to $257
i6to2dyears.......... 77 222 191 to 253 195 321 280 to0 353 309 205 193 to 217
25yearsandolder . ..... 757 620 556 to 684 1,694 477 448 t0 506 1,090 258 231 1o 285
25to34years......... 220 482 446 to 519 601 409 82 to 436 469 221 209 to 233
3S5toddyears......... 198 622 546 to 699 588 506 475to 537 292 239 204 to 274
45to54years......... 193 739 692 to 786 295 506 390 to 622 175 288 24610 326
55to64years......... 122 659 57910 740 187 480 42010 540 131 356 30210 410
65 years and older .. ... 23 a7 83810 1,105 23 400 298 o 502 22 353 298 to 408
Women, 16 years and older 646 411 363 to 460 1.229 310 291 to 329 699 228 212t0 244
16to2dyears. ... ... .. 26 478 372 to 584 180 260 207 to 313 105 185 12510 245
25yearsandolder ... ... 620 411 364t0 458 1,050 37 297 o 337 594 234 21610 252
251034 years......... 194 361 321 to 41 435 30 280 to 322 245 208 18910 227
3Stoddyears......... 169 508 458 to 558 315 3583 356t0 410 153 233 211to 255
45 to 54 years 171 399 291 10 506 185 272 22210 322 114 317 105t0 529
55 to 64 years 76 396 347 o 445 87 31 168 to 434 74 247 206 to 288
65 years and older . . ... 10 527 465 to 589 28 357 331 to 403 8 398 363 to 435

for return migration. Thus, it is uncertain how
much return migration affects the occupational
characteristics of each immigrant group.

Weekly earnings

One result of the difference in occupational char-
acteristics between immigrants and U.S. natives is
a rather substantial gap in eamnings. The median
weekly earmnings of immigrant men who worked
full time (35 hours or more per week) as wage and
salary employees were $377 (+ $24).”° This was
78 percent of the median for U.S. natives ($486 +
$6). This gap in earnings was noted for each age
group under 55 years; in the older age groups, the
median earnings of immigrants were not signifi-
cantly different from those of natives. (See table
10.)

Among women, the median weekly earnings
of immigrants ($296 + $16) were 86 percent of the
median for natives ($346 + $6). This earnings gap
was concentrated primarily among 25- to 34-year-
olds and 35- to 44-year-olds, the two largest age
groups among both immigrants and natives. As
with men, the median earnings of immigrant
women in the 55-t0-64 and 65-and-older age
groups were not significantly different from those
of their native counterparts. In addition, there were
no statistically significant earnings differences be-
tween immigrant and native women aged 16 to 24
and 45 to 54.

The earnings of immigrants varied by the
length of time they had lived in the United States.

To examine the relationship between eamings and
length of residence, immigrants have been divided
into three year-of-entry groups: 198289, 1975~
81, and before 1975. Men and women aged 16 and
older who immigrated during 1982-89 had some-
what lower median weekly earnings than did their
counterparts who had immigrated during 1975-
81, The 1975-81 immigrants, in turn, camed con-
siderably less than immigrants who had arrived
before 1975. Pre-1975 immigrants, in fact, had es-
sentially the same median earnings as U.S. na-
tives, and this equality prevailed in virtually all
age-gender groups. (See table 11.)

English fluency also affects the earnings of im-
migrants. Among immigrant men who spoke a
language other than English at home at least some
of the time, those who were not fluent in English
earned only about half as much as those who were,
The earnings difference between fluent and non-
fluent women, although not so large as the gap
among men, was also substantial. Immigrant
women who spoke little or no English earned
about three-fourths as much as those who spoke
English “very well” or “well.” These English-flu-
ent immigrants, in turn, eamed less than immi-
grants who spoke only English at home. In fact,
immigrants who spoke only English at home actu-
ally earned somewhat more than U.S. natives,
(See table 12.)

These data demonstrate the economic benefits
of English fluency for immigrants, but they do not
indicate whether these benefits vary across ethnic
groups. For example, is the eamings gap between
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fluent and nonfluent Hispanic immigrants larger
or smaller than the corresponding gap for Asian
immigrants? The cps sample size is not large
enough to provide reliable eamings estimates by
English fluency and ethnicity, but other studies
have addressed this question using data from
the Survey of Income and Education, which
was conducted in 1976 by the U.S. Burecau of
the Census. These studies yield different conclu-
sions, however, leaving the issues open to fur-
ther investigation.'6

THE QUESTION AS TO HOW immigrants fare relative
to U.S. natives in the labor market cannot be an-
swered in only a few words because immigrants
are by no means a homogencous group. Recent
immigrants have much higher unemployment
rates than natives, and their sharply different occu-
pational characteristics result in much lower earn-
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the United States the longest exhibit labor market
characteristics that are similar to those of natives.
This contrast between recent and earlier immigrants
partly reflects differences between these groups in
the skills and education they had acquired before
their arrival in this country. It also results from the
fact that earlier immigrants have had more time to
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Women need not apply

With few chances for engineering education and even fewer chances of
employment, women could not afford to challenge male dominance in engi-
neering. The number of engineers climbed to about 130,000 in the census of
1920, but only forty-one were women. Helen A. Smith had a degree in electri-
cal engineering and worked for the Rochester Gas and Electric Corporation,
but she spent her days promoting the consumption of home lighting and de-
signing store windows. Helen Klein, a radio engineer for the Crosley Radio
Corporation, dejectedly admitted in 1930 that there were few opportunities for
the handful of women trained in engineering, partly because engineers were
assumed to be potential managers. Even if the woman engineer could obtain an
engineering job, she could not expect to be promoted to a managerial position
because “a woman controlling a department of men is often unsuccessful.
They resent her position and co-operation is never obtained.” Some male en-
gineers thought women might be suitable in engineering if they confined
themselves to stenography and drafting.

—Sharon Hartman Strom

Bevond the Typewriter: Gender, Class and the Origins of
Modern American Office Work, 1900-1930
(Urbana, 1., University of Illinois Press, 1992), p. 77.




