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In the past two decades there has been renewed interest in the economic

adjustment of immigrants and the impact of immigrants on the labor market and

economy of the United States.  This has resulted from an increase in the scale of

immigration, from 252,000 per year in the 1950’s to over 734,000 per year in the

1980s, and to over 900,000 per year in the 1990’s.  The foreign born have increased

to over 10 percent of the labor force.�

The analysis of immigrant economic adjustment has focused primarily on hourly

or weekly earnings and to a lesser extent on occupational mobility.  These are

important issues for understanding the economic well-being of immigrants and for

determining the progress of their economic assimilation.  Another important

dimension, however, of the economic adjustment of immigrants is the degree of their

employment, unemployment and receipt of unemployment compensation benefits.

The employment and unemployment experiences of immigrants, and their receipt of

unemployment compensation benefits,  are important for analyzing the annual

income of immigrants, and their impact in the labor market, as well as for societal

interests in unemployment per se.
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During the Depression of the 1930s and in the early post-war years when there was

a fear of the return of the Great Depression, there was interest in the unemployment

of immigrants.  Even then there were few studies, with Fields (1935) and Rubin

(1947) being two notable exceptions.  The more recent resurgence in immigration

and the implications for unemployment have resulted in little additional research on

the topic.  There have, however, been two studies analyzing the unemployment of the

foreign born, using micro-data from the 1970 Census of Population and the 1976

Survey of Income and Education (SIE) in Chiswick (1982) and the microdata from

a pooling of several samples from the Current Population Survey in Chiswick, Cohen

and Zach  (1997).

As it is likely that immigration will continue at the current levels,  the share of

immigrants in the labor market, currently at over 10 percent, will continue to grow.

Moreover, immigrants are not uniformly distributed across the population, but rather

tend to be concentrated in a few states, most notably California, Texas, Florida, New

York, New Jersey and Illinois.  This can, in principle, place a disproportionate impact

of immigrants on the unemployment compensation programs of selected states.

This paper analyzes the employment and unemployment experiences of adult male

immigrants using micro-data from the 1990 Census of Population.  It also develops

an algorithm for analyzing the receipt of unemployment compensation benefits by the
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foreign born.  Section II develops the model or conceptual framework used for the

analysis.  The data to be analyzed are presented in section III.  Section IV analyzes

in turn the three dependent variables, weeks worked in 1989 (employment),

unemployment in the reference week in 1990 (the last week in March 1990), and a

proxy for "unemployment compensation" benefits received in 1989.  The analysis

will focus on immigrant related variables, such as nativity, duration in the United

States, citizenship status, whether or not fluent in English, and specific country of

birth.

��� ��
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This section develops the theoretical framework for analyzing immigrant

employment and unemployment.  It examines the job search behavior of immigrants

in comparison with the native born, and among the foreign born by duration in the

U.S., country of origin and other characteristics.  Because of the less than perfect

transferability of skills and labor market information, immigrants are at a

disadvantage when they enter the United States labor market.  In time they adjust, in

part through investments that modify skills, but often only after voluntary job

changes and unemployment.  Because they have fewer skills specific to their

employer, immigrants are also more vulnerable to layoffs due to cyclical, seasonal,
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and transitory changes in economic activity.  They therefore also experience more

involuntary job turnover and unemployment.

The specification of the variables in the estimating equation that are specific to

immigrants is then developed.  Employment is shown analytically to be related to the

person’s skill level (including schooling and labor market experience) and

demographic characteristics.  Among the foreign born, other potentially relevant

variables are: the duration of residence in the United States, the country of origin,

whether the immigrant is a naturalized citizen, and English language skills. 

�� ���
����������������
��	�

Immigrants entering a labor market have similarities to native-born persons who

are new entrants or reentrants to the labor market.  In general, immigrants do not

have a specific job waiting for them.  Engaging in job search when ones does not

have a job constitutes unemployment.  It has been shown that much of the excess

unemployment of youths and adult women in the United States in comparison with

adult men can be attributed to their being recent entrants or reentrants to the labor

market.  The same is likely to be true for new immigrants.

Because skills and knowledge do not transfer perfectly from country to country,

immigrants at first are less productive than the native born in the U.S. labor market.

This implies a lower distribution of wage offers.  Because immigrants have less
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information about the labor market, they have greater uncertainty about high-paying

jobs that are available.  This results in a greater incentive to invest resources in the

job search process and in training to increase the transferability of their skills.  If the

wealth to finance investments in job search were the same for the native born and the

foreign born, there would be a greater actual investment of resources by the foreign

born.  One such resource is "own-time," which is often more profitably employed

when a person is not working.  It is the use of own-time in the job search process that

generates unemployment or less than full-year employment.

Immigrants initially have an incentive to make greater investments in skill and

information relating to the U.S. labor market but not in training that is useful only for

the current employer (firm-specific training).  Part of the early investment is learning

about the labor market, which is often done best by experiencing a variety of jobs.

Investing in firm-specific training, however, raises the cost of an experimental job

change.  Yet the smaller the investment in firm-specific training, the lower the

incentive for immigrants to remain in their present employment and hence the greater

the likelihood of job quits for any reason, not solely to experience a different

employer or workplace.

As their residence lengthens, immigrants acquire more skills and knowledge

relevant to the U.S. labor market, in part through modification, adaptation, or
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credentialing of preexisting skills.  Some of this arises from conscious investment

decisions and some from everyday experience.  As skills relevant to the United States

increase, upward occupational mobility becomes more feasible and job changes often

result.

Not only do new immigrants have less information about the U.S. labor market,

but also U.S. employers are less able to judge the skills of new immigrants in

comparison with the native born.  As a result, lower wage offers and more hiring

errors ( and hence more discharges) will be made, and employers will be more

reluctant to finance investments in firm-specific training for new immigrants.  In

addition, the anticipation of  upward occupational mobility by immigrants would

further discourage the financing of firm-specific investments by employers,

particularly by employers who cannot or do not expect to internalize this upward

mobility.  A lower investment made by a firm for a new immigrant’s training

diminishes the firm’s commitment to the worker, and many more layoffs can be

expected because of seasonal, cyclical, or transitory changes in business conditions.

Hence, both the new immigrants and their employers anticipate greater turnover

during the period of investments by the immigrants in country-specific skills

(including  learning simply by living in the country) and smaller investments by both

in firm-specific training.  Indeed, the anticipation of greater turnover from quits,
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layoffs, and discharges is in part a self-fulfilling prophecy, since greater job turnover

discourages firm-specific training, thereby encouraging turnover.

Greater job turnover among recent immigrants would not result in greater

unemployment if the immigrants immediately take other jobs or permanently drop

out of the labor force.  Although these outcomes do occur, there is often a period of

job search without employment.

Recent immigrants may have greater difficulty financing their job search than

native-born men, partly offsetting the factors considered above.  Unemployment

compensation is available for workers who lose a job in covered employment as a

result of a layoff, but the benefits are less likely and the waiting period is longer if the

separation is a discharge or if it is voluntary (a quit).  All state programs have a work

history requirement that typically links benefits to employment in a covered job in

the first four of the five calendar quarters before the onset of unemployment.    Since

work credits are not earned for preimmigration employment, recent immigrants are

generally not eligible for unemployment compensation benefits unless they have been

employed in a job (or jobs) covered by the program for at  least a year after entering

the country.

This discussion implies that recent immigrants would tend to experience more

spells of unemployment, both voluntary and involuntary, than would native-born
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workers, other things being the same.  It also implies that unemployment among

immigrants, particularly recent immigrants, will be more sensitive to seasonal,

cyclical, and random fluctuations in business conditions than unemployment among

the native born.  As their skills and labor market information relevant to the U.S.

improve, they  will learn more efficient job search methods, and can be expected to

approximate the job search behavior and unemployment experience of native-born

workers.  The speed at which this occurs and the number of years until there is

employment (weeks worked) and unemployment parity with the native born are, of

course, empirical questions.

It is conceptually useful to distinguish economic migrants, persons who move

primarily for narrowly defined labor market reasons, from refugees, persons whose

decisions to migrate are influenced by non-labor market considerations such as

political ideology or identity, social class, race, or ethnic origin.  Economic migrants

are more likely to have anticipated and prepared for their move.  Economic migration

streams will include a larger proportion of  individuals who are adept at adjusting to

new situations, that is, they are likely to be more highly "favorably selected" than

refugees.   Thus, economic migrants are expected to adjust more easily to the U.S.

labor market.  Moreover, in recent years refugees are eligible for transitional Federal

income support assistance that is not available to other immigrants.  Refugees are



9

therefore expected to have higher unemployment or lower employment during their

first few years in the United States, and their employment during the early period is

expected to be more cyclically sensitive.

�� ���
�
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The estimating equation is developed for a microeconomic model, that is, a model

in which the unit of observation is an individual.  This discussion shall be in terms

of employment  (weeks worked) because this is the dependent variable used in much

of the empirical analysis.  The same arguments generally apply, however, to

unemployment, but with the opposite sign.  The discussion of the basic variables

relevant to the native born and the foreign born is presented first, and then the

variables that are unique to the foreign born are developed.  Figure 1 presents a

listing of the dependent and explanatory variables used in the analysis, as well as

their codes and the hypothesized partial effects of the explanatory variables on

employment.

��� !��"���# ��$�!�

In the microeconomic model of employment the person’s skills and demographic

characteristics are key explanatory variables.  The extent of employment tends to be

greater among those who have a larger stock of skills relevant to the labor market.

Not only do higher wages mean a higher cost of not working, but also there is an
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apparent positive association between investments in formal training (schooling) and

informal or postschool training, including firm-specific training.  Greater investments

in firm-specific training are associated with lower turnover because the training is not

productive in alternative employments and the investment is shared by the worker

and employer (Becker, 1964).

These effects imply a greater number of weeks worked in a year for those with

more years of formal schooling.  Years of labor market experience or on-the-job

training are also associated with lower quit and layoff  rates.  Thus employment

increases with labor market experience, although the initial sharp rise in employment

with years of labor market experience tapers off.  The maximum potential labor

market experience is estimated as age minus schooling minus five years.  This is a

close approximation of actual labor market experience for adult men, and it is entered

as a quadratic variable.

Since the extent of employment varies systematically by certain demographic

characteristics, it is important to control statistically for these effects.  Employment

tends to be greater among married men, apparently because marriage is associated

with increased specialization in labor market activities by men.  Marital status is held

constant by a dichotomous variable that takes the value of zero for men who are

married (spouse present) and unity for men in other marital statuses.
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Additional control variables include industry/occupation and place of residence.

Because of its unique characteristics, including a high degree of seasonality, it is

useful to enter a variable for the agricultural sector.   This is done through a

dichotomous variable that is unity for workers reporting their industry and occupation

is in agriculture.  Region of residence is taken into account through variables for size

of place and for the southern states.

Is there an effect of nativity on the extent of employment after controlling for

differences in skill (schooling and total labor market experience) and for

demographic characteristics (marital status and place of residence)?  Although this

question could be answered by including a dichotomous variable for foreign birth,

by itself that variable is inadequate and can be misleading.  There are several

dimensions of  being foreign born that may be relevant for employment, including

duration of residence in the United States,  country of origin, English language skills

and  citizenship.

The effects of duration of residence (or year of immigration) on employment have

been discussed.  The variable is entered into the analysis as a set of dichotomous

explanatory variables, one for each of the year-of-immigration intervals provided in

the census data.  The procedure permits a fuller examination of potential

nonlinearities in the differential effect on weeks worked of labor market experience
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in the United States compared with labor market experience in the country of origin.

Controlling for duration of U.S. residence, the coefficient of the variable for total

labor market experience measures the impact of pre-immigration labor market

experience on employment.  Controlling for total experience, the coefficient of the

variable for duration of U.S.  residence measures the differential impact on

employment of experience in the United States.

Fluency in the destination language is a form of human capital that has been

shown to be productive in the labor market through enhancing earnings (Chiswick

and Miller, 1995).    There has been less research on the effect of language skills on

employment.  The more fluent are likely to be more efficient in finding a better job

match, thereby reducing the extent of job turnover (spells of unemployment) and

shortening the duration of job search.  Then English language fluency among the

foreign born would be associated with a greater number of weeks worked in the year.

Labor market adjustments are likely to be easier for immigrants from countries

that are similar to the United States in language, occupational requirements, and labor

market structure.  Since refugees are less likely to have planned for the move, their

skills are not as transferable.  They would be expected to have greater difficulty in

finding a job and to be more likely to invest in training programs to increase the

transferability of their skills.  The effects will be greatest during the first few years
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in the United States.  Refugees may also be less favorably selected for adjusting to

the destination labor market and may therefore have higher quit and layoff rates and

fewer weeks worked. Dichotomous variables for country of origin are included in

the analysis to test for these effects.  With the British Isles as the benchmark, it is

hypothesized that the partial effects on weeks worked of the variables for non-

English-speaking countries are negative, and that the negative effects are most

pronounced for the country category with the largest proportion of recent refugees,

those born in the USSR. 

There are various legal barriers to the employment of aliens--foreign-born persons

who are not naturalized citizens.  Owing to a Presidential Executive Order,  the

employment of aliens is severely limited in the Federal Civil Service.  Some state

occupational licensing laws require applicants to be citizens, or in the process of

acquiring citizenship, to receive a license.  The 1964 Civil Rights Act and subsequent

amendments and administrative regulations bar discrimination in the private sector

on the basis of national origin, race, and religion, but did not bar discrimination

against aliens.  In 1973 the Supreme Court confirmed this interpretation in the Farrah

Manufacturing Co. case.  The legal climate changed with the passage of the 1986

Immigration Reform and Control Act which made it illegal for private sector

employers to discriminate in employment against lawful permanent resident aliens.
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In spite of the change in the law, some employers may engage in discriminatory

behavior.  If so, these policies narrow the employment opportunities of aliens.

However, the number of employers, including other aliens, who do not discriminate

may be sufficiently large so that there is no adverse effect on employment.

The discrimination hypothesis suggests that naturalized  citizens would work more

weeks per year than otherwise similar aliens.  To the extent that those with an easier

adjustment in the U.S. labor market are also more likely to become citizens, there

would also be a positive observed relationship between employment and citizenship,

even if there were no discrimination against aliens.  Both hypotheses predict a

positive partial correlation between employment and citizenship, and their separate

effects cannot be identified.  A citizenship variable is included in the analysis, to test

whether citizenship has a favorable effect on employment.

Three dependent variables from the 1990 Census of Population are analyzed in

this study: weeks worked in the reference year (1989), unemployment status in the

reference week at the end of March 1990 (i.e., the week prior to completing the

census form) and "unemployment compensation" benefits in 1989.  Although much

of the public policy discussion and media attention centers on the unemployment of

immigrants, the empirical analysis in this study also focuses on employment, as

measured by the number of weeks worked in a year, rather than relying on
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unemployment status in the reference week.  Among adult noninstitutionalized men

(ages twenty-five to sixty-four), labor force participation rates in any week are very

high, about 95 percent.  It is even higher among those who are labor force

participants at any time during the year.  For adult men, more than for any other

group, employment and unemployment are virtual complements.

An important advantage of using the weeks worked data in addition to the

unemployment data in the 1990 Census as the dependent variable is that weeks

worked is based on 52 weekly experiences for each observation, whereas

unemployment is based on a one-week experience.  The difference in the dependent

variable is not expected to result in substantive differences in findings, but because

it is based on 52 one-week observations the power of the analysis is expected to be

greater in the weeks-worked analysis.  Moreover, the data on unemployment in the

census reference week are subject to patterns of seasonality that may vary in a

systematic manner across the groups or explanatory variables under study.  A

disadvantage of the weeks worked data, however,  is that they are subject to greater

recall error.  

There are no direct data on unemployment compensation benefits in the 1990

Census of Population.  The last question on the person’s income asks the respondent

"32. Income in 1989...  h.  Any other sources of income received regularly such as
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Veterans (VA) payments, unemployment compensation, child support or alimony.

Do Not include lump-sum payments, such as money from an inheritance or the sale

of a home."  It provides for the respondent to indicate the dollar amount (Census,

1993, p. E-15).  The more detailed instructions indicate:   "All other Income--

Includes  unemployment compensation, Veterans Administration payments, alimony

and child support, contributions received periodically from person not living in the

household, military family allotments, net gambling winnings and other kinds of

periodic (cash) income other than earnings." (Census, 1993, p. B-17).  Previous

questions had asked the respondent to report wage, salary, self-employment (farm

and non-farm), interest, dividend, net rental, social security, public assistance and

retirement and disability income.  Under the assumptions that adult males are not

likely to be recipients of alimony or child support payments, and that the reporting

of net gambling winnings is random with respect to the variables of interest, this

income category (INCOME8) is likely to reflect unemployment compensation

benefits when the sample is limited to adult (age 25 to 64  years) men who are not

veterans, are not disabled, are not currently in the military, and are not currently

enrolled in school.  See Appendix A, which is available upon request from the

authors, for a fuller discussion of this procedure.
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This section presents the empirical analyses for adult foreign-born men, both

among themselves and in comparison with the native born.  It begins with the

determinants of weeks worked in 1989 among those who worked at least one week

and had non-zero earnings in 1989.  This is followed by the analysis of

unemployment among those in the labor force in the reference week.  The final

subsection analyzes the "unemployment compensation" income received in 1989.

Table 1 reports the means and standard deviations of the dependent and the

explanatory variables,  for the foreign born and the native born.  The foreign born

worked 1.6 fewer weeks than the native born (45.8 weeks compared to 47.4 weeks)

or 3 percent fewer weeks and had a higher rate of unemployment (6.2  percent

compared to 4.8  percent) (Table 1).  The lower employment and higher

unemployment rate of the foreign born may, in part, be due to their lower level of

schooling, 12.0 years in contrast to 13.5 years.  It may also be due to their recency of

arrival, 40 percent have been in the U.S. for 10 or fewer years at the time of the

Census.  Among the foreign born, only 41 percent were naturalized citizens, while

only 52 percent spoke only English at home or, if they spoke another language,

spoke English very well.  The largest single source country was Mexico (23 percent

of the foreign born), with nearly another quarter of the immigrants coming from each
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of the other three major regions, Europe/Canada, Asia, and other parts of Latin

America.
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Table 2 reports the  OLS regression analysis for weeks worked in 1989 for the

native born (column 1) and the pooled sample of the native and foreign born

(columns 2 to 4).  Regressions limited to the foreign born are reported in Table 3.

���&��*���# ��$�!�

���&��+���# ��$�!�

Although the simple difference in employment was 1.6 fewer weeks worked by

the foreign born, after controlling for schooling, experience, marital status, region of

residence, and whether employed in agriculture, this declines by 60 percent to 1.0

fewer weeks worked in the non-farm sector and 2.3 fewer weeks among the foreign

born in agriculture (Table 2, column 2).  The pattern of fewer weeks worked among

the foreign born is not invariant with duration in the United States.  Other things the

same, the foreign born in the United States for 3 or fewer years worked 5.9 fewer

weeks, but this drops rapidly with duration to 1.3 fewer weeks for those in the U.S.

4 to 5 years, 1.2 fewer weeks for 6 to .8 years, 1.0  fewer weeks for 9 to 10 years, 0.6

fewer weeks for 11 to 15 years, and only 0.22 fewer weeks for the 16 to 20 year
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group (Table 2, column 3).  For longer durations there is no significant difference

from the native born.

Could this steep increase in weeks worked with duration of residence be merely

a cohort effect, with recent cohorts being less adept at finding and retaining

employment?  Analyses performed elsewhere suggest that there in no cohort effect.

Data from the 1970 Census of Population, the 1976 Survey of Income and Education

and pooled samples from the Current Population Survey (four samples from 1979 to

1988) also find relatively low employment in the first few years and a steep increase

in  weeks worked  with duration of residence (Chiswick 1982, Chiswick, Cohen and

Zach, 1997).  In particular, among adult white men in the 1970 Census, the foreign

born in the U.S. up to 5 years worked 2.9 fewer weeks than the native born, and those

in the U.S. 6 to 10 years worked 1.1 fewer weeks, in contrast to the 4.1 weeks and 1.4

weeks, respectively, for white men in the 1990 Census. Yet the recent immigrant

cohort that experienced low employment in the 1970 Census or the 1976 SIE did not

differ in their weeks worked from the native born in the 1990 Census.  Thus, the

increase in weeks worked with duration observed in the 1990 Census appears to be

a robust finding describing the immigrant adjustment process, that is, reflecting the

acquisition of  U.S.-specific skills and information (both formal and informal) with

an increase in duration in the U.S.
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This interpretation is strengthened when variables are added to the equation for

naturalized citizens and fluency in English among the foreign born, as in Table 2,

column 4.  Immigrants who are naturalized citizens and who have fluency in English

work more weeks in the year, 0.7 weeks and 0.5 weeks, respectively, and these

differences are highly significant.  Indeed, when these variables are held constant, the

coefficients on the duration variables become more negative, reflecting fewer weeks

of employment among aliens who are not fluent in English. 

In Table 3 the analysis is limited to the foreign born.  It is instructive that the signs

of the human capital and demographic variables are the same and all are highly

significant in the separate equations for the native born and foreign born (compare

Table 2, column 1 and Table 3, column 2).   Among the foreign born an extra year

of schooling increases weeks worked by about 0.25 weeks per year, while an extra

year of (pre-immigration) labor market experiences raises it by about 0.1 weeks per

year when evaluated at 10 years.  Marriage has a large effect; although the exact

causal relationship may be ambiguous, married foreign-born men work 2.5 weeks

more than otherwise similar men who are not married.

It should be noted that years of schooling and years of labor market experience

(when duration in the U.S. is held constant) have smaller partial effects for the

foreign born than the native born.  Similar patterns were found in analyses of
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immigrant earnings (Chiswick, 1978, 1979) and were attributable to the less-than-

perfect transferability of the skills acquired in the origin rather than in the U.S.  A

similar interpretation could apply here as well.

There are sharp differences in the effects of place of residence and industry.  Rural

and southern residence and the agricultural sector have highly significant effects on

immigrant employment (Table 3, column 2).  Living in the South lowers weeks

worked by 0.3 weeks, while working in a non-agricultural sector in a rural area raises

employment by 0.3 weeks compared to an urban area.  Employment in the

agricultural sector (industry and occupation) lowers the number of weeks worked by

4.1.  This is in contrast with the native born for whom there is no employment

difference between the rural nonfarm sector and urban areas and a slightly smaller

(although statistically significant) number of weeks worked in the South (Table 2,

column 1, coefficient = -0.07, t = -2.3).  And, among the native born the agricultural

sector effect on employment is only 1.5 fewer weeks, much smaller than the 4.1

fewer weeks among the foreign born.  Thus, agricultural employment is associated

with many fewer weeks worked in the year among the foreign born, who are

primarily hired farm laborers, in contrast to the native born in this sector among

whom there is a high rate of self-employment or family-member employment.�
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When the analysis among the foreign born considers the effects of immigrant-

related variables robust patterns emerge.  Using the 1975-1979 group (11 to 15 years)

as the benchmark, weeks worked increases with duration in the United States.  The

most dramatic change occurs in the first decade when employment increases from 5.4

fewer weeks than the benchmark for the 1987-90 cohort to 1.5 fewer weeks for the

1985-86 cohort, to 0.8 fewer weeks for the 1982-84 cohort, and to 0.3 fewer weeks

for the 1980-81 cohort, where all of these differences are statistically different from

zero (Table 3, column 2).  Immigrants in the U.S. longer than the benchmark

generally work more weeks in the year.

When the data are limited to the foreign born, naturalized citizens work 0.9 weeks

more than aliens, and those who speak only English or speak it very well work 0.9

more weeks (0.75 weeks when county of origin is held constant) than those who are

not fluent.

Other variables the same, with the British Isles as the benchmark, immigrants from

all countries of origin work fewer weeks.  The differences are small for most

European countries but exceed 2.0 weeks per year for three large groups, immigrants

from the USSR (-2.8 weeks), Korea  (-2.1 weeks), and  Mexico (-2.1),  as well as for

two small heterogenous groups, Other Africa   (-2.0 weeks), and Other Countries
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(-2.3 weeks).  The explanations for these patterns by country of origin may well

differ, such as refugee effects for those from the USSR, and seasonal employment

and sojourner job turnover among those from Mexico.�
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 The statistical analysis of unemployment among those in the labor force in the

reference week in March 1990 is reported in Table 4.  Among both the foreign born

and native born, those with more schooling and who are married have lower rates of

unemployment.  Among the native born more labor market experience is associated

with lower unemployment, but more pre-immigration experience has no effect on

unemployment among the foreign born.  Those living in the South and those in rural

areas who are not in the agricultural sector have lower rates of unemployment among

both the native born and foreign born.

���&��,���# ��$�!�

A divergence by nativity appears in the data for the effect on unemployment of

being in an agricultural occupation and  industry.  The unemployment rate among the

native born is lower in agriculture than in other industrial sectors by 0.7 percentage

points (t = -3.65), while among the foreign born it is higher by 3.0 percentage points

(t = 12.25).  The nature of agricultural employment is very different among the native

born, where self-employment and family employment dominate, than among the
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predominantly hired farm labor among the foreign born, and this has its effects on the

patterns of unemployment.

Other variables the same, the foreign born have a lower unemployment rate than

the native born, by 0.3 percentage points (t = -3.42) in the non-agricultural sector but

a higher unemployment rate (by 0.8 percentage points) in the agricultural sector

(Table 4, column 2).

In the regression equations limited to the foreign born, compared with the

benchmark, the 1975-79 cohort, the unemployment rate is higher among the most

recent immigrants, the 1987-90 cohort (3.0 percentage points higher, t-ratio = 15.8),

but the rate for the benchmark does not differ significantly from the rate for other

immigrants who arrived in the 1980’s (Table 4, column 5).  Although earlier cohorts

(1950’s to 1974) have significantly higher unemployment rates, the differences are

very small, less than 0.8 percentage point.  Other variables being the same, within the

first 3 years the unemployment rate reaches a plateau, and thereafter does not vary

much with duration of residence.

Citizenship and English language skills are both associated with lower levels of

unemployment, about one-percentage point each, and the effects are highly

significant.
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Country-of-origin differences in the unemployment rate can be substantial.  Most

notable are immigrants from the USSR with an unemployment rate 8.1 percentage

points (t-ratio = 15.9) greater than the benchmark, the British Isles.  Other very high

unemployment rate groups include immigrants from the English-speaking West

Indies (4.3 percentage points higher), Other Latin America, Africa, and Indochina (all

over 2 percentage points higher), whereas the Japanese report 3.4 percentage points

lower unemployment rates.  The extraordinarily high unemployment rates among

Soviet immigrants is a temporary phenomenon--the gap diminishes with duration of

residence.�

The unemployment rate of immigrants from Mexico is only 1.7 percentage points

higher than that of British Isles immigrants.  Their disadvantage in terms of weeks

worked is much greater than their disadvantage in terms of unemployment rates.

This may arise from a greater propensity for seasonal employment and sojourner

migration, that is, alternating periods of employment in the U.S. with spells in

Mexico as a substitute for unemployment in the United States.

In Table 5 the unemployment regressions are recomputed using logistic regression

analysis.  The observed patterns are the same as in the OLS analysis.  Unemployment

rates decrease with education and are lower among those who are married and are
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living in the south.   The agricultural sector is associated with lower unemployment

among the native born, but higher unemployment among the foreign born.

���&��-���# ��$�!�

In the non-agricultural sector the foreign born have a lower unemployment rate

than the native born, although in the agricultural sector the foreign born have a higher

unemployment rate in the OLS analysis but not in the Logit analysis.  (Tables 4 or 5,

column 2).  Among the foreign born, unemployment rates are lower for naturalized

citizens and those more fluent in English (Tables 4 or 5, columns 5).  Unemployment

rates are particularly high among immigrants in the U.S. for three or fewer years

(Tables 4 or 5, column 5).  Immigrants from the USSR show particularly high

unemployment rates, while those from Japan have the lowest rates.  Mexican

immigrants also exhibit higher unemployment rates, other things being the same, than

British immigrants.  This may be due to differences in seasonal patterns of

employment and unemployment, and may be related to a higher propensity for

returning to and from origin among Mexican.
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The analyses reported in Table 6 and Table 7, and in Appendix B which is

available upon request from the authors, are concerned with the measure of

unemployment compensation benefits.  As indicated in Appendix A, the census



27

variable for "other income," INCOME8, can be used as  a proxy measure of

unemployment compensation benefits for groups that do not receive other income

transfers on a recurring basis.  That is, it is a proxy for unemployment compensation

benefits under the assumption that few men receive Aid to Families with Dependent

Children (AFDC) or alimony income, and by excluding from the sample those who

are veterans, in the Armed Forces,  disabled or enrolled in school as they may be

receiving recurring income on this basis  (See Appendix A).�

The Tobit regression analysis for the receipt of unemployment compensation

benefits, as measured in this study, is reported in Table 6 for the native born  and the

pooled analysis.  The dollar amount of this income can be decomposed into the

probability of receiving any income from this source and the amount received by

recipients, and among recipients the number of weeks benefits are received and the

weekly benefit amount.  This decomposition is reported schematically in Table 7,

with the detailed regression analyses presented in  Appendix B.
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Among both the foreign born and the native born, the measure of unemployment

compensation benefits and the probability of receiving a benefit decreases with

higher levels of schooling,  although the amount of the benefit for recipients rises
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with the level of schooling, reflecting higher wage rates.  Total benefits are not

related to labor market experience among the foreign born once duration of residence

in the U.S. is taken into account, although it has a positive effect among the native

born.  Among recipients, however, benefits increase with experience again reflecting

their higher wage rate. Whereas those who are in agriculture receive higher total

benefits and have a higher probability of receiving a benefit among  the foreign born,

the opposite is found among the native born, again reflecting the lower rate of

eligibility due to a higher rate of self-employment.

Other things the same, the foreign born received significantly lower

unemployment compensation benefits than the native born.  The most recent cohort,

1987-90, received particularly  low benefits and the difference is highly statistically

significant.  The low benefits in spite of the lower level of weeks worked and higher

unemployment rate may  well be due, in part,  to the prior work requirements to

qualify for benefits, and the ineligibility for benefits or fear of applying among illegal

aliens.  There is a tendency for the benefit gap between the foreign born and the

native born to diminish with duration of residence, that is, benefits increase with

duration of residence.

The analyses in Table 7 and Appendix B indicate that although the foreign born

receive significantly less in the measure of unemployment benefits analyzed here,
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this is due to a lower probability of receiving any benefits.  Among recipients, the

foreign born receive either the same or  larger total benefits and a higher weekly

benefit. 

The analysis of the effects of duration of residence on unemployment

compensation benefits indicates that the foreign born receive lower total benefits

because of a lower probability of receiving any benefits.  This period of significantly

lower total benefits than the native born extends for about 20 years, although the

magnitude of the effect diminishes with duration.  Indeed, there is little difference

between the foreign born and the native born, other variables the same, for the total

benefits received by recipients or for the weekly benefits received by recipients.

The lower probability of receiving benefits among the foreign born in the first few

years in the United States in spite of their higher unemployment rate may be related

to the requirement of work in covered employment.  That is, the most recent of

immigrants may have been working in the U.S. too short a period of time to satisfy

program eligibility requirements.  The persistence of the lower probability of

receiving benefits for up to 20 years requires other explanations.  Other variables the

same, citizenship and English language skills have a negative effect on benefits

received and the probability of receiving benefits, but not on the magnitude of

benefits among recipients.
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This report has analyzed the employment and unemployment experiences of adult

foreign-born men, both among themselves and in comparison with the native born.

It was based on an econometric analysis of data from the 1990 Census of Population,

Public Use Microdata Sample, 1 percent and 5 percent samples.  Three dependent

variables are analyzed: the number of weeks worked in 1989, unemployment status

in the reference week in 1990, and a proxy measure of unemployment compensation

benefits received in 1989.

The theoretical model focuses on the job search behavior of  the foreign born in

comparison with the native born, and among the foreign born by duration in the U.S.,

country of origin, naturalization, English language fluency, and other characteristics.

The job search model applied to immigrants emphasizes the less than perfect

transferability from their origin to the destination labor market of their pre-

immigration skills and labor market information, as well as the more limited

information employers have regarding their skills.  Investment in skills and labor

market information specific to the destination often entails job turnover and periods

of job search.  These activities are most intense during the initial period in the

destination, and diminish with a longer duration of residence.  As a result, the
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employment and unemployment experience of immigrants would be expected to

approach that of the native born, other variables being the same.

Among the foreign born, weeks worked are greater and unemployment rates are

lower for those with more schooling, and weeks worked increase but unemployment

rates are invariant with total labor market experience.   The effects of schooling and

total experience are weaker among the foreign born than among the native born.

Those who are married have greater employment and lower unemployment.

Employment in the agricultural sector has a different effect on the foreign born and

native born, largely due to differences by nativity in the extent of self-employment

(and family employment) versus hired farm labor.  Agricultural employment is

associated with lower employment and greater unemployment among the foreign

born than among the foreign born in other sectors.  The foreign born have

significantly lower rates of employment (weeks worked) and higher unemployment

rates during their first few years in the United States.

Overall, the foreign born worked 1.6 fewer weeks than the native born, but other

variables the same they worked only 1.0 fewer weeks.  The pattern of fewer weeks

of employment varies by duration of residence--5.9 fewer weeks for those in the U.S.

3 or fewer years, with the difference diminishing with duration of residence.  Among
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the foreign born, those who are naturalized citizens and those who are fluent in

English work more weeks, with each effect approximately 1 week.

Employment also varies by country of origin.  Although the differences are small

for most countries of origin (generally less than two fewer weeks than the

benchmark, the British Isles), the differences are large for immigrants from the USSR

(2.8 fewer weeks), Korea (2.1 fewer weeks) and Mexico (2.1 fewer weeks).  Among

immigrants from the USSR the weeks worked differential is a temporary

phenomenon--it is very large for the most recent cohort (1987-90) and diminishes

sharply with duration of residence.  Comparisons with data from earlier periods

indicates that the effects of  duration of residence do not reflect changes in cohort

quality, but rather a longitudinal effect.  That is, it is a consequence of the process of

adjustment with duration of residence.

Overall, the foreign born have an unemployment rate about 1.4 percentage points

higher than the native born, but other variables the same, they have an unemployment

rate that is slightly lower than the native born.  The unemployment rate is much

higher for the recent foreign born, (1987-90 cohort), but declines sharply to a level

that does not vary with duration of residence.  Naturalized citizens and those fluent

in English have lower unemployment rates.  The very high unemployment rates of
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immigrants from the USSR is a short-term refugee effect, and does not differ by

duration among other cohorts.

The analysis of unemployment compensation benefits is based on an algorithm

developed for this project.  The foreign born reported receiving fewer benefits in

1989, due to a significantly lower probability of receiving any benefits.  Among those

who received unemployment compensation benefits the foreign born received a

larger total benefit and a larger weekly benefit.

In conclusion, the analysis finds that immigrants experience fewer weeks worked

and higher unemployment rates during the first few years in the U.S., but after that

their employment and unemployment experiences are very similar to those of the

native born.  Among the foreign born those who are citizens and fluent in English

work more weeks and have lower unemployment rates.  The foreign born in the

agricultural sector work fewer weeks and have higher unemployment rates than the

foreign born in the rest of the economy and the native born in agriculture.  Refugees

from the USSR experience very low employment and very high unemployment rates

during their first three years, but there are no significant differences thereafter.  The

foreign born have a lower probability of receiving unemployment compensation

benefits and receive less income from this source, other variables the same, although
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foreign-born benefit recipients do receive more in a year than their native-born

counterparts.

The unemployment problems associated with immigrants appear therefore to be

largely short-term, transitional adjustments not unlike those experienced by native-

born new entrants and re-entrants to the labor market.
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� For an analysis of the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of the

foreign-born population, based on the 1990 Census of Population,  see Chiswick and

Sullivan (1995).

� The discussion in this section draws on Chiswick (1982) and Chiswick, Cohen

and Zach (1997).

� The frequency distribtion (percent) of foreign-born and native-born agricultural

workers (industry and occupation) by class of worker (1990) is:

Class of Worker Native Born Foreign

Born

Private sector 37.1                   83.7

Government sector 1.4                     0.8

Self-employment (including unpaid family wokers) 61.6                   15.5

______               _____

Total 100.0                 100.0

Source: 1990 Census of Population, Public Use Microdata Sample, 1 percent sample.
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, Soviet immigrants have a much steeper slope of employment with respect to

duration of residence.  Those who arrived between 1987 and 1990 worked 13.5 fewer

weeks (t = -15.5) than the benchmark, Soviet immigrants who arrived between 1975

and 1979; those who arrived in 1985-86 worked a marginally significant (t = 1.5) 2.4

more weeks than the benchmark cohort, with no significant differences from the

benchmark for any earlier cohort.

� Soviet immigrants who immigrated in the most recent three-year period, 1987-

90, had an unemployment rate 15.9 percentage points (t = 9.1) higher than Soviet

immigrants who arrived in  the benchmark (1975-79)  period.  The unemployment

rates for earlier cohorts were not significantly different from the benchmark, except

for a 6.7 point (t = 2.5) higher rate for the 1982-84 cohort.

� An alternative procedure would be to include these groups in the sample, but add

dichotomous variables for these characteristics to the estimating equation.  Tests with

this procedure indicate that there are no substantive differences in the findings for the

human capital, demographic and immigrant variables.
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Variable Definition Hypothesized Partial 
Effect  on Employment (a)

Dependent Variables

Employment Weeks worked in 1989 among those who
     worked and had non-zero earnings in
     1989

Unemployed Unemployed among those in the labor force
     in the reference week in March 1990

Unemployment Unemployment compensation benefits, proxy
     Compensation       measure(b)

Explanatory Variables

Education Years of Schooling +

Experience Years of labor market experience +
       (Age-Education-5), and its square

Not married Not "married, spouse present" = 1 -

Rural Rural area = 1 ?

South Southern state and DC = 1 ?

Foreign Born Foreign born = 1 -

Naturalized Citizen Naturalized citizen =1, Alien and US born = 0 +

Speaks English Foreign Born and Speaks only English or +
     Speaks English Very Well = 1

Agriculture Industry and Occupation is in agriculture = 1 (c)

Foreign* Agriculture Foreign born and in Agriculture = 1 -
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Years Since Migration 1990 minus year of immigration +

Year of Immigration Period of immigration dichotomous variables: (d)

     Immigrated before 1950 (PRE-50)
     or between 19XX and 19YY.

Country of Birth      Dichotomous country of birth variables, (e)

     British Isles as the benchmark, see Table 1
     for details

(a)Hypothesized partial effect of the explanatory variable on weeks worked (employment) is positive (+),
negative (-), or ambiguous (?).   Hypothesized signs are reversed for unemployment status.  Analysis
limited to males age 25 to 64.

(b)"All other income" (INCOME 8), with the population limited to adult males who were not veterans, are
not disabled, and are not currently in the military or enrolled in school.  See Appendix A.

(c)Hypothesis is a positive sign for the native born and a negative sign for the foreign born.

(d)Hypothesis is that employment increases with duration of residence.

(e)Hypothesis is that employment is lower for immigrants from non-English speaking countries, and lower
for recent refugees than for economic migrants.

Note: The sample is limited to native-born and foreign-born males age 25 to 64 years in 1990, who
worked in at least one week and had non-zero earnings (wage, salary and self-employment income) in
1989.  Persons born abroad of American parents and persons born in a territory of the United States are
excluded from the analysis.
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TABLE   1
Means and Standard Deviations, Native-Born and Foreign-Born Men

Aged 25-64, 1990

          Native Born                     Foreign Born                        Total             

Variable                Mean 
Standard
Deviation Mean 

Standard
Deviation Mean 

Standard
Deviation

Weeks Worked 47.36 10.50 45.76 11.59 47.19 10.64

Unemployment Rate 4.82 2.14 6.18 1.12 4.94 2.18

UI Benefits Received 78.59 7430.96 61.75 3347.86 76.64 7503.93

UI Benefits, with UI 2692.39 33479.34 2894.67 18360.16 2708.86 34658.85

Education 13.47 2.66 11.95 4.78 13.32 2.98

Experience 22.04 11.13 22.73 11.45 22.10 11.16

Experience Squared 609.38 572.94 647.70 612.94 613.07 577.30

Not Married 0.31 0.46 0.34 0.47 0.31 0.46

Rural 0.27 0.45 0.06 0.24 0.25 0.43

South 0.34 0.47 0.24 0.43 0.33 0.47

Agriculture 0.03 0.16 0.05 0.21 0.03 0.16

Foreign born 0.00 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.10 0.30

Year of Immigration

   Pre - 1950 0.024 0.154 0.003 0.050

   1950-1959 0.086 0.281 0.009 0.093

   1960-1964 0.078 0.268 0.008 0.087

   1965-1969 0.104 0.306 0.010 0.101

   1970-1974 0.137 0.344 0.013 0.115

   1975-1979 0.174 0.379 0.017 0.130

   1980-1981 0.117 0.321 0.012 0.107

   1982-1984 0.098 0.297 0.009 0.097

   1985-1986 0.081 0.273 0.008 0.089

   1987-1990 0.101 0.301 0.010 0.102

Naturalized Citizen 0.411 0.492 0.041 0.197

Speaks English 0.520 0.500 0.052 0.222

Countries of Birth

   British Isles 0.036 0.185 0.004 0.060
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TABLE   1  Continued

         Native Born                   Foreign Born                     Total            

Variable Mean 
Standard
 Deviation Mean

Standard
Deviation Mean 

Standard
Deviation

   Western Europe 0.050 0.217 0.005 0.070

   Eastern Europe 0.025 0.157 0.003 0.051

   Southern Europe 0.056 0.231 0.006 0.076

   Balkans 0.013 0.114 0.001 0.037

   USSR 0.011 0.105 0.001 0.034

   Canada/Aust/NZ 0.035 0.183 0.003 0.057

   Mexico 0.232 0.422 0.023 0.150

   Cuba 0.042 0.200 0.004 0.064

   Brit. W. Indies 0.029 0.169 0.003 0.055

   Other Lat. America 0.143 0.350 0.015 0.120

   North Africa 0.046 0.210 0.004 0.066

   Other Africa 0.018 0.134 0.002 0.045

   Southwest Asia 0.043 0.202 0.004 0.064

   Indochina 0.034 0.182 0.003 0.059

   China 0.050 0.219 0.005 0.070

   Japan 0.012 0.111 0.001 0.035

   Philippines 0.044 0.205 0.004 0.065

   Korea 0.026 0.159 0.003 0.051

   Other Asia 0.013 0.115 0.001 0.037

   Other Countries 0.039 0.195 0.004 0.061

Observations 496,382 251,739 546,545

(a) Other countries includes other countries not listed, at sea and, the largest category, country of birth not
reported.

Source:  1990 Census of Population, Public Use Microdata Sample, 1 percent sample of the native born and
total, 5 percent sample of the foreign born.
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TABLE 2
Regression Analysis of Weeks Worked, for Pooled Native and Foreign-Born Adult Men, 1990

 Native Born             ----------   Pooled Native and Foreign Born  --------

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

Education 0.36879 0.33714 0.33713 0.32903
(61.90) (64.51) (64.56) (61.73)

Experience 0.21119 0.21085 0.20441 0.20505
(36.29) (38.01) (36.87) (36.98)

Experience Squared -0.00504 -0.00488 -0.00482 -0.00484
(-44.54) (-45.49) (-44.98) (-45.08)

Not Married -3.49135 -3.44305 -3.40119 -3.40078
(-105.77) (-108.35) (-107.09) (-107.08)

Rural -0.01379 -0.03218 -0.02358 -0.03359
(-0.40) (-0.95) (-0.70) (-0.99)

South -0.07010 -0.09330 -0.09215 -0.09550
(-2.26) (-3.09) (-3.05) (-3.17)

Agriculture -1.49781 -1.57257 -1.76666 -1.74288
(-15.87) (-16.39) (-20.06) (-19.78)

Foreign born                   (a) -0.97702                   (a)                   (a)
(-19.84)

Foreign* Agriculture                   (a) -1.36589                   (a)                   (a)
(-5.78)

Years of Migration
   Pre-1950                   (a)                   (a) 0.40412 -0.62988

(1.44) (-2.07)
   1950-1959                   (a)                   (a) 0.22523 -0.73001

(1.48) (-3.90)
   1960-1964                   (a)                   (a) 0.07724 -0.75439

(0.48) (-4.02)
   1965-1969                   (a)                   (a) 0.23033 -0.51029

(1.65) (-3.13)
   1970-1974                   (a)                   (a) -0.22213 -0.84389

(-1.81) (-5.95)
   1975-1979                   (a)                   (a) -0.57178 -1.09778

(-5.24) (-8.79)
   1980-1981                   (a)                   (a) -1.02229 -1.43232

(-7.75) (-10.20)
   1982-1984                   (a)                   (a) -1.18945 -1.55043

(-8.14) (-10.11)
   1985-1986                   (a)                   (a) -1.30615 -1.56678

(-8.27) (-9.63)
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TABLE 2 continued

   Native Born               ----------   Pooled Native and Foreign Born 

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

   1987-1990                   (a)                   (a) -5.92740 -6.16612
(-42.71) (-42.80)

Naturalized Citizen                   (a)                   (a)                   (a) 0.70984
(6.78)

Speaks English                   (a)                  (a)                   (a) 0.47447
(4.95)

Constant 41.95137 42.28619 42.38369 42.48890
(380.96) (415.87) (416.51) (413.94)

Adjusted R2 0.0436 0.0447 0.0473 0.0479
Standard Error 10.27686 10.45284 10.43843 10.4377
Observations 496,351 546,513 546,513 546,513

Notes:  (a)  Variable not entered
                   t-ratios in parentheses

Source:  1990 Census of Population, Public Use Microdata Sample, 1 percent sample
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TABLE   3
Regression Analysis of Weeks Worked, for Foreign-Born Adult Men, 1990

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

Education 0.27578 0.24964 0.20315 0.16729
(50.63) (44.34) (34.11) (24.67)

Experience 0.22701 0.15156 0.15792 0.15662
(27.39) (18.21) (18.96) (18.75)

Experience Squared -0.00371 -0.00291 -0.00296 -0.00309
(-24.30) (-19.12) (-19.42) (-20.22)

Not Married -2.84253 -2.48372 -2.46224 -2.40809
(-56.96) (-49.95) (-49.53) (-48.01)

Rural 0.56311 0.28051 0.18160 0.08031
(5.78) (2.89) (1.87) (0.82)

South -0.29749 -0.30289 -0.32177 -0.30102
(-5.59) (-5.74) (-6.10) (-5.50)

Agriculture -4.24603 -4.08308 -3.96360 -3.66187
(-37.01) (-35.93) (-34.89) (-31.82)

Year of Immigration
    Pre-1950                (a) -0.13306 -0.86041 -1.21443

(-0.84) (-5.32) (-7.32)
    1950-1959                (a) 0.51351 -0.06881 -0.49781

(5.24) (-0.68) (-4.70)
    1960-1964                (a) 0.53186 0.12371 -0.19653

(5.41) (1.24) (-1.91)
    1965-1969                (a) 0.39561 0.10726 -0.11872

(4.46) (1.20) (-1.30)
    1970-1974                (a) 0.03375 -0.10922 -0.15897

(0.42) (-1.34) (-1.94)
    1980-1981                (a) -0.27534 -0.10199 -0.21626

(-3.25) (-1.20) (-2.53)
    1982-1984                (a) -0.78247 -0.53766 -0.65133

(-8.71) (-5.94) (-7.16)
    1985-1986                (a) -1.47232 -1.09868 -1.23371

(-15.37) (-11.29) (-12.61)
    1987-1990                (a) -5.44074 -5.00649 -5.24298

(-60.71) (-54.60) (-56.54)
Naturalized Citizen                (a)                (a) 0.85707 0.82704

(16.24) (15.25)
Speaks English                (a)                (a) 0.91098 0.74868

(17.67) (13.49)
Countries of Birth
   Western Europe                (a)                (a)                (a) -0.45000
   (-2.88)
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TABLE   3   Continued

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

   Eastern Europe                (a)                (a)                (a) -0.33285
(-1.80)

   Southern Europe                (a)                (a)                (a) -0.46766
(-3.02)

   Balkans                (a)                (a)                (a) -0.87699
(-3.83)

   USSR                (a)                (a)                (a) -2.78040
(-11.38)

   Canada/Aust/NZ                (a)                (a)                (a) -0.49322
(-2.88)

   Mexico                (a)                (a)                (a) -2.07228
(-15.07)

   Cuba                (a)                (a)                (a) -0.72390
(-4.31)

   Brit. W. Indies                (a)                (a)                (a) -1.85110
(-10.41)

   Other Lat. America                (a)                (a)                (a) -1.43230
(-10.46)

   North Africa                (a)                (a)                (a) -1.62805
(-10.19)

   Other Africa                (a)                (a)                (a) -2.03329
(-10.26)

   Southwest Asia                (a)                (a)                (a) -1.30062
(-8.01)

   Indochina                (a)                (a)                (a) -1.08968
(-6.19)

   China                (a)                (a)                (a) -1.49728
(-9.42)

   Japan                (a)                (a)                (a) 0.90066
(3.82)

   Philippines                (a)                (a)                (a) -1.06157
(-6.57)

   Korea                (a)                (a)                (a) -2.11499
(-11.30)

   Other Asia                (a)                (a)                (a) -1.01892
(-4.47)

   Other Countries                (a)                (a)                (a) -2.31583
(-13.91)

Constant 40.91252
(299.14)

42.95727
(291.72)

42.59159
(288.11)

44.73148
(215.06)
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TABLE   3   Continued

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

Adjusted R2 0.0420 0.0617 0.0640 0.0670
Standard Error 11.84162 11.71920 11.70515 11.68611
Observations 251,720 251,720 251,720 251,720

Notes:  (a)   Variable not entered
                     t-ratios in parentheses

Source:  1990 Census of Population, Public Use Microdata Sample, 1 percent sample.
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TABLE 4
Regression Analysis of Unemployment, for Native-Born and Foreign-Born Adult Men, 1990 

Native Pooled Native and 
Born Foreign Born  Foreign Born

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

Education -0.00908 -0.00780 -0.00784 -0.00422 -0.00308
(-72.98) (-71.86) (-70.68) (-37.05) (-21.51)

Experience 0.00190 0.00152 0.00155 -0.00008 0.00019
(15.45) (12.98) (13.20) (-0.48) (1.07)

Experience Squared -0.00004 -0.00003 -0.00004 0.00000 0.00000
(-17.97) (-15.19) (-15.39) (1.24) (0.90)

Not Married 0.05440 0.05175 0.05160 0.03257 0.02805
(79.18) (78.33) (78.02) (31.12) (26.34)

Rural -0.00318 -0.00240 -0.00253 -0.00887 -0.00333
(-4.49) (-3.40) (-3.58) (-4.30) (-1.59)

South -0.00749 -0.00695 -0.00692 -0.00690 -0.00854
(-11.61) (-11.06) (-11.01) (-6.16) (-7.34)

Agriculture -0.00722 -0.00607 -0.00425 0.03217 0.02989
(-3.65) (-3.02) (-2.31) (13.37) (12.25)

Foreign born            (a) -0.00346            (a)            (a)            (a)
(-3.42)

Foreign* Agriculture 0.01140            (a)            (a)            (a)
(2.33)

Year of Immigration
   Pre-1950            (a)            (a) 0.00196            (a) 0.00210

(0.31) (0.58)
   1950-1959            (a)            (a) 0.00328            (a) 0.00491

(0.84) (2.17)
   1960-1964            (a)            (a) -0.00679            (a) 0.00654

(-1.75) (2.98)
   1965-1969            (a)            (a) 0.00167            (a) 0.00780

(0.50) (4.01)
   1970-1974            (a)            (a) -0.00440            (a) 0.00617

(-1.51) (3.53)
   1975-1979            (a)            (a) -0.00153            (a)             (a)

(-0.60)
   1980-1981            (a)            (a) -0.01033            (a) 0.00278

(-3.58) (1.54)
   1982-1984            (a)            (a) -0.00591            (a) -0.00343

(-1.87) (-1.77)
   1985-1986            (a)            (a) -0.00418            (a) 0.00088

(-1.25) (0.42)
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TABLE 4   Continued
Native Pooled Native and 
Born Foreign Born  Foreign Born

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

   1987-1990            (a)            (a) 0.01264            (a) 0.03046
(4.40) (15.78)

Naturalized Citizen            (a)            (a) -0.00806            (a) -0.01188
(-3.74) (-10.30)

Speaks English            (a)            (a) 0.00336            (a) -0.00919
(1.70) (-7.80)

Countries of Birth
   Western Europe            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.00203

(0.60)
   Eastern Europe            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.00908

(2.30)
   Southern Europe            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.00689

(2.08)
   Balkans            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.01196

(2.45)
   USSR            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.08109

(15.85)
   Canada/Aust/NZ            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.00628

(1.71)
   Mexico            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.01675

(5.70)
   Cuba            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.01450

(4.04)
   Brit. W. Indies            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.04246

(11.21)
   Other Lat. America            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.02245

(7.67)
   North Africa            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.02302

(6.75)
   Other Africa            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.02303

(5.45)
   Southwest Asia            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.01170

(3.37)
   Indochina            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.02453

(6.56)
   China            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.00129

(0.38)
   Japan            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) -0.03391

(-6.68)
   Philippines            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.00338

(0.98)
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TABLE 4   Continued
Native Pooled Native and 
Born Foreign Born  Foreign Born

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

   Korea            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) -0.00601
(-1.50)

   Other Asia            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.00757
(1.55)

   Other Countries            (a)            (a)            (a)            (a) 0.03021
(8.53)

Constant 0.14206 0.12829 0.12858 0.10080 0.07215
(61.67) (60.53) (59.98) (35.01) (16.27)

Adjusted R2 0.0264 0.0240 0.0241 0.0145 0.0198
Standard Error 0.21132 0.21511 0.21510 0.24938 0.24870
Observations 485,338 535,823 535,823 253,377 253,377

Notes:  (a)   Variable not entered
             t-ratios in parentheses

Source:  1990 Census of Population, Public Use Microdata Sample, 1 percent sample for the native
born and pooled analysis, and 5 percent sample for the foreign born analysis.
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TABLE 5
Logistic Regression Analysis of Unemployment, for Native and Foreign-Born Adult Men, 1990 

Native Pooled Native and 
Born Foreign Born  Foreign Born

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

Education -0.18100 -0.14490 -0.14630 -0.06730 -0.04560
(-70.16) (-67.71) (-66.50) (-16.74) (-20.18)

Experience 0.03450 0.02340 0.02380 -0.00310 0.00073
(12.73) (9.44) (9.60) (-0.48) (0.25)

Experience Squared -0.00084 -0.00058 -0.00059 0.00008 0.00008
(-15.85) (-12.34) (-12.55) (0.71) (1.57)

Not Married 1.05290 0.98770 0.98630 0.53310 0.45520
(73.63) (74.26) (73.60) (14.25) (26.47)

Rural -0.02590 -0.01210 -0.01410 -0.15480 -0.05770
(-1.62) (-0.78) (-0.90) (-1.94) (-1.58)

South -0.18300 -0.15930 -0.15870 -0.12930 -0.15400
(-12.36) (-11.38) (-11.34) (-2.98) (-7.62)

Agriculture -0.16680 -0.12640 -0.12060 0.35090 0.31250
(-3.83) (-2.93) (-3.26) (5.01) (9.70)

Foreign born            (a) -0.19980            (a)             (a)            (a)
(-9.08)

Foreign* Agriculture            (a) 0.01350            (a)            (a)            (a)
(0.17)

Year of Immigration
   Pre-1950            (a)            (a) -0.06590             (a) 0.01600

(-0.44) (0.23)
   1950-1959            (a)            (a) 0.01760             (a) 0.07400

(0.21) (1.77)
   1960-1964            (a)            (a) -0.25860             (a) 0.11110

(-2.97) (2.83)
   1965-1969            (a)            (a) -0.05470             (a) 0.13960

(-0.81) (4.13)
   1970-1974            (a)            (a) -0.20170             (a) 0.10700

(-3.48) (3.59)
   1975-1979            (a)            (a) -0.18860             (a)             (a)

(-3.79)
   1980-1981            (a)            (a) -0.35890             (a) 0.05030

(-6.25) (1.67)
   1982-1984            (a)            (a) -0.31450             (a) -0.06910

(-4.97) (-2.04)
   1985-1986            (a)            (a) -0.30510             (a) 0.00882

(-4.79) (0.26)
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TABLE 5   Continued

Native Pooled Native and 
Born Foreign Born  Foreign Born

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

   1987-1990            (a)            (a) -0.06980             (a) 0.40840
(-1.36) (13.89)

Naturalized Citizen            (a)            (a) -0.16720             (a) -0.23780
(-3.70) (-11.77)

Speaks English            (a)            (a) 0.10650             (a) -0.18610
(2.63) (-9.31)

Countries of Birth
   Western Europe            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.03410

(0.45)
   Eastern Europe            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.26640

(3.31)
   Southern Europe            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.26380

(3.81)
   Balkans            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.34320

(3.60)
   USSR            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 1.28200

(15.93)
   Canada/Aust/NZ            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.18820

(2.38)
   Mexico            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.41260

(6.63)
   Cuba            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.38100

(5.24)
   Brit. W. Indies            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.84520

(11.97)
   Other Lat. America            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.49820

(8.02)
   North Africa            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.51690

(7.36)
   Other Africa            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.51630

(6.27)
   Southwest Asia            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.22400

(2.98)
   Indochina            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.54250

(7.47)
   China            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.03760

(0.51)
   Japan            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) -1.41060

(-7.70)
   Philippines            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.08330

(1.10)
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TABLE 5   Continued

Native Pooled Native and 
Born Foreign Born  Foreign Born

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

   Korea            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) -0.19510
(-2.13)

   Other Asia            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.19440
(1.93)

   Other Countries            (a)            (a)            (a)             (a) 0.60300
(8.89)

Constant -1.26420 -1.60940 -1.59200 -2.15650 -2.75170
(-25.64) (-36.33) (-35.54) (-19.82) (-32.68)

AIC 131,005 187,513 142,437 25,583 127,907
Observations 485,339 535,824 535,824 253,378 253,378

Notes:  (a)   Variable not entered
            Asymptotic t-ratios in parentheses

Source:  1990 Census of Population, Public Use Microdata Sample, 1 percent sample for the native
born and pooled analysis, and 5 percent sample for the foreign born analysis.
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TABLE 6
Tobit Regression Analysis of Unemployment Insurance Benefit Payments

Pooled Native and Foreign-Born Adult Men, 1990

Native Born              ----------   Pooled Native and Foreign Born  ----------

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

Education -301.87 -248.52 -273.33 -269.28
(-19.60) (-19.29) (-21.09) (-20.29)

Experience 114.93 83.21 89.79 90.12
(7.24) (5.75) (6.18) (6.21)

Experience Squared -2.77 -1.89 -2.17 -2.18
(-8.46) (-6.55) (-7.44) (-7.46)

Not Married 521.78 388.02 411.41 411.35
(6.49) (5.03) (5.33) (5.33)

Rural 1021.15 1048.58 1002.41 1007.29
(12.33) (12.79) (12.22) (12.27)

South -1828.27 -1775.68 -1777.84 -1774.84
(-21.20) (-21.36) (-21.39) (-21.35)

Agriculture -1895.32 -1903.41 -637.08 -654.37
(-7.55) (-7.47) (-3.18) (-3.26)

Foreign born                   (a) -1512.11                   (a)                   (a)
(-12.28)

Foreign* Agriculture                   (a) 4165.47                   (a)                   (a)
(9.78)

Years of Migration
   Pre-1950                   (a)                   (a) 170.54 571.27

(0.21) (0.68)
   1950-1959                   (a)                   (a) 63.65 447.47

(0.17) (1.03)
   1960-1964                   (a)                   (a) 99.87 420.44

(0.28) (1.05)
   1965-1969                   (a)                   (a) -699.15 -413.26

(-2.28) (-1.17)
   1970-1974                   (a)                   (a) -807.87 -567.76

(-3.08) (-1.89)
   1975-1979                   (a)                   (a) -1210.80 -1012.40

(-5.01) (-3.74)
   1980-1981                   (a)                   (a) -2871.55 -2709.61

(-8.23) (-7.47)
   1982-1984                   (a)                   (a) -1702.12 -1565.68

(-4.83) (-4.29)
   1985-1986                   (a)                   (a) -1703.30 -1605.11

(-4.61) (-4.25)
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TABLE 6 continued

Native Born              ----------   Pooled Native and Foreign Born  --------

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

   1987-1990                   (a)                   (a) -2731.47 -2638.20
(-7.19) (-6.78)

Naturalized Citizen                   (a)                   (a)                   (a) -328.24
(-1.38)

Speaks English                   (a)                   (a)                   (a) -181.21
(-0.81)

Constant -11244.06 -11961.47 -11659.23 -11717.19
(-37.14) (-43.48) (-42.59) (-42.29)

SCALE 7578.92 7708.30 7706.80 7706.67

Log Likelihood -105,745 -119,251 -119,258 -119,257
Noncensored Values 8,321 9,224 9,224 9,224
Left Censored Values    261,119 299,936 299,936 299,936

Notes:  (a)  Variable not entered
                   t-ratios in parentheses

Source:  1990 Census of Population, Public Use Microdata Sample, 1 percent sample
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TABLE 7
Signs of Partial Effects of Variables on Four Measures of Unemployment Insurance Benefits

For Adult Men , Pooled Native and Foreign Born, and Foreign Born Only, 1990

Total Benefits Claim Probability Total Benefits Weekly Benefits
Variables All All Recipients Recipients

Foreign Foreign Foreign Foreign
Pooled Born Pooled Born Pooled Born Pooled Born

Education -- -- -- -- + + + +
Experience + 0 + 0 + + 0 +
Not Married + 0 + 0 0 0 0 0
Rural + + + + -- 0 0 0
South -- -- -- -- 0 0 0 0
Agriculture -- + -- + 0 -- 0 0
Foreign born -- (a) -- (a) + (a) + (a)
Foreign/Agriculture + (a) + (a) -- (a) 0 (a)
Year of Immigration
   Pre-1950 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
   1950-1959 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0
   1960-1964 0 + 0 + + 0 + +
   1965-1969 0 + 0 + 0 0 0 0
   1970-1974 0 + -- + 0 0 0 0
   1975-1979 -- (a) -- (a) 0 (a) 0 (a)
    1980-1981 -- -- -- -- 0 0 0 0
   1982-1984 -- -- -- -- + 0 0 0
   1985-1986 -- -- -- -- 0 0 0 +
   1987-1990 -- -- -- -- + 0 0 0
Naturalized Citizen 0 -- 0 -- 0 0 0 0
Speaks English 0 -- 0 -- 0 + 0 0

Constant -- -- -- -- -- 0 -- 0
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TABLE 7 continued
                                                                                                                                                          
Notes:     Only variables significant at the 5 percent level are signed; + means positive effect, --
means negative effect; non-significant variables are marked with a "0".

Signs in the "Pooled" columns are derived from Tables 6, B-3, B-2, and B-4 respectively.  

The "Foreign Born" variable  is from column 2 in each table.   All other variables are from column
4.

The signs in the "Foreign Born" columns are derived from Table B-5.

(a)   Variable not entered.
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