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Abstract

At the height of the US civil rights movement in the mid-1960s, foreign-born persons
were less than 1 % of the African-American population (Kent, Popul Bull, 62:4,
2007). Today, 16 % of America’s African diaspora workforce consists of first- or
second-generation immigrants and 4 % is Hispanic. Intergenerational improvement is an
important source of wage convergence of black immigrants. Unskilled immigrants who
arrive in the USA as children and adolescents experience substantial wage
assimilation, especially Caribbean-English and African-English immigrants. But
both unskilled immigrants arriving as adults and all skilled immigrants fail to
catch up to the wage status of either native-born whites or native-born
African-Americans. After living in the USA for 9–15 years, first-generation black
immigrants will have wage penalties at least as large as native-born
African-Americans. The immigration process selects black immigrants who have
or who would have achieved middle income or higher status in their country of
origin. As such, black immigrants tend to have above average observable
characteristics. Nevertheless, black immigrants do not obtain wage assimilation
equal to native-born non-Hispanic white male workers.

JEL Classification: J15, J31, J61, J62, J7

Keywords: Black immigrants, Assimilation, Discrimination, Immigration, Caribbean,
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1 Introduction
At the height of the US civil rights movement in the mid-1960s, foreign-born persons

were less than 1 % of the African-American population (Kent, 2007). Today, 16 % of

America’s African diaspora workforce consists of first- or second-generation immi-

grants and 4 % is Hispanic. (See Table 1.) The extant literature argues that black immigrant

labor market assimilation is governed by positive selection in the immigration process and

lateral class mobility of immigrants.1 Further, many immigrants arrive in the USA as children

and, therefore, are substantively acculturated to the American society prior to full-time entry

into the labor market. These factors should support rapid labor market assimilation.

This study empirically describes wage assimilation among black immigrants, with a

particular focus on age of arrival effects and their impact on racial wage differentials.

The dataset does not have a measure of cognitive ability or quality of education, and

this study only imprecisely controls for an immigrant’s education in the USA or a

source. Nevertheless, the extremely high years of education of some black immigrant
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groups, the fact that most black immigrants tend to have above average years of educa-

tion relative to their home country, and the extremely diverse cultural heterogeneity of

black immigrants will help shed light on the importance of race in the American labor

market. The research provides answers to several questions. One, are the wages of the

Table 1 Distribution of African-American ethnic groups, males

All Northeast Northwest South West

N 77,233 13,161 13,568 42,287 8217

Native-born non-Hispanic black 0.8307 0.5789 0.9144 0.8875 0.8062

Native-born Hispanic black 0.0128 0.0325 0.0059 0.0074 0.0210

Caribbean-English, 2nd gen. 0.0114 0.0352 0.0039 0.0071 0.0074

Caribbean-Spanish, 2nd gen. 0.0045 0.0116 0.0017 0.0029 0.0061

Haiti, 2nd gen. 0.0035 0.0115 0.0005 0.0023 0.0015

African-English, 2nd gen. 0.0026 0.0029 0.0035 0.0021 0.0033

African-French, 2nd gen. 0.00005 0.00003 0.0002 0.000019 0.0000

African-Other language, 2nd gen. 0.0009 0.0010 0.0008 0.0007 0.0018

Other immigrants, 2nd gen. 0.0096 0.0111 0.0073 0.0062 0.0299

Caribbean-English 0.0356 0.1263 0.0054 0.0203 0.0163

Caribbean-Spanish 0.0126 0.0394 0.0042 0.0073 0.0106

Haiti 0.0197 0.0492 0.0029 0.0188 0.0032

African-English 0.0174 0.0312 0.0150 0.0133 0.0198

African-French 0.0008 0.0015 0.0004 0.0006 0.0007

African-Other language 0.0158 0.0189 0.0197 0.0103 0.0336

Other immigrants 0.0234 0.0512 0.0148 0.0142 0.0409

Years in the USA 16.17 17.30 12.62 15.50 16.84

Distribution of immigrants by selective major geographical areas

Caribbean 2 African 2

English Spanish Haiti English French Oth. lang. Other 2

Connecticut 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01

New York 0.30 0.25 0.36 0.06 0.00 0.09 0.08

New Jersey 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02

Maryland 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.15 0.13 0.09 0.03

District of Columbia 0.05 0.03 0.02 0.08 0.13 0.16 0.05

Virginia 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.04 0.02

Florida 0.14 0.10 0.26 0.03 0.00 0.02 0.04

Caribbean African

English Spanish Haiti English French Oth. lang. Other 2

Connecticut 0.08 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02

New York 0.38 0.29 0.21 0.10 0.12 0.07 0.16

New Jersey 0.07 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.05

Maryland 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.13 0.05 0.08 0.04

District of Columbia 0.04 0.09 0.01 0.05 0.09 0.08 0.04

Virginia 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.01

Florida 0.14 0.10 0.42 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.06

Also, Years in the USA refers only to immigrants and n = 11,203 (All), 4655 (Northeast), 1195 (Northwest), 4212 (South),
and 1141 (West)
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second-generation black immigrants greater than, less than, or equal to the wages of

the third- and higher-generation African-Americans? Two, how does immigrant wage

assimilation vary by age of arrival and by skill group? Three, do black immigrants ob-

tain wages equal to native-born non-Hispanic white males?

This study finds that intergenerational improvement is an important path of labor

market assimilation. Also, unskilled immigrants who arrive in the USA as children

and adolescents experience substantial wage assimilation, especially Caribbean-

English and African-English immigrants. But both unskilled immigrants arriving as

adults and all skilled immigrants fail to catch up to the wage status of either native-

born whites or native-born African-Americans. In particular, after living in the USA

for 9–15 years, most first-generation black male immigrants will have wage penalties

higher than the black-white male differential for native-born workers. Additionally,

second-generation black male immigrants have substantial wage penalties, penalties

that are often similar to the penalties of native-born black males relative to native-

born white male workers.

Positive selection should lead to rapid the labor market assimilation of black immi-

grants relative to native-born Americans because the immigration process selects in

favor of persons with above average levels of observable and unobservable skills

(Butcher, 1994; Dodoo and Takyi, 2002; Model, 2008, 1991; Kalmijn 1996; Pierre, 2004;

Hamilton, 2014, 2012). Further, lateral mobility may allow immigrants to achieve

American socioeconomic status that is similar to the level of socioeconomic status they

held or would have held in their country of origin (Darity 1989; Foner, 1979; Pierre,

2004). With both positive selection and lateral mobility, black immigrants of middle or

higher socioeconomic status in their country of origin should achieve the same relative

status in the USA, and thus, some black immigrants are more likely to obtain higher

socioeconomic status than native-born African-Americans, who are disproportionately

poor and of lower socioeconomic status.

The large body of research on immigrant assimilation provides comparative

benchmarks for what we should expect for black immigrants. Chiswick (1978)

found that the wages of white male immigrants catch up with and overtake the

wages of native-born American white males within 10–15 years. Unlike Chiswick,

Borjas (1985) does not include Hispanics among whites. When Borjas estimates the

non-Hispanic white convergence rate for 1970, the rate is 5–10 years for white im-

migrants to overtake native-born whites. Also, white immigrants overtake native-

born whites in 10 years in 1980 (Borjas, 1995). Relative to native-born whites,

there is no evidence of earnings deterioration among newly arriving white immi-

grants in 1970 census (1965–1969 immigrants), 1980 census (1975–1979 immi-

grants), or 1990 census (1985–1989 immigrants).

Borjas (1985, 1995, 2015) finds that the white assimilation benchmark does not hold for the

1970s, 1980s, and 1990s Hispanic and Asian immigrant cohorts. The earnings of these immi-

grants often fail to overtake the earnings of either their own racial group or whites. Hence, ra-

ther than race or nativity, Borjas (2015, 1995, 1985) argues that the non-white immigrants of

the late 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s are less skilled than the native-born white workers, native-

born own-group racial minority workers, and previous cohorts of immigrants.

Black immigrants are often highly skilled with origins in countries where English

is the official language. Hence, in the absence of discrimination, their wage
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assimilation should be comparable to white immigrants, rather than the assimila-

tion results of Hispanic and Asian immigrants. Within 10–15 years, black male im-

migrants should have wages equal to native-born non-Hispanic white males.

However, the length of time required for black immigrants to catch up to native-

born American worker is not a settled empirical issue. For example, Kalmijn

(1996) reports that it takes 12, 34, and 21 years, respectively, for first-generation

English-speaking, Spanish-speaking, and French-speaking black male Caribbean im-

migrants to overtake native-born African-American men of the same ancestral ori-

gin. However, Borjas (1985: 482) suggests that cross-sectional studies of wage

assimilation, such as Kalmijn (1996) and others that dominate the black immigrant

assimilation literature, do not carefully distinguish between cohort, duration, and

period effects; therefore, these studies may not yield valid inferences on the ability

of immigrants to assimilate into the US labor market.

Black immigrant cohort effects for 1965–1969 and 1970–1974 are positive, sta-

tistically significant, and substantively large relative to 1975–1979 immigrants

(Borjas, 1985).2 Borjas takes this as evidence of lower relative skill among late

1970s black immigrants. But this evidence is also consistent with an increase in

differential treatment for the 1975–1979 cohort due to greater immigrant dis-

crimination and greater racial discrimination. For the 1950–1959, 1960–1964,

and 1965–1969 black male immigrant cohorts, there is no or negative within-

cohort wage growth, that is, no or negative wage assimilation. On the other

hand, there is an across-cohort wage growth, indicating either lower quality or

declining market treatment for the 1970–1974 immigrants relative to the 1950s

and 1960s immigrants.3

The most recent research argues that the first-generation Caribbean-English

black male immigrants who arrived in the USA between 1970 and 1989 and dur-

ing 1995–1999 overtake the income of native-born African-American males within

11–15 years of living in the USA (Hamilton, 2014). The pre-1970, 1990–1994, and

2000–2007 Caribbean-English cohorts will catch up with but not overtake the

native-born African-Americans within 11–15 years of arriving in the USA. All of

these Caribbean-English cohorts surpass native-born African-American men after

more than 20 years in the USA. The 1995–1999 Latin American cohort of black

male immigrants catches up to and maintains parity with native-born black males

during the 11th and 20th years in the USA; after the 20th year, they have a pre-

mium relative to native-born black males. African-English immigrants of the

1985–1989, 1990s, and 2000s cohorts have the most rapid assimilation. Starting

with wage penalties that are 25–35 log points below native-born African-

Americans (and 10 log points below Caribbean-English immigrants), they obtain

parity with native-born black males 11–15 years after being in the USA. (The

1985–1989 cohort requires 16–20 years, but they have the largest penalty on ar-

rival in the USA (0.355 log points).) No other black male immigrant ethnic group

catches up with native-born African-American males.

Nevertheless, after 20 years of duration in the USA, even the most assimilated first-

generation black immigrants will have very large income penalties relative to native-

born non-Hispanic white males. For example, among all black male immigrants the

1980–1984 Caribbean-English and 1995–1999 Latin American cohorts have the
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smallest penalties on arrival in the USA. After 20 or more years of American residence,

the Caribbean-English will earn 6.5 % more than the native-born black males but

14.7 % less than the native-born non-Hispanic white males, while the Latin American

immigrants will earn 1.8 % more than the native-born black males and 19.4 % less than

the native-born non-Hispanic white males.

This study is methodologically similar to Hamilton (2014) but differs in important

ways. Both studies control for cohort effects, period effects, and duration effects.

Hamilton’s sample excludes individuals who arrived in the USA before age 18, excludes

individuals born in Puerto Rico or the Virgin Islands, and does not distinguish second-

generation immigrants from third- or higher-generation African-Americans. Hamilton’s

duration effects do not control for age-on-arrival. Finally, Hamilton controls for na-

tional regions, a broad measure of differences in labor markets.

This study controls for the citizenship status of immigrants and years of education ob-

tained in the USA. Native-born African-Americans are separately identified by Hispanic

status. Also, this study controls for state of residence rather than region, and there are a

complete set of interactions of state fixed effects and time trend. Each of these adjust-

ments affects inferences about black immigrant wage assimilation.

Blacks born in Puerto Rico are a large component of Hispanic black Americans,

who have a lower wage penalty than non-Hispanic black Americans and therefore

represent an important additional comparative group for assessing the extent of as-

similation of black immigrants. Intergenerational mobility may be an important path

of immigrant assimilation; hence, it is important to distinguish second-generation im-

migrants from third- or higher-generation native-born African-Americans. For ex-

ample, Sakamoto, Woo, and Kim (2010) show that second-generation immigrants

have a smaller wage penalty than third- or higher-generation African-Americans, even

as second-generation penalties vary by ancestral group.

Separate equations are estimated for persons 16–64 years of age and persons

25–64 years of age. For the latter group, formal schooling is likely to be com-

pleted and the individual is more likely to be a full-time market participant. Im-

migrants who are also citizens are likely to have superior earnings opportunities

relative to non-citizens. Immigrants at least partially educated in the USA may

have better language skills, speak without an accent, and have greater familiarity

with American culture and labor market opportunities. Additionally, as we show

below, the effect of duration in the USA on immigrant wage growth varies greatly

by age-on-arrival. Specifically, persons who arrive in the USA prior to 26 years of

age have dramatically lower wage penalties than older arriving immigrants of the

same cohort and ancestral group and are the only black immigrants able to catch

up with and overtake native-born non-Hispanic black males workers—but not

native-born Hispanic black male workers or same-group second-generation black

male immigrants. Finally, inclusion of state-trend interaction terms allows differ-

ent trends in economic outcomes across state labor markets. This specification

controls for factors within state labor markets that may alter immigrant effects if

they are not accounted for by the statistical model.

This study is organized as follows. Section 1 presents and discusses the statistical

model. Section 2 discusses the data, while the results are presented in Section 3.

Section 4 summarizes and briefly discusses the conclusions.
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2 Statistical model
Consider the following assimilation equation:

lnYist ¼ β0 þ γ1Ai þ γ2Hi þ
X7

n¼1

αnG2in þ
X7

n¼1

θnGin þ
XK

k¼1

Xikβk þ Cohortt

þ Age of arrivali þ Yeart þ States þ State � Trendð Þst þ uist;

where lnYist is alternatively the natural logarithm of weekly wages or the natural loga-

rithm of annual earnings; A ≡ binary variable for third- or higher-generation non-

Hispanic African-Americans; H ≡ binary variable for third- or higher-generation

Hispanic African-Americans; G2 ≡ vector of binary variables for second-generation

black immigrants from Caribbean-English, Caribbean-Spanish, Haiti, African-English,

African-French, African-Other, and Other source countries, viz., Canada, Mexico,

South America, Oceania, Asia, and Europe; G ≡ vector of binary variables for first-

generation African-American immigrants; X is a vector of labor market covariates, in-

cluding the citizenship status of immigrants and whether immigrant was educated in

the USA; Cohort is a vector of variables that identify alternative periods of arrival in

the USA; Age of arrival is a vector of binary variables for ages of arrival in the USA;

Year of work fixed effects; State of residence fixed effects; State*Trend is a vector of in-

teractions between a state and a linear trend; and u is an error term.

Cohorts are immigrants’ years of arrival, demarcated by major institutional changes

(1965 Immigration Act) and alternative recessions: pre-1965, 1965–1974, 1975–1981,

1982–1991, 1992–2001, 2002–2007, and 2008–2013. Year fixed effects cover the work

years of 1994–2013. The vectors of binary variables for ages of arrival are as follows:

child (no more than 12 years of age), adolescent (13–17 years old), emerging adult

(18–25 years of age), young adult (ages 26–34), advanced adult (ages 35–44),

middle-age (ages 45–54), and senior (ages 55–64).

The labor market covariates include the following: marital status; health status; and

binary variables for small localities (cities with 100,000 or fewer persons) and large cit-

ies (metropolitan areas with 5,000,000 or more individuals), experience, and region. Ex-

perience is captured by two alternative sets of variables: (1) seven binary variables to

capture differing years of potential experience (6–10 years, 11–15 years,…, 31–36 years,

36 or more years of experience), where persons with 5 or fewer years of experience rep-

resent the comparative category, and (2) a third-degree polynomial in age. Similarly,

the model alternatively uses region and State and State*Trend. All whites are native-

born non-Hispanic whites. The State*Trend interactions relieve the statistical model of

the parallel trends assumption, that is, it allows that workers located in different states

may experience different wage trends.

For a given immigrant group, cohort, and arrival age, the differential effect of

first-generation immigration status on labor market outcomes is δnti ≡ θn + Cohortt
+ Age of arrivali. For a given cohort and immigrant group, the assimilation effect is

Δδa ≡ δnt,i + j − δnti = Age of arrivali + j −Age of arrivali, where i is a younger age

group than i + j. For a given age-on-arrival and immigrant group, the cohort effect

is Δδc ≡ δn,t + k,i − δnti = Ct + k − Ct, where t is an earlier cohort than t + k. Assimilation

with white workers occurs if there is no residual wage penalty for second-

generation black immigrants (αn = 0) and first-generation black immigrants are able
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to achieve parity (δ = 0) with non-Hispanic native-born white workers within 10–15 years.

It is well established that native-born black Americans have lower wages than observa-

tionally identical white Americans; hence, γ1 < 0 and γ2 < 0 are alternative assimilation

benchmarks for second-generation immigrants and first-generation immigrants after

10–15 years in the USA labor market.

2.1 Positive selection

If the immigration process is associated with positive skill selection, then we

should observe the following: (i) superior observable skill-linked attributes among

first-generation immigrants relative to the skill distribution of their country of ori-

gin and (ii) assuming a high intergenerational correlation of status, above average

education among second-generation black immigrants.

2.2 Lateral mobility

Separate regressions are estimated for high school-equivalent (12 or fewer years of edu-

cation) and college-equivalent (13 or more years of education) workers.4 Persons with

high status in their country of origin are more likely to be college-equivalent workers,

while persons with a low status in their country of origin are more likely to be unskilled

workers. If immigrants fully reproduce their class position in the USA, then we should

observe immigrant assimilation with white male workers within 10–15 years. Second-

generation black immigrants within each market segment should have wage parity with

native-born white male workers.

3 Data
The data are taken from the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic

Supplement (CPS ASEC) for March 1994–March 2013. Starting in 1994, the CPS ASEC

continuously includes information on nativity. The mean weekly wage refers to the year

prior to the survey. All individuals are 16–64 years of age during the wage-year. Poten-

tial experience = max{age of individual − years of education − 6, 0}. Self-employment

patterns differ across cultural groups. Hence, we do not delete the self-employed, des-

pite the fact that their wages may be difficult to determine precisely. The results show

that including or excluding self-employed persons does not affect this study’s conclu-

sions. All individuals are African-Americans and native-born non-Hispanic whites

(hereafter, “white males”). All income data are inflation-adjusted to March $2011 using

the Consumer Price Index—All Urban Consumers.

Puerto Rico and the US Virgin Islands are American territories, and persons born

within these territories are American citizens; hence, persons from the US Virgin

Islands and Puerto Rico who self-identify as black are considered native-born African-

Americans. Native-born Hispanic Americans include all persons who were US citizens

at birth, self-identified as Hispanic, and also self-identified as black. Caribbean-English

immigrants include persons with origins in English-speaking Caribbean Islands, as

well as Guyana and Surinam. Caribbean-Spanish immigrants include Costa Rica; El

Salvador; Guatemala; Honduras; Nicaragua; Panama; Cuba; Dominican Republic;

South America, not specified; Latin America; and Central America. Haitians are
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Creole- and French-speaking immigrants; hence, they are analyzed separately from

the English-speaking and Spanish-speaking Caribbean immigrant groups.

African immigrants include all persons with ancestral origins on the African contin-

ent. African observations are separated into African-English, African-French, and Afri-

can-Other language, according to the official language of the source country.

African-French source countries are Algeria, Republic of the Congo, Côte d’Ivoire,

Guinea, Morocco, Senegal, and Togo. African-English immigrants include persons

with origins in Cameroon, Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, South Africa,

Uganda, Zambia, and Zimbabwe. African-Other language immigrants are born in Cape

Verde; Egypt; Ethiopia; Eritrea; Libya; Somalia; Sudan; Tanzania; Zaire; Africa, not speci-

fied, and North Africa.

Finally, the residual category Other immigrants include persons from Mexico, South

America, Asia, and Western and Eastern Europe, as well as persons from Canada and

Oceania (Australia, Fiji, New Zealand, Tonga, Samoa, and other Oceania, unspecified)

and elsewhere (persons whose origins are not specified). As such, Other immigrants of

African descent include a large fraction of persons who are English-speaking and who

have been socialized into the work norms of an industrialized economy and the social

norms of white (or, at least, non-black)-dominated countries.

About 16 % of the 1994–2013 African-American male workforce consists of first-

and second-generation immigrants (Table 1). Caribbean and Central American immi-

grants represent 9 % of the African-American labor force. African immigrants are 4 %

of the African-American labor force. An average black immigrant worker has lived in

America for 16 years.

African-American immigrants are disproportionately residents of the northeastern

states of the USA. First- and second-generation black immigrants represent 39 % of the

Northeastern African-American male labor force. The West is the second major region

of residence; African-American male immigrants are 19 % of the black labor force. But

the bottom panel of Table 1 shows that these regional differences hid considerable con-

centration by states. More than three of four first-generation Caribbean-English and

two of three second-generation Caribbean-English reside in just five states and the

District of Columbia: New York-New Jersey-Connecticut, Washington, DC-Maryland-

Virginia, and Florida. Indeed, Caribbean immigrants are heavily concentrated in New

York and Florida, while African and Other immigrants are more evenly spread out

across the country. For example, 52, 39, and 63 % of first-generation Caribbean-

English, Caribbean-Spanish, and Haitian immigrants, respectively, reside in New York

and Florida. Among the second-generation Caribbean-English, Caribbean-Spanish, and

Haitian immigrants 45, 35, and 62 %, respectively, reside in Florida and New York.

For each ethnic group, 70–80 % of black immigrants arrived during the 1970s, 1980s,

and 1990s (Table 2, top panel). Thirty-six percent of Caribbean-English and 32 % of

Haitians arrived during the 1980s, while 29 % of Caribbean-Spanish, 39 % of Africans,

and 36 % of Other immigrants arrived during 1992–2001. Nearly six of ten African im-

migrants are emerging adults or young adults when they arrive in America. Only 14 %

are children or adolescents. Thirty-six percent of Caribbean-English are children or ad-

olescents upon arrival in the USA, with 42 % arriving as emerging or young adults.

Other immigrants have a high proportion of children and adolescents on arrival (29 %)

and a high proportion of emerging and young adults (52 %). Forty-nine and 47 % of
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Haitian and Caribbean-Spanish immigrants, respectively, are emerging or young adults,

with 10 and 14 % arriving as children or adolescents, respectively.

In 1994–2001, 11 % of native-born whites were dropouts and 27 % were college grad-

uates (Table 2, bottom panel). Among first-generation black immigrants, nearly 19 %

were dropouts and 25 % were college graduates. By 2008–2013, 7 % of native-born

whites were dropouts versus 12 % of first-generation black immigrants and 32 % of

native-born whites were college graduates versus 29 % of black immigrants. Thus, the

first-generation black immigrants had no relative deterioration in this important skill

category during 1994–2013.

Table 2 Immigrant cohorts, age-on-arrival, and educational attainment by nativity

Caribbean-
English

Caribbean-
Spanish

Haiti African-
English

African-
French

African-Oth
lng

Other
immigrants

Cohort

Arrived pre-1965 0.0267 0.0390 0.0091 0.0055 0.0000 0.0013 0.0139

Arrived 1965–1974 0.1527 0.0970 0.0892 0.0597 0.0000 0.0277 0.0713

Arrived 1975–1981 0.1817 0.1410 0.203 0.1142 0.0568 0.0617 0.1298

Arrived 1982–1991 0.3646 0.2700 0.3231 0.2072 0.1121 0.2558 0.2972

Arrived 1992–2001 0.2171 0.2930 0.2901 0.3716 0.4068 0.4073 0.3639

Arrived 2002–2007 0.0486 0.1260 0.0662 0.1950 0.2485 0.1884 0.108

Arrived 2008–2013 0.0082 0.0350 0.0193 0.0458 0.1759 0.0566 0.0159

Age of immigrant on arrival in the USA

Child (≤12) 0.2263 0.2030 0.1564 0.0739 0.0151 0.0686 0.1633

Adolescent (13–17) 0.1375 0.1400 0.1004 0.0557 0.0404 0.0767 0.1253

Emerging adult (18–25) 0.2276 0.2690 0.2397 0.3370 0.2523 0.3102 0.3497

Young adult (26–34) 0.1905 0.2020 0.2579 0.2480 0.5052 0.2793 0.1783

Advanced adult (35–44) 0.1051 0.0600 0.1181 0.1441 0.0812 0.1150 0.058

Middle-age (45–54) 0.0229 0.0240 0.0346 0.0376 0.0162 0.0308 0.0279

Senior (55–64) 0.0048 0.0050 0.0045 0.0042 0.0166 0.0087 0.0028

N 2759 1134 1407 1531 74 1512 1976

Educational attainment

1994–2001 2002–2007 2008–2013

Dropout College Dropout College Dropout College

White 0.1095 0.2729 0.0891 0.3006 0.0656 0.3247

Black, 3rd generation+ 0.1555 0.1327 0.1135 0.1597 0.0888 0.1806

Black, 2nd generation 0.1388 0.2315 0.1087 0.2373 0.0740 0.2795

Black, 1st generation 0.1880 0.2527 0.1627 0.2771 0.1247 0.2914

Cohort

Arrived pre-1965 0.0369 0.3520 0.088 0.4581 0.008 0.4607

Arrived 1965–1974 0.1093 0.3610 0.084 0.396 0.0703 0.4193

Arrived 1975–1981 0.2121 0.2720 0.138 0.3186 0.0959 0.3338

Arrived 1982–1991 0.2159 0.2230 0.152 0.2584 0.103 0.3372

Arrived 1992–2001 0.2109 0.1790 0.191 0.2411 0.1328 0.2616

Arrived 2002–2007 n.a. n.a. 0.24 0.2456 0.1501 0.2321

Arrived 2008–2013 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.1872 0.2658

Source: author’s calculations, March CPS, 1994–2013. Sample is restricted to men with positive wages
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For the 1970s and all prior cohorts, the first-generation black immigrants had an

equal or higher percentage of college graduates than native-born whites, even as they

also had a higher percentage of dropouts. For example, among the 1975–1981 cohort,

27 % of black immigrants had a college degree in 1994–2001, about 32 % had a college

degree in 2002–2007, and more than 33 % had a college degree in 2008–2013. Among

native-born whites, 27 % had a college degree in 1994–2001, about 30 % had a college

degree in 2002–2007, and more than 32 % had a college degree in 2008–2013. All co-

horts of first-generation black immigrants have large increases in college graduates

across periods and large decreases in the percentage of dropouts; hence, the 1980s co-

hort shows educational convergence across time and near parity with white males in

2008–2013. The 1990s cohort also shows intertemporal convergence but does not

reach parity with white males.

Some immigrants were educated in the USA and some were educated abroad, prior

to arrival in the USA. International differences in education between the USA and the

source country may indicate a difference in skill. Accordingly, the empirical model in-

cludes binary indicators for whether a first-generation immigrant was educated in the

USA. Specifically, it is assumed that if the immigrant arrived in the USA on or before

his 17th birthday, he has an American high school education, that is, his 12th year of

education was obtained in the USA. If the immigrant arrived in the USA during his

18th or 19th birthday and he has only 13–15 years of education, then those years of

education occurred in the USA. If the immigrant arrived in the USA during between

his 18th and 21st birthdays and he has 16 years of education, then his bachelor’s degree

was obtained in the USA. If the immigrant arrived in the USA during between his 18th

and 22nd birthdays and he has a graduate degree but his bachelor’s degree was ob-

tained outside of the USA, then his graduate degree was awarded by an American uni-

versity. Certainly, these are not precise indicators of where an immigrant was educated;

nevertheless, they do provide an additional (if crude) indicator of skill as measured by

years of education.

3.1 Positive selection

The observable skills of first- and second-generation immigrants provide evidence of

positive selection (Table 3). Second-generation black immigrants have mean levels of

education higher than native-born African-Americans, 12.82 for non-Hispanics and

12.36 for Hispanics. Second-generation Caribbean-English (13.6) and African (14.03)

immigrants have higher mean levels of education than native-born white Americans.

Although they are 7–13 years younger than white males, second-generation Haitians,

Caribbean-Spanish, and Other immigrants are within one-half- to three-fourths-year of

attaining educational parity with white males.

First-generation Africans are the most skilled group in the sample: 44 % have ob-

tained at least a bachelor’s degree—14 percentage points higher than native-born non-

Hispanic whites. Caribbean-Spanish are the least skilled, averaging 11.2 years of educa-

tion, 32 % dropouts, and 14 % college graduates.

The major source countries for African immigrants are “Africa, not specified”

(23.83 %), Nigeria (18.23 %), Ghana (11.19 %), Ethiopia (9.25 %), Eritrea (6.38 %), and

Kenya (6.11 %).5 Except Ethiopia (Amharic and Oromo) and Eritrea (Arabic), all of the
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named countries are officially English-speaking countries. Each group of these first-

generation African immigrants would occupy an upper-income or elite-class status in

their home country. First-generation Nigerian males in the USA average 15.48 years of

education, and 68 % have at least some college education. By comparison, male literacy

in Nigeria is 72 % and men average 10 years of education.6 Ghanaians, like

Nigerians, are West Africans, that is, people with the closest cultural ties and

physical resemblance to native-born African-Americans. First-generation Ghanaian

Table 3 Labor market outcomes, age, and education, by nativity and by race

First-generation black immigrants

Caribbean-
English

Caribbean-
Spanish

Haiti African-
English

African-
French

African-
Other

Other
immig.

Weekly wage $920 $709 $707 $979 $676 $805 $720

Work hours 40.9 40.4 39.8 41.9 40.0 40.5 40.3

Age 40.4 37.5 40.3 39.7 37.4 37.3 35.5

Education 12.9 11.3 12.4 14.9 13.6 13.4 12.2

Dropout 0.1265 0.3031 0.2022 0.0193 0.1059 0.1060 0.2293

High school 0.3752 0.3682 0.3508 0.1861 0.2467 0.2336 0.3268

Some college 0.2760 0.1946 0.2713 0.2438 0.2214 0.3302 0.2104

College degree 0.1514 0.0980 0.1279 0.3108 0.2804 0.2067 0.1478

Graduate degree 0.0709 0.0362 0.0479 0.2399 0.1455 0.1235 0.0857

N 2757 1134 1407 1528 74 1511 1976

Native-born

Non-Hispanic black Hispanic black White

Weekly wage $786 $749 $1,134

Work hours 39.96 39.46 41.99

Age 37.43 33.36 38.80

Education 12.82 12.36 13.56

Dropout 0.1220 0.1764 0.0902

High school 0.4178 0.3945 0.3207

Some college 0.3043 0.3181 0.2925

College degree 0.1153 0.0934 0.1993

Graduate degree 0.0406 0.0176 0.0972

N 63,185 1186 626,545

Second-generation black Immigrants

Weekly wage $793 $827 $533 $686 $643 $966 $747

Work hours 37.79 39.10 34.92 34.68 38.15 39.28 38.41

Age 29.74 32.10 25.48 26.66 32.14 32.45 31.57

Education 13.62 13.10 13.06 13.96 14.79 13.43 13.29

Dropout 0.0735 0.1229 0.1040 0.0884 0.0000 0.1274 0.1253

High school 0.2566 0.2880 0.2606 0.1350 0.1799 0.3180 0.3085

Some college 0.3952 0.3939 0.4509 0.4167 0.2762 0.2439 0.3176

College degree 0.1823 0.1384 0.1550 0.2658 0.3764 0.2241 0.1728

Graduate degree 0.0924 0.0568 0.0295 0.0941 0.1675 0.0866 0.0758

N 823 373 238 213 8 82 837

Source: author’s calculations, March CPS, 1994–2013. Sample is restricted to men with positive wages
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males in the USA average 14.22 years of education, and 70 % have at least some

college education, even as male literacy in Ghana is 78 % and men average

12 years of education.

There are also large differences in the class status of first-generation male East

African immigrants and men in their home countries. Specifically, years of educa-

tion and education beyond high school are 13.9 average years of education and

64 %, 13.35 average years of education and 63 %, and 14.30 average years of educa-

tion and 81 % for first-generation immigrants of Ethiopian, Eritrean, and Kenyan

origins, respectively. But male literacy and years of education are 49 % and

10 years, 80 % and 5 years, and 91 % and 11 years for Ethiopia, Eritrea, and

Kenya, respectively.

Caribbean immigrants tend to have higher levels of education than members of

their source and host countries (Thomas-Hope, 2009). Thirty-one percent of

Caribbean-English men in the sample have “Caribbean origin, unspecified” as the

source country, and 22 % are of Jamaican origin. Per Jamaica’s Population and

Housing Census 2001, black males in Jamaica have an average of 10.63 years of

education versus 12.90 years of education for the first-generation black males in

our sample. Hence, first-generation Jamaica males in the USA have the equivalent

of an advanced secondary education (in Jamaica) versus a secondary education for

black males within Jamaica. If a first-generation immigrant Jamaican black male liv-

ing in the USA returned to Jamaica, his labor earnings would be 54–126 % greater

than the earnings of the average black male in the Jamaica.7 Conversely, a male

with 10.63 years of education in the USA is a dropout, and a male with 12.90 years

has some college. Regression analysis shows there is a 60 % differential for these

two groups of men. English-speaking Caribbean countries have similar education

systems and high intra-regional labor mobility. Hence, for both Jamaican in par-

ticular and Caribbean-English immigrants in general, first-generation male immi-

grants in the USA would have upper-income status in their home country.

Between the first and second generations, high school dropouts fall from 29.5

and 18.5 % for Caribbean-Spanish and Haitian men, respectively, to 13.44 and

11.3 %. The nation of Haiti has a male literacy rate of 53.4 % (The World Factbook 2013).

Eighty-one percent of working-age first-generation Haiti immigrants in the USA have at

least 12 years education. Haitian immigrants in the USA would hold a class position

among upper-income persons in Haiti.

The primary source countries for black male Caribbean-Spanish immigrants in

the USA are Dominican Republic (32 %), El Salvador (17.12 %), and Cuba (9.72 %).

Black Dominican males in the USA average 11.56 years of education, and 35 %

have education beyond high school. Black male Salvadorians in the USA average

9.8 years of education, and 18.5 % have education beyond high school. Black male

Cubans in the USA average 10.74 years of education, and 30 % have education be-

yond high school. Male literacy and years of education in the Dominican Republic

and El Salvador are 90 % and 12 years and 87 % and 12 years, respectively, but

male literacy in Cuba is 98 % and men average 15 years of education. Hence,

Caribbean-Spanish men in the USA would have a middle-income class status in

their home countries, with first-generation Cuban immigrants obtaining less than a

middle-income class status in Cuba.
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Other immigrants are a residual group. Thirty percent of first-generation Other im-

migrants that are black male immigrants are from Mexico. These men average

9.82 years of education, and 14 % have some education beyond high school. Ninety-five

percent of men in Mexico are literate, and they average 12 years of education. Hence,

the largest group of Other immigrants would have below average social class in their

home country.

First-generation Caribbean-English and African immigrants have higher wages

($949.66 and $889.96, respectively) than native-born non-Hispanic blacks ($824.38).

Also, second-generation Caribbean-English immigrants ($861.87) have higher mean

weekly wages. Black immigrants are healthier than native-born African-Americans and

more likely to be married and to reside in a large city.

4 Results
4.1 A. African-American wage inequality

Table 4 presents selected coefficients from the initial results of various specifications of

the wage assimilation equation for black male immigrants. These results are helpful for

summarizing overall outcomes, before proceeding to more complex specifications. The

dependent variable for column 3 (“Earnings”) is the natural logarithm of annual earn-

ings, while the natural logarithm of hourly earnings is the dependent variable for all

other specifications. The sample for column 2 (“Age ≥25”) is limited to men 25–64 years

of age, but the sample includes men 16–64 years of age for all other specifications.

Finally, columns 4–6 present results for separate work periods.

There is an inverse relationship between age-on-arrival in the USA and an immi-

grant’s market wage.8 Per column 1, there are positive and decreasing effects for

immigrants who arrive as children (15.4 %), adolescents (9.99 %), and emerging

adults (3.13 %) and negative and decreasing effects for immigrants arriving as

young adults (−11.3 %), advanced adults (−16.5 %), middle-age (−19.4 %), and se-

niors (−12.3 % but insignificant). Measuring from the mid-point of the age range,

immigrants arriving as children have been in the USA 9 years longer than immi-

grants arriving as adolescents and 15 years longer than immigrants arriving as

emerging adults. For this 15-year interval, the black immigrant wage differential

declines by 12.27 percentage points, that is, Δδ = 0.1540 − 0.0313. Similarly, for the

18 years between immigrants arriving as emerging adults and those arriving as ad-

vanced adults, Δδ = 19.63 percentage points.

The first-generation wage penalty varies with cohort and age-on-arrival. For example,

first-generation immigrants have a wage penalty of 0.176 log points, that is, 0.1220 +

0.200 (if they arrived during 1982–1991) −0.154 (if they arrived in the USA as a child).

Restricting the sample to men 25–64 years of age, the first-generation wage penalty is

0.220. For annual earnings, the first-generation wage penalty is 0.196. So the labor mar-

ket penalty for first-generation black male immigrants who arrived as children in the

1980s is about the same as or lower than the penalty of third- or higher-generation

non-Hispanic black males (0.199), but greater than the labor market penalty of third-

or higher-generation Hispanic black males (0.125).

The first-generation labor market penalty is considerably larger for immigrants

arriving as adults. For example, focusing on the 1980s cohort, for men who arrived
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as young adults, the wage penalties are 0.433 (men 16–64 years age), 0.487 (men

25–64 years of age), and 0.469 (annual earnings). For all cohorts and for all age-

on-arrival except children, first-generation wage penalties are higher than the wage

Table 4 Male wage inequality: race, nativity, year of arrival, and age at arrival (selected coefficients)

All Age ≥25 Earnings 1994–2001 2002–2007 2008–2013

Non-Hispanic generation 3+ −0.1990*** −0.224*** −0.243*** −0.189*** −0.197*** −0.209***

[0.0031] [0.0033] [0.0040] [0.0058] [0.0051] [0.0053]

Hispanic generation 3+ −0.1250*** −0.159*** −0.133*** −0.106** −0.121*** −0.133***

[0.0210] [0.0239] [0.0264] [0.0438] [0.0342] [0.0334]

Generation 2 −0.135*** −0.121*** −0.189*** −0.118*** −0.141*** −0.135***

[0.0145] [0.0160] [0.0200] [0.0305] [0.0260] [0.0212]

Generation 1 −0.1220 −0.134*** −0.145*** −0.0929*** −0.113*** −0.158***

[0.0113] [0.0117] [0.0143] [0.0202] [0.0192] [0.0196]

Arrived pre-1965 −0.175*** −0.182*** −0.159*** −0.238*** −0.181*** −0.0247

[0.0251] [0.0262] [0.0310] [0.0474] [0.0416] [0.0454]

Arrived 1965–1974 −0.213*** −0.221*** −0.224*** −0.233*** −0.232*** −0.169***

[0.0242] [0.0251] [0.0304] [0.0472] [0.0403] [0.0415]

Arrived 1975–1981 −0.187*** −0.206*** −0.182*** −0.203*** −0.205*** −0.162***

[0.0234] [0.0240] [0.0294] [0.0461] [0.0380] [0.0403]

Arrived 1982–1991 −0.2*** −0.24*** −0.211*** −0.244*** −0.221*** −0.143***

[0.0218] [0.0225] [0.0277] [0.0442] [0.0354] [0.0363]

Arrived 1992–2001 −0.193*** −0.275*** −0.206*** −0.247*** −0.177*** −0.17***

[0.0224] [0.0231] [0.0285] [0.0481] [0.0355] [0.0369]

Arrived 2002–2007 −0.188*** −0.292*** −0.216*** n.a. −0.205*** −0.142***

[0.0269] [0.0278] [0.0345] [0.0503] [0.0386]

Arrived 2008–2013 −0.223*** −0.355*** −0.39*** n.a. n.a. −0.189***

[0.0474] [0.0478] [0.0623] [0.0551]

Child (≤12) 0.154*** 0.154*** 0.16*** 0.155*** 0.172*** 0.117***

[0.0226] [0.0239] [0.0287] [0.0459] [0.0371] [0.0372]

Adolescent (13–17) 0.0999*** 0.0883*** 0.136*** 0.107** 0.077 0.13***

[0.0245] [0.0256] [0.0309] [0.0498] [0.0398] [0.0400]

Emerging adult (18–25) 0.0313 0.0476** 0.0646** 0.0453 0.00818 0.0483

[0.0219] [0.0224] [0.0276] [0.0452] [0.0352] [0.0359]

Young adult (26–34) −0.113*** −0.0442* −0.119*** −0.0811* −0.115*** −0.135***

[0.0231] [0.0234] [0.0291] [0.0482] [0.0371] [0.0373]

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.165*** −0.0981*** −0.136*** −0.142** −0.199*** −0.151***

[0.0276] [0.0279] [0.0343] [0.0576] [0.0438] [0.0452]

Middle-age (45–54) −0.194*** −0.129*** −0.153*** −0.161** −0.189*** −0.217***

[0.0376] [0.0378] [0.0477] [0.0727] [0.0645] [0.0611]

Senior (55–64) −0.123 0.0112 −0.118 −0.233 −0.0428 −0.121

[0.1082] [0.1073] [0.1379] [0.3069] [0.1402] [0.1607]

R-sq 0.4248 0.2394 0.4752 0.412 0.4399 0.4217

N 703,797 590,439 703,867 226,511 249,335 227,951

Source: author’s calculations. March CPS, 1994–2013. Additional control variables also include educational status (11 years
or less, 13–15 years, 16 years, 17 years or more), age, age2, age3, marital status, limitation on the amount or type of work,
region, size of city, year, and state fixed effects. Standard errors are reported in brackets
*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01
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penalty of third- or higher-generation non-Hispanic African-Americans. This is es-

pecially true for adult immigrants.

Intergenerational improvement is an important source of wage assimilation.

Second-generation immigrants have hourly wage penalties of 13.5 % (All) and

12.1 % (Age ≥25 years of age). For annual earnings, second-generation black male

immigrants earn nearly 19 % less than white males. By contrast, third- or higher-

generation Hispanic black males earn 12.5 % (All), 15.9 % (Age ≥25 years of age),

and 18.9 % (Earnings) less than white males. Hence, intergenerational mobility ap-

pears to assimilate black immigrants toward mean native-born African-American

earnings more so than mean white male earnings.

There is an improvement in the cohort effect of new immigrants. Black immigrants

arriving in 1992–2001 had a cohort penalty of 24.7 % during 1994–2001, while immi-

grants arriving in 2002–2007 and 2008–2013 had cohort penalties of 20.5 and 18.9 %

during 2002–2007 and 2008–2013, respectively. This pattern indicates that recent black

immigrants are at least as skilled as or face no more discrimination than earlier cohorts

of black immigrants. For the 1990s arrivals, their cohort penalty declines by 8 percent-

age points during the 13-year interval from 1994–2001 to 2008–2013, moving from

nearly 25 to 17 %. By comparison, the 1980s cohort saw a 10 percentage point decline

in their wage penalty during this same time interval, and the 2000s cohort experienced

a 7 percentage point decline in its wage penalty for the 6 years between 2002–2007 and

2008–2013 periods.

For a direct comparison with Chiswick’s (1978) specification, we estimated five

specifications of the wage equation without age-on-arrival effects, using instead lin-

ear and quadratic interactions of years in the USA since immigration with first-

generation immigrant. The initial specification includes all observations, while the

second omits men who arrived in the USA prior to adulthood. The third specifica-

tion is limited to men who were not self-employed, and the fourth equation includes

only men at least 25 years of age. The final specification is the most restrictive: all

men who arrived in the USA as adults, none are self-employed, and each man is at

least 25 years of age. The results are robust to changes in sample filters. For a first-

generation black immigrant who arrives during 1982–1991, there is an initial wage

penalty of 38.6 %. The duration effects indicate that after 15 years, the immigrant

wage penalty will be about 32.5 %, greater than the wage penalty for native-born

black males and far below the earnings of white males. For the 1975–1981 and

1992–2001 cohorts, the entry differentials are 35.1 and 40.3 %, respectively, declining

to 29 and 34.2 % after 15 years. So Δδa ≅ 6.1 percentage points after 15 years for the

Chiswick specification.

4.2 B. Black immigrant diversity

The results for all immigrants conceal differences by ethnicity and skill group. Ac-

cordingly, Table 5 includes seven specifications of the wage assimilation equation.

The hourly wage rate is the dependent variable in each specification, and each in-

cludes men 16–64 years of age. Tables 10 and 11 of the Appendix present results

when the dependent variable is annual earnings and the sample is restricted to men

25–64 years of age, respectively. The columns labeled “Exper” and “Age” are identical
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Table 5 Male hourly wage inequality: race, immigrant ethnicity, and age at arrival (selected
coefficients)

Exper Age Afr. lang Educ State All Full

Non-Hispanic
generation 3+

−0.17*** −0.183*** −0.183*** −0.183*** −0.199*** −0.199*** −0.199***

[0.0031] [0.0031] [0.0031] [0.0031] [0.0031] [0.0031] [0.0031]

Hispanic generation 3+ −0.117*** −0.12*** −0.12*** −0.12*** −0.126*** −0.126*** −0.127***

[0.0212] [0.0210] [0.0210] [0.0210] [0.0210] [0.0210] [0.0211]

Caribbean-English 2 −0.117*** −0.134*** −0.134*** −0.134*** −0.14*** −0.141*** −0.139***

[0.0257] [0.0248] [0.0248] [0.0248] [0.0248] [0.0248] [0.0248]

Caribbean-Spanish 2 −0.11*** −0.0989*** −0.0989*** −0.0991*** −0.107*** −0.107*** −0.109***

[0.0384] [0.0376] [0.0376] [0.0376] [0.0374] [0.0374] [0.0375]

Haiti 2 −0.178*** −0.177*** −0.177*** −0.177*** −0.169*** −0.17*** −0.168***

[0.0543] [0.0542] [0.0542] [0.0542] [0.0540] [0.0540] [0.0540]

African 2 −0.0912** −0.11*** −0.11*** −0.134***

[0.0438] [0.0420] [0.0420] [0.0422]

African-English 2 −0.16*** −0.181*** −0.185***

[0.0519] [0.0520] [0.0520]

African-Non-English 2 0.00745 −0.0278 −0.0263

[0.0684] [0.0695] [0.0690]

Other immigrants 2 −0.117*** −0.12*** −0.12*** −0.12*** −0.132*** −0.132*** −0.132***

[0.0257] [0.0249] [0.0249] [0.0249] [0.0249] [0.0249] [0.0249]

Citizen 0.00159 0.0294** 0.029** 0.0296** 0.0295** 0.0294** 0.0303**

[0.0150] [0.0147] [0.0147] [0.0148] [0.0147] [0.0148] [0.0148]

Caribbean-English −0.0538*** −0.0502*** −0.05*** −0.0555*** −0.0516*** −0.0576*** −0.0589***

[0.0178] [0.0176] [0.0176] [0.0198] [0.0176] [0.0199] [0.0199]

Caribbean-Spanish −0.118*** −0.138*** −0.138*** −0.143*** −0.148*** −0.153*** −0.154***

[0.0243] [0.0236] [0.0236] [0.0246] [0.0236] [0.0247] [0.0246]

Haiti −0.223*** −0.227*** −0.227*** −0.232*** −0.214*** −0.219*** −0.22***

[0.0227] [0.0223] [0.0223] [0.0237] [0.0222] [0.0236] [0.0236]

African −0.187*** −0.174*** −0.177*** −0.191***

[0.0184] [0.0180] [0.0193] [0.0181]

African-English −0.147*** −0.166*** −0.168***

[0.0219] [0.0230] [0.0230]

African-French −0.267*** −0.28*** −0.28***

[0.0735] [0.0734] [0.0733]

African-Other lang. −0.197*** −0.219*** −0.22***

[0.0227] [0.0238] [0.0238]

Other immigrants −0.115*** −0.136*** −0.136*** −0.14*** −0.14*** −0.146*** −0.146***

[0.0201] [0.0196] [0.0196] [0.0209] [0.0196] [0.0209] [0.0209]

Arrived pre-1965 −0.103*** −0.176*** −0.176*** −0.172*** −0.175*** −0.17*** −0.172***

[0.0253] [0.0251] [0.0251] [0.0260] [0.0251] [0.0260] [0.0259]

Arrived 1965–1974 −0.122*** −0.214*** −0.214*** −0.21*** −0.218*** −0.214*** −0.215***

[0.0244] [0.0242] [0.0242] [0.0248] [0.0242] [0.0247] [0.0247]

Arrived 1975–1981 −0.111*** −0.187*** −0.188*** −0.184*** −0.189*** −0.186*** −0.186***

[0.0236] [0.0234] [0.0234] [0.0239] [0.0234] [0.0239] [0.0239]
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regressions, except the former uses a vector of potential experience covariates to con-

trol for work experience, while the latter includes age, age2, and age3 as controls for

work experience. Given the extremely limited number of observations on second-

generation African-French, they are combined with second-generation African-Other

language to form African-Non-English. The “Afr. lang.” column decomposes the sec-

ond-generation African immigrants into two language groups, African-English and

African-Non-English, while the first-generation African immigrants include African-

English, African-French, and African-Other language. The “Educ” specification in-

cludes a vector of binary indicators for whether an immigrant obtained a high

school diploma, some college, a college degree, or a graduate degree in the USA.

State fixed effects are added to the specification in column 5. The “All” specifica-

tion simultaneously incorporates all of the changes associated with columns 2–5.

Finally, the “Full” specification adds a vector of state*trend interaction terms to the

All equation. This is the preferred specification.

Table 5 Male hourly wage inequality: race, immigrant ethnicity, and age at arrival (selected
coefficients) (Continued)

Arrived 1982–1991 −0.142*** −0.196*** −0.196*** −0.193*** −0.2*** −0.197*** −0.197***

[0.0220] [0.0218] [0.0218] [0.0224] [0.0218] [0.0224] [0.0224]

Arrived 1992–2001 −0.138*** −0.176*** −0.175*** −0.173*** −0.177*** −0.174*** −0.173***

[0.0228] [0.0225] [0.0225] [0.0229] [0.0225] [0.0230] [0.0230]

Arrived 2002–2007 −0.125*** −0.153*** −0.153*** −0.151*** −0.159*** −0.155*** −0.155***

[0.0277] [0.0274] [0.0274] [0.0278] [0.0273] [0.0278] [0.0278]

Arrived 2008–2013 −0.134*** −0.179*** −0.175*** −0.176*** −0.186*** −0.179*** −0.181***

[0.0490] [0.0478] [0.0479] [0.0482] [0.0477] [0.0480] [0.0479]

Child (≤12) 0.0916*** 0.156*** 0.156*** 0.151*** 0.152*** 0.147*** 0.148***

[0.0228] [0.0226] [0.0226] [0.0237] [0.0226] [0.0237] [0.0237]

Adolescent (13–17) 0.0774*** 0.0982*** 0.0988*** 0.0924*** 0.0947*** 0.0884*** 0.0885***

[0.0247] [0.0245] [0.0245] [0.0264] [0.0245] [0.0264] [0.0264]

Emerging adult (18–25) 0.0212 0.0359 0.0357 0.0357 0.0331 0.0327 0.0324

[0.0221] [0.0219] [0.0219] [0.0220] [0.0219] [0.0220] [0.0220]

Young adult (26–34) −0.0949*** −0.105*** −0.105*** −0.105*** −0.109*** −0.108*** −0.107***

[0.0233] [0.0230] [0.0230] [0.0231] [0.0230] [0.0231] [0.0230]

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.149*** −0.166*** −0.168*** −0.166*** −0.168*** −0.169*** −0.168***

[0.0279] [0.0276] [0.0276] [0.0276] [0.0275] [0.0276] [0.0276]

Middle-age (45–54) −0.199*** −0.193*** −0.194*** −0.192*** −0.196*** −0.196*** −0.196***

[0.0388] [0.0375] [0.0375] [0.0375] [0.0374] [0.0374] [0.0374]

Senior (55–64) −0.113 −0.138 −0.134 −0.137 −0.131 −0.126 −0.124

[0.1103] [0.1074] [0.1074] [0.1074] [0.1080] [0.1081] [0.1079]

R-sq 0.4061 0.4216 0.4216 0.4216 0.4249 0.4249 0.4256

N 703,797 703,797 703,797 703,797 703,797 703,797 703,797

Source: author’s calculations. March CPS, 1994–2013. Additional control variables also include citizenship status,
educational status (11 years or less, 13–15 years, 16 years, 17 years or more), experience (binary variables for each 5-year
interval from 6 to 35 years, plus a binary variable for more than 36 years of experience), age, age2, age3, marital status, re-
gion, size of city, health status, year fixed effects, state fixed effects, and state*trend interaction effects. Robust standard
errors are reported in parentheses
*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01
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Regardless of ethnicity, the results show that intergenerational wage assimilation

of black immigrants tends to bring their wages closer to native-born black male

workers rather than the higher wage level of white male workers. Mostly, the wage

penalties of second-generation black immigrants have a range of 10.9–18.5 %.

There is a similar range of penalties for native-born Hispanic and non-Hispanic

African-Americans, 12.7 and 19.9 %, respectively. The point estimate for second-

generation African-Non-English is an exception; for this small group (90 observa-

tions), the wage penalty is small (2.63 %) and is not measured precisely. However,

this exception does not hold for annual earnings inequality. Table 10 of the Appen-

dix shows that the earnings penalties for second-generation black male immigrants

range from 14.6 to 29.6 %. Again, this overlaps with the range of earnings penalties

for native-born Hispanic and non-Hispanic African-Americans, 13.5 and 24.2 %,

respectively.

First-generation wage penalties are the sum of the immigrant, age-on-arrival, and

cohort coefficients. Focusing on the 1982–1991 cohort, Table 6 presents the immi-

grant wage penalties by age of arrival. The “Full” column of Table 6 is the wage

penalties derived from the Full specification of Table 5. The other columns provide

wage penalties from the same specification but for different work periods. For all

ages of arrival and for each work period, Caribbean-English immigrants have the

smallest wage penalties of any first-generation black immigrant ethnic group. For

example, Caribbean-English immigrants arriving in the USA as children and ado-

lescents during 1982–1991 have an earnings penalties of 10.79 and 16.74 %, re-

spectively, while Other immigrants and African-English immigrants arriving as

children have wage penalties of 19.5 and 25.5 % and 21.7 and 27.7 %, respectively.

Moreover, except black male Caribbean-English immigrants arriving in the USA

as children, the first-generation immigrants tend to have higher wage penalties

than the third- and higher-generation African-American Americans—regardless of

age of arrival or work period. For example, Caribbean-Spanish immigrants arriving

as children have wage penalties of 25.10 % (1994–2001), 23.7 % (2002–2007), and

15.9 % (2008–2013), higher than the penalties of native-born Hispanic and non-

Hispanic African-Americans, 12.7 and 19.9 %, respectively.

Haitian, African-French, and African-Other language immigrants have the highest

wage penalties. Creole- and French-speaking Haitian immigrants who arrive in the

USA as children have a wage penalty of nearly 27 %, more than double the wage

penalty of Caribbean-English immigrants who arrived as members of the same co-

hort and age group. Similarly, African-French immigrants who arrived as children

have a wage penalty of 33 %. But this is a small group (74 observations). For the

1982–1991 cohort, African-Other language immigrants arriving as children have a

wage penalty of 26.70.

African-English immigrants have surprisingly large wage penalties. For example,

African immigrants arriving as adolescents with the 1982–1991 have a wage penalty

of 35.5 % in 1994–2001, 29.7 % in 2002–2007, and 22.3 % during 2008–2013.

Hence, the wage penalty for this English language immigrant group is persistently

greater than the wage penalty for third- and higher-generation non-Hispanic

African-Americans. Other immigrants arriving as children, adolescents, and emerging

adults have wage penalties that equal or exceed third- or higher-generation non-
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Table 6 Estimates of wage penalty (δ) for the 1982–1991 cohort, by age-on-arrival, ethnicity, and
period

Full 1994–2001 2002–2007 2008–2013

Child (≤12) −0.1079 −0.1121 −0.1147 −0.1360 Caribbean-English

Adolescent (13–17) −0.1674 −0.1777 −0.2045 −0.1280

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.2235 −0.2043 −0.2788 −0.1966

Young adult (26–34) −0.3629 −0.3160 −0.4117 −0.3710

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.4239 −0.3911 −0.5007 −0.3940

Middle-age (45–54) −0.4519 −0.4031 −0.4937 −0.4580

Senior (55–64) −0.3799 −0.4681 −0.3543 −0.3560

Child (≤12) −0.2030 −0.2510 −0.2370 −0.1590 Caribbean-Spanish

Adolescent (13–17) −0.2625 −0.3166 −0.3268 −0.1510

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.3186 −0.3432 −0.4011 −0.2196

Young adult (26–34) −0.4580 −0.4549 −0.5340 −0.3940

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.5190 −0.5300 −0.6230 −0.4170

Middle-age (45–54) −0.5470 −0.5420 −0.6160 −0.4810

Senior (55–64) −0.4750 −0.6070 −0.4766 −0.3790

Child (≤12) −0.2690 −0.2880 −0.2630 −0.2980 Haiti

Adolescent (13–17) −0.3285 −0.3536 −0.3528 −0.2900

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.3846 −0.3802 −0.4271 −0.3586

Young adult (26–34) −0.5240 −0.4919 −0.5600 −0.5330

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.5850 −0.5670 −0.6490 −0.5560

Middle-age (45–54) −0.6130 −0.5790 −0.6420 −0.6200

Senior (55–64) −0.5410 −0.6440 −0.5026 −0.5180

Child (≤12) −0.2170 −0.2890 −0.2070 −0.2310 African-English

Adolescent (13–17) −0.2765 −0.3546 −0.2968 −0.2230

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.3326 −0.3812 −0.3711 −0.2916

Young adult (26–34) −0.4720 −0.4929 −0.5040 −0.4660

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.5330 −0.5680 −0.5930 −0.4890

Middle-age (45–54) −0.5610 −0.5800 −0.5860 −0.5530

Senior (55–64) −0.4890 −0.6450 −0.4466 −0.4510

Child (≤12) −0.3290 −0.7790 0.0076 −0.3860 African-French

Adolescent (13–17) −0.3885 −0.8446 −0.0822 −0.3780

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.4446 −0.8712 −0.1565 −0.4466

Young adult (26–34) −0.5840 −0.9829 −0.2894 −0.6210

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.6450 −1.0580 −0.3784 −0.6440

Middle-age (45–54) −0.6730 −1.0700 −0.3714 −0.7080

Senior (55–64) −0.6010 −1.1350 −0.2320 −0.6060

Child (≤12) −0.2690 −0.3630 −0.2070 −0.3060 African-Other language

Adolescent (13–17) −0.3285 −0.4286 −0.2968 −0.2980

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.3846 −0.4552 −0.3711 −0.3666

Young adult (26–34) −0.5240 −0.5669 −0.5040 −0.5410

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.5850 −0.6420 −0.5930 −0.5640

Middle-age (45–54) −0.6130 −0.6540 −0.5860 −0.6280

Senior (55–64) −0.5410 −0.7190 −0.4466 −0.5260
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Hispanic African-Americans. Specifically, the penalties for these age-on-arrival

groups are 19.5, 25.5, and 31.1 %, respectively.

The three largest black male immigrant cohorts are 1975–1981, 1982–1991, and 1992–

2001. First-generation wage penalties for these cohorts are presented in Table 7. The pen-

alties are obtained from the “Full” specification results presented in Table 5. Hence, the

penalties for the 1982–1991 cohort of Table 7 are the same as those of column 1 of

Table 6. For all groups and all ages of arrival, the penalties rise slightly between the 1970s

and 1980s and cohorts and decrease slightly between the 1980s and 1990s cohorts. So

there is only a modest decrease in penalties between the 1975–1981 and 1992–2001 co-

horts. For example, the wage penalties for Caribbean-English and African-English emer-

ging adults were 21.3 and 32.2 % for the 1970s cohort, but 20 and 30.9 %, respectively, for

the 1990s cohort. For the same age group, the Caribbean-Spanish, Haiti, and African-

French penalties were 30.8, 37.4, and 43.4 %, respectively, for the 1975–1981 cohort but

29.5, 36.1, 42.1 %, respectively, for the 1992–2001 cohort.

Wage assimilation is dissimilar between those arriving as children and those arriving

at a later age. For the 1975–1981 cohort of Caribbean-English and Haitian immigrants,

the wage penalties for persons arriving as children were 9.69 and 25.8 %, respectively,

while the wage penalties for persons arriving as emerging adults were 21.3 and 37.4 %,

respectively. So Δδa = 11.56 percentage point reduction in the wage penalty over

15 years for these immigrants. For the 18 years between emerging adults and advanced

adults, for both Caribbean-English and Haitian, Δδa = 20.04 percentage points.

Wage assimilation is similar for adolescents and emerging adults. For the 1982–

1991 cohort of Caribbean-Spanish and African-English immigrants, Δδa = 19.6 %

for the 15 years between men arriving as adolescents and those who arrived as

young adults. For the 18 years between emerging adults and advanced adults, the

Caribbean-Spanish and African wage penalties decline by 20.4 percentage points.

There is substantial wage assimilation for black male immigrants according to

length of time in the USA. For the 1992–2001 cohort of Other immigrants, Δδa = 34.4

percentage points when comparing men arriving as middle-age adults and those who

arrived as children. For the 43 years between child arrivals and middle-age arrivals,

the Other immigrants wage penalty falls from 51.5 % to 17.1 points.

Table 6 Estimates of wage penalty (δ) for the 1982–1991 cohort, by age-on-arrival, ethnicity, and
period (Continued)

Child (≤12) −0.1950 −0.1899 −0.2060 −0.2100 Other immigrants

Adolescent (13–17) −0.2545 −0.2555 −0.2958 −0.2020

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.3106 −0.2821 −0.3701 −0.2706

Young adult (26–34) −0.4500 −0.3938 −0.5030 −0.4450

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.5110 −0.4689 −0.5920 −0.4680

Middle-age (45–54) −0.5390 −0.4809 −0.5850 −0.5320

Senior (55–64) −0.4670 −0.5459 −0.4456 −0.4300

Source: author’s calculations. March CPS, 1994–2013. Wage penalties computed from regressions in Table 5. Additional
control variables also include binary variables for native-born Hispanic and non-Hispanic African-Americans of the third-
or higher-generation immigrants, second-generation immigrants, cohort effects, educational status (11 years or less, 13–
15 years, 16 years, 17 years or more), experience (binary variables for each 5-year interval from 6 to 35 years, plus a bin-
ary variable for more than 36 years of experience), marital status, region, size of city, health status, and year fixed effects.
All penalties are significant at p < 0.01
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Age of arrival is important for assimilation. The “Full” specification of Table 5

shows that native-born non-Hispanic African-American males have a wage penalty

of about 20 % relative to white males. No group arriving as adults, that is, age ≥
18, ever has a lower wage penalty than native-born non-Hispanic African-

Americans, and only 18–25-year old Caribbean-English are able to catch up. For

all the three cohorts, Caribbean-English arriving as children are an exception; they

have wage penalties near 10 %. All Other immigrants arriving as children or as ad-

olescents have wage penalties within the 12.7–19.9 % range of third- and higher-

generation African-Americans or much larger wage penalties.

4.3 Assimilation by education group

Table 8 provides selected coefficients when the labor market is segregated by skill.

Unskilled workers are those with no more than 12 years of education, that is, high

school-equivalent education, and skilled workers are those with 13 or more years

Table 7 Estimates of wage penalty, by age-on-arrival, cohort, and ethnicity (selected coefficients)

Caribbean-
English

Caribbean-
Spanish

Haiti African-
English

African-
French

African-
Other

Other
immig.

Arrived 1992–2001

Child (≤12) −0.0839 −0.1790 −0.2450 −0.1930 −0.3050 −0.2450 −0.1710

Adolescent (13–17) −0.1434 −0.2385 −0.3045 −0.2525 −0.3645 −0.3045 −0.2305

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.1995 −0.2946 −0.3606 −0.3086 −0.4206 −0.3606 −0.2866

Young adult (26–34) −0.3389 −0.4340 −0.5000 −0.4480 −0.5600 −0.5000 −0.4260

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.3999 −0.4950 −0.5610 −0.5090 −0.6210 −0.5610 −0.4870

Middle-age (45–54) −0.4279 −0.5230 −0.5890 −0.5370 −0.6490 −0.5890 −0.5150

Senior (55–64) −0.3559 −0.4510 −0.5170 −0.4650 −0.5770 −0.5170 −0.4430

Arrived 1982–1991

Child (≤12) −0.1079 −0.2030 −0.2690 −0.2170 −0.3290 −0.2690 −0.1950

Adolescent (13–17) −0.1674 −0.2625 −0.3285 −0.2765 −0.3885 −0.3285 −0.2545

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.2235 −0.3186 −0.3846 −0.3326 −0.4446 −0.3846 −0.3106

Young adult (26–34) −0.3629 −0.4580 −0.5240 −0.4720 −0.5840 −0.5240 −0.4500

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.4239 −0.5190 −0.5850 −0.5330 −0.6450 −0.5850 −0.5110

Middle-age (45–54) −0.4519 −0.5470 −0.6130 −0.5610 −0.6730 −0.6130 −0.5390

Senior (55–64) −0.3799 −0.4750 −0.5410 −0.4890 −0.6010 −0.5410 −0.4670

Arrived 1975–1981

Child (≤12) −0.0969 −0.1920 −0.2580 −0.2060 −0.3180 −0.2580 −0.1840

Adolescent (13–17) −0.1564 −0.2515 −0.3175 −0.2655 −0.3775 −0.3175 −0.2435

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.2125 −0.3076 −0.3736 −0.3216 −0.4336 −0.3736 −0.2996

Young adult (26–34) −0.3519 −0.4470 −0.5130 −0.4610 −0.5730 −0.5130 −0.4390

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.4129 −0.5080 −0.5740 −0.5220 −0.6340 −0.5740 −0.5000

Middle-age (45–54) −0.4409 −0.5360 −0.6020 −0.5500 −0.6620 −0.6020 −0.5280

Senior (55–64) −0.3689 −0.4640 −0.5300 −0.4780 −0.5900 −0.5300 −0.4560

Source: author’s calculations. March CPS, 1994–2013. Wage penalties computed from regressions in Table 5. Additional
control variables also include binary variables for native-born Hispanic and non-Hispanic African-Americans of the third-
or higher-generation immigrants, second-generation immigrants, educational status (11 years or less, 13–15 years,
16 years, 17 years or more), experience (binary variables for each 5-year interval from 6 to 35 years, plus a binary variable
for more than 36 years of experience), marital status, region, size of city, health status, and year fixed effects. All differen-
tials are significant at p < 0.01
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Table 8 Wage inequality by skill group (selected coefficients)

Education ≤12 Education >12

Non-Hispanic generation 3+ −0.186*** −0.204***

[0.0045] [0.0043]

(32,948) (30,237)

Hispanic generation 3+ −0.0935*** −0.163***

[0.0279] [0.0324]

(670) (516)

Caribbean-English 2 −0.151*** −0.132***

[0.0420] [0.0306]

(277) (546)

Caribbean-Spanish 2 −0.0633 −0.143***

[0.0616] [0.0469]

(157) (216)

Haiti 2 −0.0178 −0.237***

[0.0841] [0.0685]

(87) (151)

African 2-English −0.201 −0.165***

[0.1358] [0.0553]

(42) (171)

African 2-non-English −0.183* 0.0711

[0.1060] [0.0886]

(37)

Other immigrants 2 −0.145*** −0.123***

[0.0454] [0.0285]

(336) (501)

Caribbean-English 0.0222 −0.183***

[0.0270] [0.0299]

(1361) (1396)

Caribbean-Spanish −0.0688** −0.296***

[0.0303] [0.0430]

(767) (370)

Haiti −0.137*** −0.358***

[0.0319] [0.0356]

(757) (650)

African-English −0.0339 −0.282***

[0.0430] [0.0294]

(309) (1222)

African-French −0.0706 −0.432***

[0.1259] [0.0866]

(17) (57)

African-Other language −0.11*** −0.342***

[0.0367] [0.0320]

(555) (957)
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of education, that is, college-equivalent education. Given the small number of ob-

servations for some groups, several of these coefficients are not measured precisely.

The numbers of observations for each immigrant group are included in parenthesis

beneath the standard errors. There is considerable wage improvement between

first- and second-generation black immigrants with college-equivalent education.

For first-generation immigrants, the most rapid wage assimilation is located among

unskilled immigrants arriving as children and adolescents, most especially

Table 8 Wage inequality by skill group (selected coefficients) (Continued)

Other immigrants −0.0533** −0.294***

[0.0257] [0.0355]

(1140) (836)

Arrived pre-1965 −0.2*** −0.0869**

[0.0360] [0.0378]

Arrived 1965–1974 −0.187*** −0.163***

[0.0342] [0.0360]

Arrived 1975–1981 −0.172*** −0.136***

[0.0326] [0.0349]

Arrived 1982–1991 −0.2*** −0.149***

[0.0312] [0.0322]

Arrived 1992–2001 −0.159*** −0.153***

[0.0312] [0.0336]

Arrived 2002–2007 −0.128*** −0.158***

[0.0375] [0.0408]

Arrived 2008–2013 −0.0985 −0.206***

[0.0680] [0.0673]

Child (≤12) 0.154*** 0.0873**

[0.0325] [0.0347]

Adolescent (13–17) 0.0902** 0.0529

[0.0357] [0.0389]

Emerging adult (18–25) 0.000852 0.0478

[0.0303] [0.0318]

Young adult (26–34) −0.107*** −0.097***

[0.0320] [0.0329]

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.168*** −0.144***

[0.0376] [0.0406]

Middle-age (45–54) −0.105** −0.265***

[0.0491] [0.0560]

Senior (55–64) −0.212** −0.0884

[0.1070] [0.2465]

R-sq 0.4064 0.3427

N 298,501 405,296

Source: author’s calculations. March CPS, 1994–2013. Additional control variables also include citizenship status,
educational status (11 years or less, 13–15 years, 16 years, 17 years or more), experience (binary variables for each 5-year
interval from 6 to 35 years, plus a binary variable for more than 36 years of experience) or age, age2, age3, marital status,
region, size of city, health status, year fixed effects, state fixed effects, and state*trend interaction effects. Robust standard
errors are reported in brackets. Numbers of observations within cell are reported in parentheses
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Caribbean-English and African-English immigrants. No group of first-generation

skilled immigrants obtains wage parity with native-born African-Americans.

Second-generation Caribbean-English and Other immigrants have sizable wage

differentials for both unskilled and skilled workers. Both unskilled second-

generation Caribbean-English and unskilled Other immigrants have a wage penalty

of about 15 %. College-equivalent second-generation Caribbean-English and Other

immigrants earn 13 and 12 % less, respectively, than otherwise identical white

males. Both sets of wage differentials are lower than the 18.6 and 20.4 % penalties

for high school and college-equivalent third- and higher-generation non-Hispanic

black males, respectively.

College-equivalent second-generation Haitian immigrants have a wage penalty of

23.7 %. Second-generation African-Non-English immigrants have an imprecisely

measured premium of 7.11 %. But there are just 53 observations for this group.

Among men with more than 12 years of education, second-generation Caribbean-

Spanish and African-English immigrants earn 14.3 and 16.5 % less, respectively,

than similarly educated white males. Hence, except for Haitian immigrants,

second-generation skilled black immigrants have a large wage penalty that is mod-

erately lower than the wage penalty for African-Americans without recent immi-

grant roots.

No group of skilled black immigrants has a wage differential equal to or lower than

native-born African-Americans (Table 9b), regardless of age of arrival or cohort. For

example, Caribbean-English who arrive in the USA as children are the most assimilated

group. Yet they have wage penalties of 24.5 % (1980s and 1990s cohorts) and 25.4 %

(2000s cohort). African-French immigrants experience the least labor market assimila-

tion; even those who arrive in the USA as children have wage differentials that are

about 0.50 log points lower than college-equivalent white males.

The age-on-arrival effects are larger (in absolute value) for college-equivalent im-

migrants than they are for high school-equivalent workers (Table 9a). Consider the

1982–1991 cohort. Unskilled Caribbean-English immigrants arriving as children

and emerging adults have wage penalties of 2.38 and 17.69 %, respectively, a 15

percentage reduction in the wage differential over a period of about 15 years. But

skilled Caribbean-English immigrants have wage premiums of 28.4 and 24.5 %, re-

spectively, a 4 percentage point reduction in the wage differential over a period of

about 15 years. Unskilled black immigrants arriving as advanced adults and

middle-age have wage penalties of 12 and 14 %, respectively, but skilled black im-

migrants have wage penalties of 12.6 and 22.7 %, respectively.

5 Conclusions
This study improves on the previous literature in several ways. One, we incorpor-

ate the ethnic and nativity diversity among African-Americans into the study of

labor market assimilation of black immigrants. Specifically, we strictly identify

third- or higher-generation African-Americans (both non-Hispanic and Hispanic)

and second-generation black immigrants as distinct groups from first-generation

black immigrants. We include black immigrants from throughout the Caribbean,

Africa, and the rest of the world. Two, we separately analyze period effects, cohort

effects, and age-on-arrival effects for black immigrants. Our analysis of duration
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Table 9 Estimates of wage penalty for unskilled and skilled black male immigrants, by age-on-
arrival, cohort, and ethnicity (selected coefficients)

Caribbean-
English

Caribbean-
Spanish

Haiti African-
English

African-
French

African-
Other

Other
immig.

a.

Arrived 1982–1991

Child (≤12) −0.0238 −0.1148 −0.1830 −0.0799 −0.1166 −0.1560 −0.0993

Adolescent (13–17) −0.0876 −0.1786 −0.2468 −0.1437 −0.1804 −0.2198 −0.1631

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.1769 −0.2679 −0.3361 −0.2330 −0.2697 −0.3091 −0.2524

Young adult (26–34) −0.2848 −0.3758 −0.4440 −0.3409 −0.3776 −0.4170 −0.3603

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.3458 −0.4368 −0.5050 −0.4019 −0.4386 −0.4780 −0.4213

Middle-age (45–54) −0.2828 −0.3738 −0.4420 −0.3389 −0.3756 −0.4150 −0.3583

Senior (55–64) −0.3898 −0.4808 −0.5490 −0.4459 −0.4826 −0.5220 −0.4653

Arrived 1992–2001

Child (≤12) 0.0172 −0.0738 −0.1420 −0.0389 −0.0756 −0.1150 −0.0583

Adolescent (13–17) −0.0466 −0.1376 −0.2058 −0.1027 −0.1394 −0.1788 −0.1221

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.1359 −0.2269 −0.2951 −0.1920 −0.2287 −0.2681 −0.2114

Young adult (26–34) −0.2438 −0.3348 −0.4030 −0.2999 −0.3366 −0.3760 −0.3193

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.3048 −0.3958 −0.4640 −0.3609 −0.3976 −0.4370 −0.3803

Middle-age (45–54) −0.2418 −0.3328 −0.4010 −0.2979 −0.3346 −0.3740 −0.3173

Senior (55–64) −0.3488 −0.4398 −0.5080 −0.4049 −0.4416 −0.4810 −0.4243

Arrived 2002–2007

Child (≤12) 0.0482 −0.0428 −0.1110 −0.0079 −0.0446 −0.0840 −0.0273

Adolescent (13–17) −0.0156 −0.1066 −0.1748 −0.0717 −0.1084 −0.1478 −0.0911

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.1049 −0.1959 −0.2641 −0.1610 −0.1977 −0.2371 −0.1804

Young adult (26–34) −0.2128 −0.3038 −0.3720 −0.2689 −0.3056 −0.3450 −0.2883

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.2738 −0.3648 −0.4330 −0.3299 −0.3666 −0.4060 −0.3493

Middle-age (45–54) −0.2108 −0.3018 −0.3700 −0.2669 −0.3036 −0.3430 −0.2863

Senior (55–64) −0.3178 −0.4088 −0.4770 −0.3739 −0.4106 −0.4500 −0.3933

b.

Arrived 1982–1991

Child (≤12) −0.2447 −0.3577 −0.4197 −0.3437 −0.4937 −0.4037 −0.3557

Adolescent (13–17) −0.2791 −0.3921 −0.4541 −0.3781 −0.5281 −0.4381 −0.3901

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.2842 −0.3972 −0.4592 −0.3832 −0.5332 −0.4432 −0.3952

Young adult (26–34) −0.4290 −0.5420 −0.6040 −0.5280 −0.6780 −0.5880 −0.5400

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.4760 −0.5890 −0.6510 −0.5750 −0.7250 −0.6350 −0.5870

Middle-age (45–54) −0.5970 −0.7100 −0.7720 −0.6960 −0.8460 −0.7560 −0.7080

Senior (55–64) −0.4204 −0.5334 −0.5954 −0.5194 −0.6694 −0.5794 −0.5314

Arrived 1992–2001

Child (≤12) −0.2487 −0.3617 −0.4237 −0.3477 −0.4977 −0.4077 −0.3597

Adolescent (13–17) −0.2831 −0.3961 −0.4581 −0.3821 −0.5321 −0.4421 −0.3941

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.2882 −0.4012 −0.4632 −0.3872 −0.5372 −0.4472 −0.3992

Young adult (26–34) −0.4330 −0.5460 −0.6080 −0.5320 −0.6820 −0.5920 −0.5440

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.4800 −0.5930 −0.6550 −0.5790 −0.7290 −0.6390 −0.5910

Middle-age (45–54) −0.6010 −0.7140 −0.7760 −0.7000 −0.8500 −0.7600 −0.7120

Senior (55–64) −0.4244 −0.5374 −0.5994 −0.5234 −0.6734 −0.5834 −0.5354
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effects focuses on differences in the ages of arrival of immigrants. Except for

Hamilton (2012, 2014), previous analyses of black immigration have ignored period

effects and ages of arrival of immigrants. Three, using the 1994–2013 Current

Population Survey, Annual Social and Economic Supplement, we have 20 years of

data versus most studies which use only a single year of data. Further, the most in-

fluential studies to date of black immigrants use data from the 1970s or earlier or

the 1980s. The largest cohorts of black immigrants were just entering the USA

during the 1980s and 1990s and so were newly assimilating when their outcomes

were being studied. This study has a large representation of second-generation im-

migrants and first-generation immigrants who have worked in the USA for an ex-

tremely long period of time. Hence, we are able to establish more robust and

nuanced conclusions on labor market assimilation of black immigrants. Five, this

study controls for both inter-state and intra-state differences in wage trends. Fi-

nally, we separately analyze assimilation by skill groups, and we also check for dif-

ferences in assimilation according to whether or not a second-generation

immigrant’s parents include an American.

This study finds that after 10–15 years in the USA, labor market black male

immigrants have labor market outcomes very similar to native-born African-

American males. Second-generation black immigrants also have labor market out-

comes that are very similar to native-born African-American males. The labor

market outcomes of black immigrants in the USA labor market are not caused by

low skill levels among black immigrants. African-American immigrants assimilate

within the US labor market, with intergenerational improvement being an import-

ant path of labor market assimilation. After living in the USA for 9–15 years,

most first-generation black immigrants will have wage penalties at least as large

as native-born African-Americans. Second-generation black male immigrants have

wage penalties ranging from 9 to 18 %, versus wage penalties of 14–17 % for

native-born black males.

The results of this study offer a refinement of Hamilton (2014). The wages of

Caribbean-English immigrants as a whole do not catch up with and overtake the wages of

native-born African-Americans. Rather, the unskilled Caribbean-English and Caribbean-

Spanish immigrants who arrive in the USA as children do have wage penalties that are

smaller than the third- or higher-generation non-Hispanic African-Americans.

Table 9 Estimates of wage penalty for unskilled and skilled black male immigrants, by age-on-
arrival, cohort, and ethnicity (selected coefficients) (Continued)

Arrived 2002–2007

Child (≤12) −0.2537 −0.3667 −0.4287 −0.3527 −0.5027 −0.4127 −0.3647

Adolescent (13–17) −0.2881 −0.4011 −0.4631 −0.3871 −0.5371 −0.4471 −0.3991

Emerging adult (18–25) −0.2932 −0.4062 −0.4682 −0.3922 −0.5422 −0.4522 −0.4042

Young adult (26–34) −0.4380 −0.5510 −0.6130 −0.5370 −0.6870 −0.5970 −0.5490

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.4850 −0.5980 −0.6600 −0.5840 −0.7340 −0.6440 −0.5960

Middle-age (45–54) −0.6060 −0.7190 −0.7810 −0.7050 −0.8550 −0.7650 −0.7170

Senior (55–64) −0.4294 −0.5424 −0.6044 −0.5284 −0.6784 −0.5884 −0.5404

Source: author’s calculations. March CPS, 1994–2013. Differentials are derived from Table 8. Differentials = ethnic
coefficient + age-on-arrival coefficient + cohort coefficient
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Concluding, the results of this study are consistent with the notion that the im-

migration process tends to select black immigrants who have or who would have

achieved middle income or higher status in their country of origin. As such, black

immigrants tend to have above average observable characteristics. Nevertheless,

more research needs to be done to empirically evaluate this hypothesis. Differential

treatment in the labor market due to race-specific and ethnic-specific factors as

well as nativity may also be important determinants of the labor market assimila-

tion of black immigrants.

Endnotes
1An older literature argued that black immigrants had superior culture relative

to that of the native African-American immigrants or that employers preferred

black immigrants relative to native African Americans. For details on these

hypotheses and their empirical refutation, see the following: Dodoo and Takyi

(2002), Model (2008, 1991), Kalmijn (1996), Pierre (2004), Dodoo (1997), Ifatunji

(2013a, b).
2The coefficients are 0.2662 and 0.1801, respectively, for cohort effects in a log wage

equation.
3Cubans are similar to blacks. Asians are similar to whites. Mexicans and other His-

panics have both wage assimilation and decreasing quality (or decreasing treatment).
4Ottaviano and Peri (2012) show that workers with less than 12 years of educa-

tion and high school graduates are perfect substitutes, workers with some college

and college graduates have a high elasticity of substitution, and there is a very low

elasticity of substitution between all workers with 12 or fewer years of education

versus all workers with 13 or more years of education.The detailed national origin

figures and associated levels of education are derived from our CPS sample, but

not presented in Table 3.
5The detailed national origin figures and associated levels of education are derived

from our CPS sample, but not presented in Table 3.
6Unless an alternative source is specified, all source country education statistics are

from World Factbook, 2013.
7This figure is derived from a wage regression using Jamaican census data.

Each additional year of education yields a 4.9 % increase in earnings. A person

with 12.90 years of education in Jamaica would also have passed the Caribbean

Examinations Council (CXC) Basic education, a high stakes exam, which has an

additional premium of 17.75 %. Beyond the CXC Basic examination are add-

itional high stakes examinations. Persons passing 1–3 subject areas of the GCEO

would earn additional 26.21 % increase in earnings. This is the lower bound.

The upper bound estimate assumes the person would have passed 4 subject area

examinations of the GCEO (49.23 % premium) plus the GCEA examination

(49.14 % premium).
8We also estimated this equation with linear and quadratic duration effects.

An F test fails to reject the null hypothesis that these variables are jointly

insignificant.
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Table 10 Male annual earnings inequality: race, immigrant ethnicity, and age at arrival (selected
coefficients)

Exper Age Afr lang Educ State All Full

Non-Hispanic
generation 3+

−0.203*** −0.227*** −0.227*** −0.227*** −0.243*** −0.243*** −0.242***

[0.0040] [0.0039] [0.0039] [0.0039] [0.0040] [0.0040] [0.0040]

Hispanic generation 3+ −0.12*** −0.127*** −0.127*** −0.127*** −0.133*** −0.133*** −0.135***

[0.0273] [0.0264] [0.0264] [0.0264] [0.0264] [0.0264] [0.0264]

Caribbean-English 2 −0.182*** −0.207*** −0.207*** −0.207*** −0.214*** −0.214*** −0.213***

[0.0380] [0.0358] [0.0358] [0.0358] [0.0358] [0.0358] [0.0358]

Caribbean-Spanish 2 −0.178*** −0.164*** −0.164*** −0.164*** −0.172*** −0.172*** −0.174***

[0.0511] [0.0489] [0.0489] [0.0489] [0.0489] [0.0489] [0.0490]

Haiti 2 −0.192** −0.186** −0.186** −0.187** −0.179** −0.179** −0.179**

[0.0771] [0.0760] [0.0760] [0.0760] [0.0758] [0.0758] [0.0758]

African 2 −0.213*** −0.24*** −0.239*** −0.264***

[0.0668] [0.0639] [0.0639] [0.0641]

African-English 2 −0.23*** −0.248*** −0.254***

[0.0722] [0.0725] [0.0726]

African-Non-English 2 −0.266** −0.298** −0.296**

[0.1305] [0.1309] [0.1298]

Other immigrants 2 −0.13*** −0.134*** −0.134*** −0.134*** −0.146*** −0.145*** −0.146***

[0.0338] [0.0320] [0.0320] [0.0320] [0.0320] [0.0320] [0.0319]

Citizen −0.0174 0.0326* 0.0325* 0.036* 0.0332* 0.0364** 0.0368**

[0.0188] [0.0183] [0.0183] [0.0185] [0.0183] [0.0185] [0.0185]

Caribbean-English −0.0857*** −0.0803*** −0.0802*** −0.0864*** −0.0818*** −0.0889*** −0.09***

[0.0228] [0.0221] [0.0221] [0.0248] [0.0222] [0.0249] [0.0249]

Caribbean-Spanish −0.0959*** −0.136*** −0.136*** −0.143*** −0.146*** −0.153*** −0.153***

[0.0305] [0.0289] [0.0289] [0.0305] [0.0289] [0.0305] [0.0305]

Haiti −0.25*** −0.257*** −0.257*** −0.263*** −0.246*** −0.253*** −0.254***

[0.0295] [0.0285] [0.0285] [0.0300] [0.0286] [0.0300] [0.0300]

African −0.238*** −0.219*** −0.22*** −0.236***

[0.0236] [0.0228] [0.0243] [0.0229]

African-English −0.201*** −0.218*** −0.219***

[0.0275] [0.0289] [0.0289]

African-French −0.361*** −0.373*** −0.374***

[0.0853] [0.0865] [0.0861]

African-Other lang. −0.231*** −0.252*** −0.252***

[0.0284] [0.0297] [0.0298]

Other immigrants −0.0938*** −0.134*** −0.134*** −0.139*** −0.139*** −0.145*** −0.145***

[0.0264] [0.0255] [0.0255] [0.0265] [0.0255] [0.0265] [0.0266]

Arrived pre-1965 −0.0462 −0.159*** −0.159*** −0.154*** −0.158*** −0.152*** −0.153***

[0.0317] [0.0310] [0.0310] [0.0321] [0.0310] [0.0321] [0.0321]

Arrived 1965–1974 −0.0727** −0.224*** −0.225*** −0.22*** −0.229*** −0.223*** −0.223***

[0.0311] [0.0303] [0.0303] [0.0312] [0.0303] [0.0312] [0.0312]

Appendix
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Table 10 Male annual earnings inequality: race, immigrant ethnicity, and age at arrival (selected
coefficients) (Continued)

Arrived 1975–1981 −0.058* −0.183*** −0.183*** −0.179*** −0.185*** −0.181*** −0.181***

[0.0301] [0.0294] [0.0293] [0.0299] [0.0294] [0.0299] [0.0299]

Arrived 1982–1991 −0.116*** −0.207*** −0.207*** −0.205*** −0.212*** −0.208*** −0.209***

[0.0282] [0.0276] [0.0276] [0.0283] [0.0276] [0.0283] [0.0283]

Arrived 1992–2001 −0.118*** −0.187*** −0.187*** −0.186*** −0.189*** −0.187*** −0.186***

[0.0292] [0.0286] [0.0286] [0.0292] [0.0287] [0.0292] [0.0292]

Arrived 2002–2007 −0.123*** −0.179*** −0.178*** −0.178*** −0.183*** −0.181*** −0.182***

[0.0358] [0.0350] [0.0350] [0.0355] [0.0350] [0.0356] [0.0356]

Arrived 2008–2013 −0.263*** −0.341*** −0.337*** −0.34*** −0.346*** −0.342*** −0.346***

[0.0650] [0.0625] [0.0625] [0.0628] [0.0622] [0.0626] [0.0625]

Child (≤12) 0.0586** 0.161*** 0.161*** 0.156*** 0.158*** 0.152*** 0.152***

[0.0293] [0.0286] [0.0286] [0.0299] [0.0286] [0.0300] [0.0300]

Adolescent (13–17) 0.0989*** 0.133*** 0.133*** 0.125*** 0.129*** 0.121*** 0.121***

[0.0316] [0.0308] [0.0308] [0.0330] [0.0309] [0.0330] [0.0330]

Emerging adult (18–25) 0.0488* 0.0693** 0.069** 0.0714** 0.0663** 0.068** 0.0677**

[0.0282] [0.0275] [0.0276] [0.0278] [0.0276] [0.0278] [0.0278]

Young adult (26–34) −0.09*** −0.109*** −0.108*** −0.109*** −0.113*** −0.112*** −0.111***

[0.0297] [0.0290] [0.0290] [0.0291] [0.0291] [0.0291] [0.0291]

Advanced adult (35–44) −0.12*** −0.134*** −0.135*** −0.134*** −0.136*** −0.137*** −0.135***

[0.0351] [0.0343] [0.0343] [0.0343] [0.0343] [0.0343] [0.0343]

Middle-age (45–54) −0.178*** −0.149*** −0.15*** −0.148*** −0.153*** −0.153*** −0.151***

[0.0496] [0.0474] [0.0475] [0.0475] [0.0475] [0.0475] [0.0475]

Senior (55–64) −0.073 −0.131 −0.128 −0.129 −0.124 −0.12 −0.116

[0.1456] [0.1367] [0.1368] [0.1367] [0.1381] [0.1381] [0.1384]

R-sq 0.4427 0.4734 0.4734 0.4734 0.4753 0.4753 0.4759

N 703,867 703,867 703,867 703,867 703,867 703,867 703,867

Source: author’s calculations. March CPS, 1994–2013. Additional control variables also include citizenship status,
educational status (11 years or less, 13–15 years, 16 years, 17 years or more), experience (binary variables for each 5-year
interval from 6 to 35 years, plus a binary variable for more than 36 years of experience), age, age2, age3, marital status, re-
gion, size of city, health status, year fixed effects, state fixed effects, and state*trend interaction effects. Robust standard
errors are reported in parentheses
*p < 0.10; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01
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Table 11 Male hourly wage inequality: race, immigrant ethnicity, and age at arrival (selected
coefficients), age ≥25

Exper Age Afr lang Educ State All Full

Non-Hispanic
generation 3+

−0.204*** −0.206*** −0.206*** −0.206*** −0.224*** −0.224*** −0.199***

[0.0032] [0.0032] [0.0032] [0.0032] [0.0033] [0.0033] [0.0031]

Hispanic generation 3+ −0.161*** −0.155*** −0.155*** −0.155*** −0.16*** −0.16*** −0.127***

[0.0240] [0.0239] [0.0239] [0.0239] [0.0239] [0.0239] [0.0211]

Caribbean-English 2 −0.0756** −0.0801*** −0.0801*** −0.0801*** −0.0863*** −0.0863*** −0.139***

[0.0296] [0.0293] [0.0293] [0.0293] [0.0292] [0.0292] [0.0248]

Caribbean-Spanish 2 −0.115*** −0.109*** −0.109*** −0.109*** −0.118*** −0.118*** −0.109***

[0.0412] [0.0412] [0.0412] [0.0412] [0.0411] [0.0411] [0.0375]

Haiti 2 −0.212*** −0.209*** −0.209*** −0.209*** −0.195*** −0.195*** −0.168***

[0.0586] [0.0585] [0.0585] [0.0585] [0.0573] [0.0573] [0.0540]

African 2 −0.0706 −0.082 −0.0825 −0.113**

[0.0509] [0.0505] [0.0505] [0.0510]

African-English 2 −0.139** −0.169*** −0.185***

[0.0619] [0.0621] [0.0520]

African-Non-English 2 0.0244 −0.0117 −0.0263

[0.0859] [0.0880] [0.0690]

Other immigrants 2 −0.126*** −0.124*** −0.124*** −0.124*** −0.137*** −0.137*** −0.132***

[0.0259] [0.0258] [0.0258] [0.0258] [0.0257] [0.0257] [0.0249]

Citizen 0.0519*** 0.0528*** 0.0526*** 0.0509*** 0.0531*** 0.051*** 0.0303**

[0.0150] [0.0150] [0.0150] [0.0152] [0.0150] [0.0152] [0.0148]

Caribbean-English −0.0731*** −0.0727*** −0.0727*** −0.0746*** −0.0748*** −0.0775*** −0.0589***

[0.0184] [0.0184] [0.0184] [0.0204] [0.0184] [0.0204] [0.0199]

Caribbean-Spanish −0.178*** −0.176*** −0.176*** −0.177*** −0.187*** −0.189*** −0.154***

[0.0245] [0.0244] [0.0244] [0.0253] [0.0244] [0.0253] [0.0246]

Haiti −0.253*** −0.255*** −0.255*** −0.256*** −0.239*** −0.241*** −0.22***

[0.0226] [0.0225] [0.0225] [0.0235] [0.0225] [0.0235] [0.0236]

African −0.196*** −0.196*** −0.199*** −0.216***

[0.0186] [0.0186] [0.0197] [0.0186]

African-English −0.166*** −0.188*** −0.168***

[0.0223] [0.0233] [0.0230]

African-French −0.315*** −0.331*** −0.28***

[0.0746] [0.0746] [0.0733]

African-Other lang. −0.223*** −0.246*** −0.22***

[0.0235] [0.0245] [0.0238]

Other immigrants −0.163*** −0.163*** −0.163*** −0.164*** −0.169*** −0.171*** −0.146***

[0.0209] [0.0208] [0.0208] [0.0219] [0.0208] [0.0219] [0.0209]

Arrived pre-1965 −0.158*** −0.185*** −0.185*** −0.184*** −0.183*** −0.181*** −0.172***

[0.0261] [0.0261] [0.0261] [0.0269] [0.0261] [0.0269] [0.0259]

Arrived 1965–1974 −0.198*** −0.223*** −0.223*** −0.222*** −0.227*** −0.226*** −0.215***

[0.0250] [0.0250] [0.0250] [0.0255] [0.0250] [0.0255] [0.0247]

Arrived 1975–1981 −0.19*** −0.209*** −0.209*** −0.208*** −0.21*** −0.209*** −0.186***

[0.0239] [0.0239] [0.0239] [0.0243] [0.0239] [0.0243] [0.0239]
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