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Executive Summary 

Throughout much of their history in the United 
States, Asians have been denied rights considered 
basic by most Americans. For instance, it was not 
until 1952 that immigrants from all Asian groups 
were considered eligi"ble for U.S. citizenship. Today, 
Asians are entitled to the full panoply of civil rights 
protections afforded to all Americans; they also are 
a protected minority and participate in affirmative 
action programs. However, given the history of 
discrimination against Asian groups-and continued 
evidence ofanti-Asian prejudice1 -it is important to, 
learn more about the extent and nature of anti-Asian 
discriminatory behavior in present-day America. 

This report addresses two issues pertaining to the 
relationships between discrimination, civil rights 
legislation, and the economic status of Asian Ameri
cans. One issue is whether discrimination today, 
despite legal protections, adversely affects the eco
nomic status of Asian groups. Another key issue is 
whether the relative economic status of Asian 
Americans has improved over time and, in particu
lar, after passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. As 
an analysis of discrimination in the workplace, the 
project fulfills the mandate of the United States 
Commission on Civil Rights to i:eport to the Presi
dent, the Congress, and the Nation on discrimination 
on the basis of race, color, sex, age, religion, 
handicap, or national origin.2 

This study extends previous research in several 
important ways. It separately examines the econom-
1 In a study of anti-Asian bigotry and violence, the Commission 
found that Asians continue to be the victims of racially motivated 
incidents ranging from anti-Asian signs and bumper stickers to 
serious physical assaults. See U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 
Recent Activities Against Citizens and Residents of Asian Descent 
(1986). 
2 This report is the second in a series of studies on the economic 

ic status of the six largest Asian groups in America: 
Chinese, Filipinos, Japanese, Asian Indians, Kore
ans, and Vietnamese. Previous studies have general
ly relied on published census statistics that provide 
economic data on the combined native-born and 
foreign-born Asian population. This report examines 
the economic status of immigrants and the native 
born separately and, in so doing, uncovers important 
dimensions of Asian economic status that were not 
apparent in previous studies. The report also tracks 
the extent to which Asian immigrants are assimilat
ing into the American economy. 

To establish a statistical basis for examining the 
issue of discrimination, this study assesses how well 
Asians, as individuals, do in the labor market 
compared with non-Hispanic whites. (Hispanics are 
excluded from the comparison group because the 
earnings of Hispanic groups may be affected by 
labor market discrimination.) Of course, intergroup 
differences in earnings may occur for many reasons 
other than discrimination. Thus, the approach adopt
ed in this study is td examine the relative employ
ment and income profiles of specific Asian groups 
compared to non-Hispanic whites, adjusting for 
factors that might account for disparities. These 
factors include years of schooling, English-speaking 
a~ility, age, region of residence, urban location, and 
for immigrants, year ofimmigration. 

Although this report focuses on Asian individuals 
and how they fare in the labor market, it also 

status of different ethnic and racial minorities and women. The 
idea for this large.scale project was initially developed by former 
Commissioner John H. Bunzel. The first report in this series is 
The Economic Progress ofBlack Men in America (1986). Another 
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights report, The Economic Status of 
Americans ofSouthern and Eastern European Ancestry (1986) also 
fits conceptually into the "Incomes ofAmericans" series. 
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examines Asian family income and how the family as 
a unit is used to achieve this income. 

Finally, the report traces Asian immigration from 
its inception to the present day, providing statistics 
on the occupations of Asian immigrants in their 
countries of origin. This information gives a baseline 
from which the current achievements of Asians in 
America may be gauged. 

In the course of doing this study, several sources 
of data were used. They included microdata samples 
from the 1960, 1970, and 1980 censuses, as well as 
records from the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service (INS). The following sections of this execu
tive summary describe the report's findings. 

Patterns in Immigration and Trends in 
the Skill Composition of Asian 
Immigrants: 1850-1980 

INS records show that the early wave of Asian 
immigrants, who entered the country between 1850 
and 1935, was largely composed of unskilled labor
ers. During the peak years of early Chinese, Japa
nese, Korean, Indian, and Filipino immigration, 
more than three-quarters of the immigrants in each 
of these groups reported laborer occupations in their 
countries of origin. 

Immigration laws, however, greatly affected both 
the size and composition of subsequent Asian immi
gration. The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 and the 
Gentlemen's Agreement with Japan in 1907 restrict
ed the immigration of Chinese and Japanese labor
ers. Legislation in 1924 effectively barred most 
Asians from entering the United States, and by 1934 
Asian immigration had all but ceased. 

During the Second World War, Congress began 
to chip away at discriminatory barriers to Asian 
immigration, and by 1965 the last vestige of anti
Asian discrimination was removed from the immi
gration laws. Relaxation of immigration laws was 
followed by a large growth in the migration of 
Asians to America. 

A key feature of the immigration reform of 1965 
was the preferential treatment it gave family mem
bers and skilled immigrants. This reform applied to 
immigrants from all countries. However, the virtual 
cessation of Asian immigration for 30 years meant 
that new Asian immigrants were more likely to be 
admitted under the provision granting preference to 
skilled immigrants than as family members. Conse
quently, Asian workers who have arrived in the 
most recent wave tend to be highly skilled. Indeed, 

close to 90 percent of working Indian entrants 
during the years 1966 through 1975 reported profes
sional backgrounds. Close to 50 percent or more of 
the working immigrants in the other Asian groups 
reported professional occupations in the post-1965 
period; only small percentages reported laborer as 
their occupational background. 

In recent years, the percentage of high-skilled 
immigrants in most Asian groups has declined and 
the percentage of low-skilled immigrants has in
creased. The change reflects a shift toward a greater 
admission of relatives, as the population base of 
foreign-born Asian Americans has grown. Yet, 
recent Asian entrants remain highly skilled. Close to 
half or more of working immigrants admitted from 
1976 to 1980 reported professional occupations, and 
no more than 10 percent of any Asian group 
reported laborer occupations. Thus, in contrast to 
the early Asian immigrants, who were predominant
ly unskilled laborers, the recent Asian immigrants 
have been, and continue to be, highly skilled. 

Refugees from Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam 
have also contributed to the recent growth ofAsians 
in America, with the largest group coming from 
Vietnam. Overall, recent Vietnamese immigrants are 
much less skilled than the other Asian immigrant 
groups examined in this report. According to INS 
statistics, only 16 percent of Vietnamese immigrants 
arriving in the United States between 1976 and 1980 
reported professional backgrounds. 

Current Population Characteristics 
With the exception of the Japanese, Asians in 

America are predominantly foreign born. Compar
ing working-age men across groups shows that 
immigrants make up over 75 percent of the Chinese 
and Filipino populations, over 93 percent of the 
Korean and Indian populations, and over 98 percent 
of the Vietnamese population. About a quarter of 
Japanese working-age men were born outside the 
United States. In contrast to the Asian groups, only 
7 percent of non-Hispanic whites were born abroad. 

Of the foreign born, Asians are more likely than 
non-Hispanic whites to be recent immigrants. As of 
1980, more than 70 percent of the foreign born in 
each Asian group had arrived after 1965, and many 
had arrived after 1975. In contrast, the majority of 
non-Hispanic white immigrants are pre-1965 en
trants and only 14 percent immigrated after 1975. 

Asians originally settled and remain concentrated 
in the western United States, particularly California 
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and Hawaii. Foreign-born Asians, however, are 
much less likely than native-born Asians to live in 
the West and much more likely to live in all other 
regions of the country, particularly the Northeast. 
For instance, whereas 92 percent of native-born 
Japanese men (25 to 65 years old) live in the West, 
56 percent of the foreign-born Japanese live there, 
and whereas 80 percent of native-born Koreans 
reside in the West, only 45 percent of foreign-born 
Koreans are western residents. 

Family Economic Status 
The average family incomes of some Asian groups 

rank among the highest of all racial and ethnic 
groups in the United States. For instance, the 
average incomes of native-born Chinese, Japanese, 
and Korean families exceed by more than 40 percent 
the average for native-born non-Hispanic white 
families. Perhaps more extraordinary, however, are 
the relatively high family incomes of the foreign 
born despite the large number of recent immigrant 
families among the Asian groups: the average family 
incomes of most foreign-born Asian groups ap
proach or exceed the average family incomes of 
non-Hispanic whites in which the head of household 
is American born. Exceptions to this generally 
positive picture are native-born Filipinos and Indi
ans, whose average family incomes are 80 and 70 
percent, respectively, of the non-Hispanic white 
average, and Vietnamese immigrant families, whose 
average income is only 60 percent of the benchmark 
average. 

Family breakups are often cited as a major cause 
of low family income. Thus, low family dissolution 
rates might be expected to underlie the relatively 
high average incomes of Asian families. However, 
divorce and separation rates among native-born 

,Asians differ little from non-Hispanic white rates. 
Even though foreign-born Asians experience lower 
family dissolution rates than non-Hispanic whites, 
most Asian groups still have relatively high incomes 
when only married-couple families are compared. 

What does appear to be a crucial factor underly
ing Asian family income is the propensity of family 
members other than the male head of household to 
work. As a result, family members other than the 
husband generally contribute a larger fraction of 
family income in Asian families than in non-Hispanic 
white families. 

The added work effort among Asian families 
stems primarily from wives. Asian women, and 

particularly foreign-born Asian women, are more 
likely to work than non-Hispanic white women; this 
difference is due in part to the fact that children are 
less likely to deter foreign-born Asian women from 
working. The greater presence of other relatives in 
Asian families may facilitate increased work effort 
by the wife. 

The relative economic status of native-born Asian 
families is not affected when the number of persons 
who share family income is taken into account. 
Foreign-born Asian families, however, tend to be 
comparatively large. Consequently, the relative eco
nomic status of foreign-born Asian families falls 
substantially when measured by per capita instead of 
total income. 

Poverty rates are lower for native-born Chinese, 
Japanese, and Korean families than for non-Hispanic 
white families. The poverty rates of native-born 
Filipino and Indian families are higher. When year 
of immigration is taken into account, the poverty 
rate of Asian foreign-born families is often lower 
than the poverty rate of foreign-born non-Hispanic 
white families who have been in the United States a 
similar number of years. Vietnamese immigrant 
families are a clear exception; their poverty rates are 
substantially higher than the poverty rates of non
Hispanic white immigrant families who have been 
here for similar periods of time. 

Educational Attainment and English
Language Proficiency Qf Asian Men 

The average schooling levels of native-born men 
of Asian descent surpass or approach the average for 
non-Hispanic white men. Chinese, Indian, Japanese, 
and Korean native-born men are more likely to be 
college graduates than native-born non-Hispanic 
white men; Chinese men are twice as likely to have 
graduated from college. However, a larger percent
age of native-born Filipino, Indian, and Vietnamese 
men are more likely than white men to have only· an 
elementary school education. 

The average schooling levels of all foreign-born 
Asian groups-with the notable exception of the 
Vietnamese-exceed the average for non-Hispanic 
whites. The proportion of foreign-born Asian men 
who have completed college far exceeds that ofnon
Hispanic whites; Asian Indians outpace all other 
groups, with 73 percent of immigrant men reporting 
16 or more years ofschooling. 

Although the overall schooling level qf' Asian 
foreign-born men is extremely high, the most recent 
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immigrants tend to be less educated than their 
immediate predecessors. As with the change in the 
occupational backgrounds of Asian immigrants, this 
decline reflects a shift away from admission on the 
basis of skill levels, towards a greater admission of 
relatives as the population base of foreign-born 
Asian Americans has grown. 

English-language proficiency is high among men 
in all native-born groups. There appear, however, to 
be small but significant numbers of American-born 
Vietnamese, Indian, Chinese, and Filipino men 
whose command of English is poor. English-lan
guage proficiency among the foreign born varies 
enormously. It is highest for Indian, non-Hispanic 
white, and Filipino immigrants (in that order), and 
lowest for foreign-born Chinese, Korean, and Viet
namese men. 

Work Patterns of Asian Men 
Native-born Asian men work, on average, fewer 

hours in a given year than non-Hispanic white men. 
This is particularly true for men of Filipino and 
Indian descent, who also experience higher unem
ployment than whites. All other native-born Asian 
groups have lower unemployment rates than non
Hispanic whites. Since differences in hours and 
weeks worked may reflect barriers to employment, 
both hourly and annual earnings are used in this 
report to assess the relative economic status of Asian 
groups. 

The average hours and weeks worked by foreign
born Asian men often exceed or approach the hours 
and weeks worked by white immigrants, the excep
tion being Vietnamese immigrants, who report 
significantly lower annual hours. Immigrants in all 
Asian groups have lower unemployment rates than 
white immigrants. 

Earnings and Employment of Native-Born 
Men 

Although the early Asian immigrants were largely 
unskilled laborers, the descendants of several Asian 
groups now earn as much as or more than native
born non-Hispanic white Americans. On average, 
native-born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean men earn 
more on both an annual and hourly basis than native 
non-Hispanic white men. The annual earnings of 
Asian Indian and Filipino men are about 20 percent 
less than those of non-Hispanic whites; on an hourly 
basis, however, men in these groups earn as much as 
non-Hispanic whites. 

Adjusting for productive characteristics such as 
education, work experience, region of residence, and 
urban location, native-born Japanese and Korean 
men are found to earn somewhat more per year than 
non-Hispanic white men with comparable character
istics, Chinese men earn 5 percent less, Filipino men 
earn 9 percent less, and Indian men, 30 percent less. 
Comparing hourly instead of annual earnings in
creases the relative earnings of all Asian groups. 
This is particularly true for native-born Filipino and 
Indian men, who work significantly fewer hours per 
year than non-Hispanic whites. On an hourly basis, 
native-born Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, and Korean 
men earn as much as or more than non-Hispanic 
white men with comparable characteristics, whereas 
native-born Indian men earn 20 percent less. 

With respect to their occupational distribution, 
native-born men in most Asian groups are more 
likely to be in professional jobs than non-Hispanic 
white men. However, native-born Asian men are 
less likely to be in managerial positions than are 
whites with comparable skills and characteristics. 
Adjusting for occupation and industry, highly edu
cated Asian men who were born in America also 
earn less than similar non-Hispanic white men. 

Earnings and Employment of Foreign
Born Men 

As with the native-born, foreign-born Asian men 
are more likely to be in professional jobs than are 
non-Hispanic white immigrant men. 

When the earnings of foreign-born Asian and non
Hispanic white men are compared-adjusting for 
education, experience, region of residence, urban 
location, year of immigration, and other relevant 
variables-three patterns emerge. First, except for 
the Japanese, Asian immigrant men initially earn less 
than non-Hispanic white immigrants with compara
ble skills and characteristics. Second, with time in 
the United States, the earnings of Asian immigrants 
grow more rapidly than the earnings of non-Hispan
ic white immigrants. Third, the earnings of Asian 
immigrant men who have been here 11 years or 
more often approach or surpass the earnings of non
Hispanic white immigrants with similar skills and 
characteristics. 

Japanese immigrant men, unlike immigrant men 
from other Asian groups, initially earn as much as 
non-Hispanic white immigrant men. This fact points 
to the possibility that the motivation for coming to 
the United States may affect subsequent earnings 
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patterns. Immigrants who intend to stay here perma
nently would be expected to undertake more invest
ments, such as starting a business or taldng a job 
with on-the-job training. Such investments typically 
result in lower earnings at first but pay off over time. 
Since, with the exception of the Japanese, Asian 
immigrants tend to be more permanent than non
Hispanic white immigrants, this is one possible 
explanation for the observed earnings patterns. 

Native-Born Asian Women in the Work 
Force 

The characteristics and earnings of native-born 
married women in the three largest Asian groups 
were analyzed.3 On average, native-born Chinese 
and Japanese women who are in the work force 
have higher levels of education than native-born 
non-Hispanic white women; native-born Filipino 
women have somewhat lower levels of education. 
Native-born Asian women appear to have a greater 
attachment to the work force than native-born non
Hispanic white women. For instance, a larger 
percentage of native-born Chinese, Filipino, and 
Japanese women reported (in 1980) having worked 
full time in 1975. This would be expected to enhance 
their earnings relative to non-Hispanic white wom
en. 

On average, native-born Chinese women earn 52 
percent more per year and 34 percent more per hour 
than native-born white women, Filipino women earn 
14 percent more per year and 4 percent more per 
hour, and Japanese women earn 44 percent more per 
year and 30 percent more per hour. Adjusting for 
education, years of work experience, commitment to 
the work force, and other relevant characteristics 
such as geographic location, native-born women in 
all three groups were found to earn as much as or 
more than non-Hispanic white women with compa
rable characteristics. 

Foreign-Born Asian Women in the Work 
Force 

The characteristics and earnings of foreign-born 
married women in all six Asian groups were ana
lyzed. Except for the Vietnamese, foreign-born 
Asian women have higher levels of education than 
foreign-born non-Hispanic white women. Vietnam
ese immigrant women have the same average years 
of schooling as white immigrant women. 

• Samples of native-born married Indian, Korean, and Vietnam
ese women in the work force were too small for statistical 
analysis. 

With respect to English-language proficiency, 
some Asian groups report higher average levels of 
proficiency than white immigrants, while others 
report lower levels. Mirroring the results for for
eign-born men, English-language proficiency is 
highest among Indian immigrant women, 68 percent 
of whom report speaking only English or speaking 
English very well. Filipino immigrant women also 
report a higher average proficiency than non-His
panic white immigrant women. English-language 
proficiency is substantially lower, however, among 
Chinese, Vietnamese, and Korean immigrants, less 
than a third of whom report speaking English well. 

As with the native-born, foreign-born Asian wom
en appear to be more committed to the work force 
than white immigrant women; a higher percentage 
reported having worked full time in 1975. Filipino 
immigrant women appear to be the most committed 
of all immigrant groups, with 76 percent of married 
women reporting having worked full time in 1975. 

Filipino women are also the highest earners; their 
annual and hourly earnings are, respectively, 47 and 
59 percent greater than the earnings of foreign-born 
white women. The annual and hourly earnings of 
Chinese, Japanese, and Asian Indian women all 
exceed the earnings of white immigrant women by 
10 percent or more. Only Vietnamese immigrants 
earn somewhat less: their annual and hourly earnings 
are 92 and 94 percent of the corresponding measures 
for white immigrant women. 

Adjusting for education, English-language profi
ciency, commitment to the work force, and other 
relevant variables reveals that Asian immigrant 
women earn as much as or more than non-Hispanic 
white women with comparable characteristics. In 
contrast to the findings for foreign-born men, the 
assimilation experience of Asian immigrant women 
is not marked by lower initial earnings than their 
white counterparts. 

A Statistical Approach to the 
Measurement of Labor Market 
Discrimination 

This report presents an analysis of the extent to 
which. discrimination has adversely affected Asian 
economic status. The methodological approach is 
largely statistical as opposed to qualitative. A quali
tative approach is characterized by case studies of 
personal experiences. Testimony about individual 
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experiences in applying for jobs and promotions 
would fall within a qualitative approach. One 
disadvantage of a qualitative approach is that indi
viduals may perceive certain results, such as failure 
to get a job or a promotion, as evidence of 
discrimination when in fact their cause has other 
origins. Conversely, individuals who lack an appro
priate means to compare their personal experiences 
in the labor market with persons not of their race, 
sex, or ethnicity may be unaware of discriminatory 
practices that affect their employment and earnings. 
Another disadvantage of a qualitative approach is 
that the individual cases presented are not necessari
ly representative, making it inappropriate to general
ize based on a few examples. 

Statistical analysis overcomes individual motiva
tions and perceptions that may bias an investigation 
of discrimination. It also provides a way to compare 
the experiences of different groups, and it permits 
analysis of large national samples that are represen
tative ofthe groups. 

Statistical analysis is limited, however, by the 
ability of the analyst to control completely and 
accurately for all of the characteristics that affect 
performance in the labor market. Since a person's 
race or ethnicity may statistically stand in for factors 
that are either unmeasured or unmeasmable, a 
statistical analysis cannot yield conclusive evidence 
about the existence or nonexistence of labor market 
discrimination. 

Nevertheless, statistical evidence of large wage 
differences (controlling for intergroup differences in 
measured worker characteristics), combined with 
qualitative evidence of discrimination, would sug
gest that discrimination was likely to be affecting 
labor market outcomes, unless evidence on unmea
sured differences in skill or work effort was shown 
to exist. Since the costs of discrimination may be 
borne in ways other than depressed earnings, the 
absence of wage differences does not necessarily 
imply the absence of labor market discrimination. 
Instead, it may indicate that members of these 
groups have found ways to circumvent or diminish 
discrimination's adverse effect on their earnings. 

Thus, a statistical overview of the labor market 
performance ofAsians relative to whites provides an 
important component of any evaluation of discrimi-

• The regional variables included in each group- and nativity
specific earnings regression are California, Hawaii, other West, 
North Central, South, and East; the urban variables are central 

nation against members of Asian groups. However, 
data limitations exist, so that the measurement 
problems alluded to above should always be taken 
fato account when assessing the presence of discrim
ination. 

Evidence on Anti-Asian Labor Market 
Discrimination 

This study resulted in several findings pertinent to 
the issue of labor market discrimination and the 
economic status of Asians. 

Asian women, both native and foreign born, were 
found to earn as much as non-Hispanic white women 
with similar skills and characteristics. Thus, there is 
no evidence from this study that Asian women are at 
a disadvantage in the labor market because of their 
race. It should be cautioned, however, that men and 
women are concentrated in different occupations 
and industries; if women held the same jobs as men, 
Asian )\'Omen might not fare as well as white 
women. 

Native-born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean men 
earn about as much as or more per annum than non
Hispanic white men with comparable skills and 
characteristics. Native-born Filipinos and Indians 
earn substantially less. On an hourly basis, only 
native-born Indians earn less than non-Hispanic 
white men. The relatively low annual earnings of 
native-born Indian and Filipino men, and the con
comitant lower annual hours worked and higher 
unemployment, may be caused by labor market 
discrimination. 

All of the nationwide earnings results used to 
assess the effects of labor market discrimination 
carefully adjust f.Qr region of residence and urban 
location.4 An important outcome ofthese analyses is 
earnings comparisons between Asians and non-His
panic whites, both evaluated at average Asian 
characteristics, including region of residence. These 
analyses address the question ofwhether the average 
Asian fares as well as non-Hispanic whites when 
both have the same characteristics. 

Adjusted earnings for individual regions reveal, 
for some Asian groups, considerable diversity across 
regions in the relative earnings of Asian men. For 
instance, American-born Chinese men, three-quar
ters of whom live in the West, earn as much as non-

city of SMSA, SMSA outside central city, SMSA central 
city/remainder not, mixed SMSA/non-SMSA area, and outside 
SMSAs. 
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Hispanic white men in California and more than 
whites in Hawaii. Yet, the statistics show that 
American-born Chinese men earn 17 percent less 
than non-Hispanic whites in the East. American
born Filipinos, who are also concentrated in the 
West, earn substantially less than non-Hispanic 
whites in California, yet earn as much as non
Hispanic whites in the East and the North Central 
region of the United States. The diversity of results 
points to the possibility that in certain areas particu
lar groups may face discrimination that is not 
apparent from their experiences on average. 

For all groups that were studied, American-born 
Asian men are less likely to be in management 
positions than their non-Hispanic white counter
parts. Furthermore, adjusting for occupation and 
industry, highly educated American-born Asian men 
in all groups were found to earn less than similarly 
qualified non-Hispanic white men. These findings 
raise the possibility that men in all Asian groups face 
labor market discrimination at the top. 

Asian immigrant men initially earn less than non
Hispanic white immigrant men. (Japanese immigrant 
men are an exception.) As noted above, the earnings 
differences may reflect different rates of labor 
market adaptation. However, these results are also 
consistent with a pattern of labor market discrimina
tion against Asian immigrants. Although immigrant 
men and women have different labor market experi
ences, the possibility ofdiscrimination against Asians 
is increased by the fact that Asian immigrant women 
do not earn less than their non-Hispanic white 
counterparts. On the other hand, Asian immigrant 
men who have been in the United States at least 11 
years tend to earn as much as or more than 
comparable non-Hispanic white immigrants. This 
suggests that, to the extent that labor market 
discrimination does affect the earnings of Asian 
immigrants, its adverse effect is overcome by length 
of residence. 

The set of variables used to analyze Asian groups 
in this report is more comprehensive than in previ
ous studies. Nevertheless, it should be borne in mind 
that the conclusions presented here are based on 
earnings comparisons that adjust only for measured 
skills and characteristics. More complete informa
tion on skill levels might affect the results and the 
conclusions. 

Changes in the Relative Economic Status 
of Asians: 1960 and 1980 

Analysis of the 1980 data results in a complex 
picture of Asian economic status. Some groups earn, 
on average, as much per annum as would be 
expected given their skills and characteristics, and 
some groups earn substantially less. In general, the 
relative position of American-born Asian men in 
1980 is improved when hourly earnings are com
pared instead of annual earnings. The 1980 analysis 
also reveals that the relative earnings of American
born Asian men vary with level of education: highly 
educated Asian men may face discrimination in 
obtaining top positions within occupations .- and 
industries, whereas the relative position of Ameri
can-born Asian men with average and lower levels 
ofeducation is more favorable. 

A strikingly different story emerges from the 1960 
data. In 1960 native-born Asian men in all groups 
that were studied earned substantially less than non
Hispanic white men of comparable skills and charac
teristics. Large earnings differentials were found· for 
both annual and hourly earnings. Furthermore, 
American-born Asian men earned substantially less 
than non-Hispanic white men at all educational 
levels. The analysis also suggests that the lower 
earnings of Asian men in 1960 were in part a result 
of Asians being disproportionately employed in 
lower paying occupations and industries (given their 
skills and characteristics). Thus, labor market dis
crimination against Asians in 1960 likely operated by 
limiting their entry into higher paying occupations 
and industries. 

Adjusting for changing skills and characteristics, 
the earnings gap between Asian and non-Hjspanic 
white men decreased dramatically between .1960 and 
1980. This finding suggests that the economic 
progress of Asian men was aided by a decline in anti
Asian labor market discrimination. The result$ fur
ther indicate that the improvement in ·the relative 
earnings of Asian men (as compared with nc;>n
Hispanic white men of similar skills and characteris
tics) was aided by more occupations opening to 
Asian men. 

Recommendations for Future Research 
and Data Collection 

The primary focus of this report is how individu
als of various Asian groups fare in the labor market. 
As such, the report does not address what Murray 
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Friedman has termed "the special nature of the 
group experience."5 Yet, research by Ivan Light 
and Robert Jiobu, among others, suggests that the 
economic attainment of individuals is inextricably 
linked to the structure of their communities. Clearly, 
a more complete understanding of the economic 
status the various Asian groups have achieved 
would come from an examination of their mobility 
strategies, including an analysis of factors such as 
investment in education and other forms of human 
capital, entrepreneurial activities, and community 
structures. This constitutes an important area for 
future research. 

Another area that merits further research is the 
relationship between education and Asian earnings. 
This report finds evidence that the relative earnings 
of American-born Asian men decline with level of 
schooling. On average, American-born Japanese, 
Chinese, and Korean men earn about as much as or 
more than non-Hispanic white men with similar 
skills and characteristics. Yet, adjusting for occupa
tion and industry, native-born Asian men with high 
levels of schooling earn less than comparable non
Hispanic white men. Extensive formal schooling 
enables native-born Asian men to enter high-paying 
occupations and industries, but within these occupa
tions and industries, Asian men appear to be under
represented in higher paying positions. Discrimina
tion against Asians is one possible explanation for 
these results. This hypothesis could be directly 
assessed by incorporating into an analysis informa
tion on the type and quality of education that 
American-born Asian and non-Hispanic white men 
receive. 

Earnings results for specific regions reveal consid
.erable diversity in the relative earnings performance 
of some Asian groups. Although there was no 
evidence of an across-the-board anti-Asian effect in 
any one region, the diversity of results suggests that 
particular groups may face difficulties in certain 

• Murray Friedman, ''Business and Culture," a review of Ethnic 
Enterprise in America by Ivan Light, Commentary, December 
1973, pp. 93-94. 

For instance, see Victor Nee and Jimy Sanders, ''The Road to 
Parity: Determinants of the Socioeconomic Achievements of 
Asian Americans," Ethnic and Racial Studies, January 1985, pp. 
75-93, and Amado Cabezas, Larry Shinagawa, and Gary Kawag
uchi "Income Differentials among Asian Americans, Blacks, and 
Whites in California," in Suche1,1g Chan, ed., Intersections: Studies 
in Ethnicity, Gender, and Inequality (Lewiston, New York: Edwin 
Mellen Press, forthcoming). 

areas. The extent to which discrimination contrib
utes to this is an area for further research. 6 

It should also be noted that labor market disciimi
nation may not actually affect wages adversely but 
rather cause segregation. Thus, certain firms and 
industries may be more receptive to Asian employ
ment than others, leading to concentrations of 
Asians that would not occur in the absence of labor 
market discrimination. This, too, is an area for future 
research. 

The census data used in this study are not well 
suited for evaluating the existence or extent of 
employment discrimination in particular situations 
such as high corporate positions. Nevertheless, the 
preliminary results here on the representation of 
Asian men in management positions strongly suggest 
that this is an area that needs further research. 
Before such research can be done, however, better 
data need to be collected. For instance, data could 
be collected on the job experiences of graduates 
from top-ranking business schools. 

The conclusions about the presence or extent of 
anti-Asian labor market discrimination are made on 
the basis of measured skills and characteristics. More 
complete information on skill levels could alter these 
conclusions and either increase or decrease the 
measured effect of discrimination. For instance, if 
native-born Asians had higher unmeasured skills 
than non-Hispanic whites, then it would be possible 
that the earnings of Asian groups who earn on a par 
with non-Hispanic whites are, in fact, dampened by 
labor market discrimination.7 In other research, it 
has been found that some groups with higher than 
average levels of education have high earnings even 
after controlling for measurable characteristics, pos
sibly because these groups receive higher quality 
education than average or because they receive 
more parental attention at home.8 

Finally, data quality and analytical considerations 
strongly argue for restoring to the 1990 census a 
question on the birthplace of the parents of the 
7 On the other hand, more complete information on skill levels 
might narrow the earnings differential found between non-His
panic white men and native-born Asian Indians and Filipinos. 
• See U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, The Economic Status of 
Americans of Southern and Eastern. European Ancestry (1986); 
Barry R. Chiswick, ''The Earnings and Human Capital of 
American Jews," The Journal of Human Resources, vol. 18 
(Summer 1983), pp. 312-36; "Differences in Education and 
Earnings Across Racial and Ethnic Groups: Tastes, Discrimina
tion, and Investments in Child Quality," Quarterly Journal of 
Economics, August 1988. 

8 

8 



individual respondents. Such information is indis mining the length of time the family has been in the 
pensable for identifying generations and for deter- United States. 
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PART I 

Background Information on the Economic 
Status of Asians in America 

The three chapters comprising part I of this report 
provide background information on the economic 
status of Asians in America. Chapter 1 discusses 
issues pertaining to the study of Asian economic 
status and contains an outline of the report. Chapter 
2 presents the historical background: the immigra
tion of each group is traced in terms of the recency 

of its immigration and the characteristics of the 
immigrants. Chapter 3 concludes part I with an 
analysis of the current economic status of Asian 
American families: the family income of Asian 
groups, family income as a measure of welfare for 
Asian groups, and who contributes to family income 
are the foci ofdiscussion. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction 

This report presents a statistical analysis of the 
economic status of American citizens and residents 
ofAsian descent. A key question is whether discrim
ination has had a negative effect on the economic 
status ofAsian groups.1 This report attempts to shed 
light on this issue by examining the earnings and 
employment patterns of Asian groups compared to 
non-Hispanic whites in the United States. 

The focus of this report is the economic status of 
the six largest Asian groups in America.2 In 
descending order of population size, these are the 
Chinese, Filipinos, Japanese, Asian Indians, Kore
ans, and Vietnamese. Their representation, as a 
percentage of the total U.S. population, is shown in 
table 1.1. 

1 It should be noted that the labor market is but one place where 
anti-Asian discrimination may surface. For instance, before the 
1960s, Asians were excluded from highly selective colleges and 
universities and may still face discrimination in college admis
sions. (See John H. Bunzel and Jeffrey K. D. Au, "Diversity or 
Discrimination? Asian Americans in College," 11ze Public Interest, 
Spring 1987.) Asians have also been and continue to be the 
victims of racially motivated incidents ranging from anti-Asian 
signs and bumper stickers to serious physical assaults. See U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights, Recent Activities Against Citizens and 
Residents ofAsian Descent (1986); Los Angeles County Commis
sion on Human Relations, Hate Crime in Los Angeles County 1987 
(February 1988); and Testimony by Congressman Norman Y. 
Mineta, Congressman Robert T. Matsui, Arthur Soong, Floyd 
Shimomura, Kim Cook, and James Tso in Oversight Hearing on 
Anti-Asian Violence, Committee on the Judiciary, Subcommittee 
on Civil and Constitutional Rights, Nov. 10, 1987. -
2 The definition of Asian groups in this report varies with the 
data sets that are used. In table 1.1, the Asian population is 
defined by the race and ancestry information reported to the 
Census. Analyses of Immigration and Naturalization Service data 

Although each of these groups has its own unique 
American history, there are compelling reasons for 
jointly examining their economic progress in one 
report. This chapter provides general background 
information on issues pertaining to the study of 
Asian economic status. Discriminatory obstacles 
faced by Asi~ groups historically and the relation
ship of Asians to American civil rights legislation 
are discussed below. 

A History of Discrimination 
A common thread running through all Asian 

groups is their shared history of discrimination, 
experienced either as a xenophobic response to 
newcomers or because of their race.3 Chinese 
immigrants who settled on the West Coast in the 
19th century were barred from attending California 

in chapter 2 use the INS's information on country of origin to 
delineate groups. In chapters 3 through 10, groups are defined 
according to the race reported to the Census. 
• Histories of denial of civil rights to persons ofAsian descent in 
the U.S. upon which this brief summary is based can be found in 
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Civil Rights pigest, Fall 1976; 
R.D. McKenzie, Oriental Exclusion (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press, 1928); Stuart Creighton Miller, 11ze Unwelcome 
Immigrant: 11ze American Image of the Chinese, 1785-1822 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1969); Harry L. Kitano, 
Race Relations (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1980); 
Roger Daniels, Concentration Camps USA: Japanese Americans 
and World War II (Hinsdale, Pa.: Dryden Press, 1971); U.S. 
Commission on Civil Rights, 11ze Tarnished Golden Door: Civil 
Rights Issues in Immigration (1980); U.S. Commission on Civil 
Rights, Recent Activity Against Citizens and Residents of Asian 
Descent (1986); and in the sections on Asian groups and natural
ization and citizenship of the Harvard Encyclopedia ofAmerican 
Ethnic Groups, ed. Stephan Thernstrom (Cambridge, Mass.: 
Belknap Press, 1980). 
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TABLE 1.1 
Representation of Asian Groups In U.S. Population, 1980 

Total U.S. population: 226,545,805 

Asian groups 
examined In 
this report Population 
Chinese 806,040 
Filipino 774,652 
Japanese 700,974 
Indian 361,531 
Korean 354,593 
Vietnamese 261,729 

ALL 3,259,519 

Notes: 'The total Asian population, based on census CCU'l1ll by race encl ancestry, Is 
estimated to be 3,838,183 persons. In adcitlon to the six major Asian groups specffled 
above, total Asian population Includes the following g~ (popula1lon CCU'l1ll In 
parentheses): Hawaiian {168,814); Thal (64,024); Laotian (55,598); Samoan (41,848); 
Guamanian (32,158); encl C8mbodlan (18,102). PopuJa1lon CCU'l1ll for Thals, L.aollans, 

public schools. Laws and ordinances directed 
against the Chinese were extended to other Asian 
groups who entered the United States in the late 
19th and early 20th century. For instance, a policy -
of separate schools for all Asians was pursued by 
cities in California and Mississippi. Leaders of the 
Chinese exclusion movement became leaders of the 
anti-Japanese movement.' Later, when migrants 
from the Philippines began to enter mainland Ameri
ca in the 1920s, anti-Asian sentiment turned towards 
the Filipinos, culminating in race riots between 
Filipinos and whites on the West Coast. 

Not only was a substantial amount of popular 
sentiment leveled against Asian groups at the local 
level, but anti-Asian prejudice was vented through 
Federal Government offices as well. In his 1905 
annual message to Congress, President Theodore 

'i:oosevelt stated that the Chinese laborer must be 
kept out of this country "absolutely," with no 
relaxation of the law.11 In discussing the immigration 
of Asian Indians, the 1909 report of the U.S. 
Commissioner-General of Immigration stated: 

' Eldon R. Penrose. Califomia Nativism: Organized Opposition to 
the Japanese, 1890-1913 (San Francisco: R and E Research 
Associates, 1973) and Fukuda Moritoshi, Legal Problems of 
Japanese Americans (Tokyo: Keio Tsushin Co., 1980). 
5 Theodore Roosevelt, ''Fifth Annual Message" (Dec. 5, 1905), 
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Percentage Percentage of 
of total U.S. total Asian 
population population 

0.36 0.22 
0.34 0.21 
0.31 0.19 
0.16 0.10 
0.16 0.10 
0.12 0.07 

1.45 0.89 

encl C8mbodians come from 1980Census of the PopuJa1lon, Ancsstryof thB Popufa!ion 
by Stata, table 2. "Persons Who Reported at Least One Specific Ancestry ~ for 
the United States." p. 13. PopuJa1lon CCU'l1ll for all other groups come from 1980 
Census of Population, G8nBra/ Popufa!ion Chamct9risllcs, U.S. &mmary, table 38, 
"Persons by Raceencl Sex," p. 20. 

The Hindu laborers are certainly not a class of immigrants 
who can be allowed to enter the country freely. They are 
not fitted physically to cope with the more efficient 
American and European labor. . . . They are clannish ito 
a degree. . . . They are filthy and unsanitary in their 
habits. . . . They have been driven out of many localities 
on the coast and the people generally have no use for 
them.... We have race troubles enough of our own 
without permitting the Hindus to invade our shores. If 
permitted to come freely, we would certainly have an 
invasion. There are so many million Hindus in India that 
they could spare as many as we now have people in the 
whole United States, never miss them, and be glad to get 
rid ofthem.8 

The history of immigration and naturalization 
legislation itself provides general evidence of pre
vailing attitudes towards Asians. According to 
naturalization legislation adopted in 1870, only free 
whites and ali~ris of African descent could apply for 
citizenship. Although the category "white" was left 
undefined, this legislation laid the foundation for 
excluding the foreign born of various Asian groups 
from citizenship. In 1882 the Chinese Exclusion Act 
denied foreign-born Chinese the right to apply for 

The State ofthe Union Messages ofthe Presidents, 1790-1966, vol. 
m, 1905-1966, ed. Fred L. Israel (New York: Chelsea House, 
1966), pp. 2177-78. 
• ''Report of the Commissioner-General of Immigration" (1909), 
pp.148-49. 



citizenship. In 1911 the Bureau of Immigration and 
Naturalization decreed that declarations of intent (to 
become citizens) be rejected from all aliens who 
were neither white nor of African descent. Follow
ing this order, applications for naturalization by 
Koreans and Asian Indians were summarily reject
ed. In 1922 the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that 
foreign-born persons of Japanese ancestry were 
ineligible for American citizenship. 7 

From the Federal laws prohibiting citizenship for 
Asians sprang a proliferation of other civil rights 
limitations. State laws prohibiting the ownership and 
leasing of land by noncitizens were offshoots of the 
discriminatory naturalization legislation. 

Even for Asians who were citizens (by birth or 
through naturalization before anti-Asian restrictions 
were fully in place), citizenship has not always 
conferred protection from civil rights abuses. The 
most glaring of such abuses was the World War II 
internment ofU.S. citizens ofJapanese origin. 

It was not until 1952, with the McCarran-Walter 
Act, that the foreign born of all Asian groups 
became eligible for citizenship. In 1965 immigration 
legislation that discriminated against Asians was 
dropped completely. 

Citizens and residents of Asian descent still suffer 
from a variety of anti-Asian activities. For instance, 
frictions have occurred between Southeast Asian 
refugees and long term residents with similar occu
pations, as in the case of Vietnamese fishermen in 
parts of Florida, Texas, and California. There have 
also been various incidents of hostility between 
Korean immigrants who have established businesses 
in low-income minority neighborhoods and other 
residents of these communities.8 These and other 
incidents suggest that, although the extent and 
nature of anti-Asian discrimination has changed over 
time, it continues to be a subject that merits senous 
attention and investigation. 

Persons of Asian Descent and Civil 
Rights Programs and Legislation 

Today, Asian Americans are entitled to the full 
panoply of civil rights protections afforded to all 

7 Takao Ozawa v. United States, 260 U.S. 178 (1922). 
• For further information, see U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, 
Recent Activity Against Citizens andResidents ofAsian Descent 
• 42 U.S.C. §2000e et seq. (1982). 
10 Office of Management and Budget Directive No. 15 (1985). 

Americans. They also are a protected minority arid 
participate in affirmative action programs. 

The most general civil rights legislation relevant 
to Asian American employment is the Civil Rights 
Act of 1964. Title VII of the Civil Rights Act 
prohibits discrimination in all aspects of employment 
and compensation on the basis of race, color, 
religion, sex, or national origin. The provisions of 
Title VII cover all private employers with 15 or 
more employees. The provisions also cover employ
ment agencies, labor unions, and joint labor-manage
ment committees controlling apprenticeship train
ing. In a 1972 amendment, coverage was extended to 
educational institutions and State and local govern
ments.0 

Aff1rmative action programs (established to imple
ment Executive Order 11246 in 1965) have been 
another measure taken to aid minorities in their 
employment. As implemented by the Office of 
Federal Contract Compliance Programs of the 
Department of Labor, this policy requires that 
companies with $50,000 or more in Federal con
tracts and SO or more employees take affirmative 
action with respect to the hiring and promotion of 
minorities. Such action includes the development of 
specific plans to promote the employment of persons 
with protected group status in occupations in which 
minorities are underrepresented. 

With respect to affirmative action policy, protect
ed groups include the following racial and ethnic 
groups: blacks, Hispanics, Asian Americans, and 
Native Americans.10 The category of Asian Ameri
can has changed over time. Originally called "Orien
tals," this category included persons of Japanese, 
Chinese, Korean, and Filipino descent.11 In 1976 
Asian Indians, who had been classified as white or 
Caucasian, lobbied to be included in aff1rmative 
action programs.12 A geographic-based definition
Asian and Pacific Islander-was adopted in 1977. 
This new classification encompassed several groups 
that had been previously excluded from affirmative 
action. As currently defined, an Asian or Pacific 
Islander is a person having origins in any of the 

1•1 U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, To Know or Not to Know: 
Collection and Use ofRacial and Ethnic Data in Federal Assistance 
Programs (1973), p. 30. 
1• Nathan Glazer, Ethnic Dilemmas 1964-1982 (Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press, 1983), pp. 149-50. 

15 

https://programs.12
https://descent.11
https://Americans.10


original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the 
Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands.13 

Set-aside programs constitute a third type of 
policy aimed at helping socially or economically 
disadvantaged minorities. In general, these programs 
"set aside" or funnel gqvemment contracts to 
minority-owned businesses.14 Until 1980 set-aside 
programs excluded Asian Americans; they were 
confined to helping businesses with black, Hispanic, 
or Native American ownership. However, other 
groups could petition for designation as socially 
disadvantaged. Japanese and Chinese Americans 
gained this status in 1980. They were followed by 
Asian Indians in 1982. The list of racial and ethnic 
groups that are considered to be socially disadvan
taged under the current Small Business Administra
tion 8(a) guidelines includes blacks, Hispanics, Na
tive Americans, and Asian and Pacific Islanders.15 

Framework of the Analysis 
Given the history of discrimination against Asian 

groups in America, it is important to learn more 
about the extent and nature of anti-Asian discrimina
tory behavior in present-day America, as well as its 
effects on the lives of Asian Americans. This report 
grapples with two issues pertaining to the relation
ships between discrimination, civil rights legislation, 
and the economic status ofAsian Americans. 

One issue is_ whether discrimination, despite legal 
protections, adversely affects the economic status of 
Asian groups. This report attempts to shed light on 
this question by examining with 1980 census data 
how members of Asian groups fare in employment 
and earnings compared to non-Hispanic whites in 
the United States. Hispanics are excluded from the 
comparison group because their earnings may be 
lowered by labor market discrimination. Thus, a 
comparison of Asian economic performance with 
that of whites with Hispanics included could under
estimate the presence of labor market discrimination 
against Asians. Although non-Hispanic whites are 
used as the benchmark group throughout the report, 
for brevity's sake this group is referred to in later 
chapters simply as whites. 

u U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, Instruction 
Booklet(l981), p. 6. 
" There are three principal types of set-aside programs: the 
Small Business Administration's 8(a) program that focuses on 
small business growth, programs operating under individual 
Federal agencies required by Executive orders to direct govern-

A statistical analysis of the economic status of 
Asian Americans cannot measure the degree of anti
Asian sentiment that may remain in American 
society. However, a finding of substantial economic 
disparities between persons of Asian descent and 
non-Hispanic whites with similar characteristics may 
indicate current labor market discrimination against 
Asian groups, unless there were evidence of skill 
differentials or other relevant characteristics that 
could not be measured by the available variables. 

Another key question, addressed in this report, is 
whether the relative economic status of Asian 
Americans improved over time and, in particular, 
after the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. As 
many factors influence the economic mobility of a 
group, measurement of the effect of civil rights 
legislation on the economic status of Asian groups is 
a thorny and difficult problem. This report takes a 
first brush at this issue by comparing the economic 
status of Asian Americans relative to that of non
Hispanic whites in 1960, before the 1964 civil rights 
legislation, with the relative economic status of 
Asian Americans in 1980, 15 years after passage of 
the landmark legislation. 

Outline of the Report 
The outline of the report is as follows. Chapter 2 

places the present-day economic status of Asian 
groups into a historical perspective. A short synopsis 
of the immigration history of each group is given in 
terms of the characteristics its members first came 
with and the recency of their immigration. How 
recent a group's immigration is, along with the 
characteristics of the immigrants, undoubtedly influ
ences subsequent economic progress. 

Chapter 3 provides a basic statistical profile of the 
current economic status of the Asian American 
family: the family income of Asian groups, contribu
tions. to family income by family members, and 
family income as a measure of economic welfare. To 
evaluate the potential effects of labor market dis
crimination on economic status, how Asians as 
individuals fare in the labor market must also be 
examined. It is to this concern that the rest of the 
report turns. 

ment contracts to minority-owned firms, and percentage set
asides for public works projects and government procurement 
contracts. 
1• Small Business Administration, 13 CFR, part 124 (Dec. 1, 
1980). 
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The issue of anti-Asian discrimination is explored 
by comparing the labor market experiences of 
persons of Asian descent to those of non-Hispanic 
whites within particular demographic subsets. For 
instance, the labor market experiences ofnative-born 
Asian men are compared to the labor market 
experiences of native-born non-Hispanic white men. 

Of course, intergroup differences in earnings may 
occur for many reasons other than discrimination. 
Chapters 4 through 6 describe some of the variables, 
other than discrimination, that influence earnings. 
Immigrant status and region of residence are de
scribed in chapter 4. Chapter 5 examines skill levels; 
differences among Asians and non-Hispanic white 
men in years of schooling, English-language profi
ciency, and years of work experience are detailed. In 
chapter 6, the work patterns of Asian and non
Hispanic white men are compared. 

Multivariate regression analysis is used to distin
guish differences among groups in those factors that 
affect labor market performance apart from current 

labor market discrimination. Adjusting for differ
ences in characteristics (such as region of residence) 
and skill levels (such as years of schooling), chapter 
7 examines the earnings of native-born Asian men 
relative to native-born white men. The focus of 
chapter 8 is the relative earnings status of foreign
born Asian men. Chapter 9 follows with a multivari
ate analysis of the earnings of Asian women. As with 
men, the earnings of native-born and foreign-born 
women are separately analyzed. 

Chapter 10 compares the relative economic status 
of Asians in the years 1960 and 1980. In chapter 11 
the report's findings are summarized. Chapter 11 
also explores the results of the multivariate analyses 
for indications of the likely presence or absence of 
lapor market discrimination against Asians. Short
comings of a statistical approach to measuring labor 
market discrimination are discussed along with 
recommendations for future research and data col
lection. 
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Chapter 2 

The Migration of Asians to America 

Although a small minority, forming less than 2 
percent of the American population in 1980, the 
Asian American community is growing rapidly. 
This growth stems primarily from a surge in migra
tion to the United States in the past two decades. 
Indeed, the immigration of persons from Asia is an 
important part of what could be called America's 
third great wave of immigration. 

More than half of all adult Asians now living in 
the United States are recent immigrants. On the 
other hand, many American-born Asians are the 
descendants of early 20th century immigrants. This 
chapter traces Asian immigration from its inception 
to the present day. 

The Early Years of Asian Immigration 
As can be seen from table 2.1 and figure 2.1, until 

1875 the great majority of immigrants to the United 
States came from Britain and Northern and Western 
Europe. In the last decade of the 19th century, the 
immigration from Britain and Northern and Western 
Europe subsided and was replaced by the second 
great wave of immigrants from Southern and East
ern Europe.1 This wave crested in the first decade 
of the 20th century and then ebbed with the advent 
of restrictive immigration policies in the 1920s and 
the Depression years of the 1930s. 

Running alongside these other large migration 
movements was a relatively small stream of Asian 
migrants to America. Asian immigration before 1920 
never exceeded 5 percent of total immigration. In 

For information on the economic progress of Southern and 
Eastern European immigrants and their descendants, see U.S. 

the mid-19th century, when immigration from Brit
ain and Northern and Western Europe was domi
nant, Asian immigration was less than 3 percent of 
the total. When the immigration from Southern and 
Eastern Europe reached its peak in the first decade 
of the 20th century, constituting close to 70 percent 
of the total, the immigration of Asians was less than 
4 percent ofall American immigration. 

Underlying Asian immigration during this period 
were dramatic swings in its composition. Table 2.2 
breaks down Asian immigration into its component 
groups while figure 2.2 traces the combined Asian 
immigration. An interplay between selective immi
gration policies and a demand for cheap labor 
helped determine the country of origin of early 
Asian immigrants. 

Before 1890 Asian immigration was almost exclu
sively from China. Chinese immigration started 
around 1850 and reached a peak in the 1870s, when 
more than 123,000 Chinese immigrants were record
ed. They were primarily unskilled laborers. During 
the peak years ofearly Chinese immigration, close to 
97 percent of the immigrants who reported an 
occupational background had been unskilled labor
ers in China (table 2.3, part A). In America, they 
worked as unskilled laborers in factories and in 
mines, in the construction of railways, and as 
agricultural laborers. 

The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 restricted the 
immigration of Chinese laborers. Chinese immigra-

Commission on Civil Rights, The Economic Status ofAmericans of 
Southern and Eastern European Ancestry (1986). 
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TABLE 2.1 
Immigration to the United States by Decade, 1850-1980 

1851-1860 1861-1870 1871-1880 1881-1890 1891-1900 1901-1910 1911-1920 
Total immigration 2,598,214 2,314,824 2,812,191 5,246,613 3,687,564 8,795,386 6,735,811 
Total as a percentage 

of U.S. population 8.26 5.81 5.61 8.33 4.85 9.56 5.43 

Immigration by ares as a percentage of total Immigration 
Northwestern Europe 89.11 84.53 69.20 68.08 41.66 19.47 14.57 
Southern and 

Eastern Europe 0.42 1.04 6.44 17.82 50.85 68.76 55.02 
Asia1 1.60 2.80 4.42 1.33 2.03 3.68 4.31 
Hispanic origin2 n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. 0.1 4.1 

1921-1930 1931-1940 1941-1950 1951-1960 1961-1970 1971-1980 
Total immigration 4,107,209 528,431 1,035,039 2,515,479 3,321,677 4,493,314 
Total as a percentage 

of U.S. population 3.35 0.40 0.69 1.40 1.63 1.98 
•·

Immigration by ares as a percentage of total Immigration 
Northwestern Europe 28.68 32.17 39.91 31.28 14.57 5.12 
Southern and 

Eastern Europe 26.32 25.71 11.19 13.99 12.35 8.23 
Asia 2.73 3.04 6.76 5.97 12.88 35.35 
Hispanic origin 12.6 6.8 10.1 20.5 32.2 30.0 

Sources: All data for 1971-1980 for all groups except "Hispanic origin" come from the 1980 Statistfcsl •Asia lncudes China, Japan (after 1880), India, Turkey, and other Asia. Beginning with 1952, Asia Includes the 
Yoarbook of tho Immigration 811d Natura//zallon Ssrvlc8, table 2, p. 4. Included In "Hispanic origin" from Philippines, which until then was recorded elsewhere. Beginning with 1957, China IncludesTaiwan. 
1951-19BO and 1981-1970 are figures for Cubans found In the 1980and 1970 statisticalyealbooksof the INS, •"Hispanic origin" Includes pel'BOllS from Central America, South America, and Mexico from 1851-1950, after 
respecttvely. All data used to compute Immigration by area for the ye81111851-1970 for all groups except which time Cuban Immigrants are added to the original three categories. 
"Hispanic origin" come from table 13, 1975AnnualReportImmigration 811dNatura//za!lon Ssrv/c8. 
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~ FIGURE 2.1 
Immigration by Area as a Percentage of Total Immigration 
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TABLE 2.2 
Immigration by Decade of Asian Groups, 1850-1980 

1851-1860 1861-1870 1871-1880 1881-1890 1891-1900 1901-1910 1911-1920 
Chinese 41 ,397 64,301 123,201 61,711 14,799 20,605 21 ,278 
Japanese 186 149 2,270 25,942 129,797 83,837 
Indian 43 69 163 269 68 4,71 3 2,082 
Korean 7,697 1,049 
Filipino 869 
Vietnamese 

1921- 1930 1931-1940 1941-1950 1951-1960 1961-1970 1971-1980 
Chinese 29,907 4,928 16,709 9,6571 34,764 124,326 
Japanese 33,462 1,948 1,555 46,250 39,988 49,775 
Indian 1,886 496 1,761 1,973 27,189 164,134 
Korean 598 60 6,231 34,526 271,956 
Filipino 54,747 6,159 4,691 19,307 98,376 360,21 6 
Vietnamese 3,788 179,681 

Sources: All data were derived from various years of the Ststistx:al Y88t1Joolr of 1118 Immigration and and from tables 1 1 0 and 1 1 1 of the 1931 report; 1 931-1940-tables 1 1 0 and 111 of the 1931 report and table 
Naturalization Ssrvice (INS) and its predecessors. Data for 1971-1980 are from the INS 1980 Ststistx:al 64, n.1 of the 1932 report. Data for Korean immigration of 1901-1920 are from the 1921 report. All other data 
YsattJoolr. Data on the Filipino migration to mainland United States for the decades 1911 - 1940 were derived are from the INS 1975 Annual Rsport, table 13, pp. 62~. 
from the following INS reports: 1911 - 1920-table 110 of the Rsport of 1118 Commissionsr Gsnsral of 1Chinese 1otal includes immigration from Taiwan starting in 1957. 
Immigration, p. 260; 1921 -1930-table 1 11, n.1, of the 1929 and 1930 reports 
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~ FIGURE2.2 
Asian Immigration by Decade 
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TABLE 2.3 
Occupatlonal Background of Asian Immigrant Workers 

Chinese 
1871-1875 93.0% 

(16,437) 
1876-1880 95.1% 

(57,773) 
1881-1885 96.9% 

(59,779) 
1891-1895 0.0% 

(13,384) 
1896-1900 17.9% 

(8,322) 
1901-1905 30.1% 

(12,537) 
1906-1910 4.0% 

(7,129) 
1911-1915 7.8% 

(9,760) 
1916-1920 5.4% 

(9,505) 
1921-1925 12.2% 

(18,947) 
1926-1930 24.5% 

(5,398) 
1931-1935 

1966-1970 46.3% 
(75,748) 

1971-1975 50.5% 
(85,645) 

1976-1980 49.8% 
(84,166) 

Japanese 

45.4% 
(19,779) 
51.0% 

(65,148) 
75.9% 

(67,558) 
60.2% 

(36,599) 
51.6% 

(47,139) 
35.5% 

(28,°707) 
2.6% 

(3,292) 

53.8% 
(19,395) 
49.0% 

(23,809) 
47.0% 

(16,494) 

(A) Laborer (The early years: 1871 to 1935) 
Korean lndlan Flllplno Comments: 

1882: Chinese Exclusion Act 
limited Chinese laborers. 

95.7% 
(7,475) 

85.4% 1907: Gentlemen's Agreement with 
(5,172) Japan-limited Japanese laborers 

88.7% 1924: Immigration Act-origins of 
(11,944) national quota system 
88.7% 
(42,803) 
88.6% 1934: Philippines granted 
(5,947) Commonwealth status 

(BJ Professional (The second wave: 1966 to 1980) 
74.8% 89.6% 66.6% 1965: Immigration Act dropped 

'(25,'618) (27,859) (85,636) quotas; anti-Asian bias ended 
62.2% 87.6% 67.7% 

(112,493) (72,912) (153,254) 
59.0% 75.5% 47.3% 

(120,256) (76,561) (154,908) 

Note: Total admitted In parentheses. These data were mostly compiled from Immigration and Naturalization 
Serivce annual reports. See appendix A for further Information on their construction. 



tion numbered 39,579 in 1882; 2 years later it had 
dropped to 279. (Although the immigration of 
Chinese laborers was strictly limited, other groups 
of Chinese, such as merchants and, later, the wives 
and families of Chinese Americans, continued to 
immigrate.) 

With the curtailment of Chinese labor migration, 
other Asian groups filled the demand for inexpen
sive unskilled labor. The immigration of Indians, 
Koreans, and particularly Japanese increased as the 
Chinese were excluded; the Japanese migration in 
the 1900s was as large as the Chinese migration of 
the 1870s. 

As with the earlier Chinese immigration, the 
immigrants from Japan, Korea, and India were 
primarily unskilled laborers. Although the occupa
tional backgrounds of Japanese immigrants were 
more diverse than those of the Chinese, fully 75 
percent of working ,apanese entrants ·reported la
borer as their occupational background during the 
peak years of Japanese immigration. During the 
peak years of Korean and Indian immigration, 96 
percent of Korean immigrants and 85 percent of 
Indian immigrants reported having worked as labor
ers in their countries ofori~ (tabie 2.3). 

Resentment towards the Japanese, particularly in 
California, led to a U.S.-Japanese agreement-the 
1907 Gentlemen's Agreement-in which the Japa
n~ government consented to use self-imposed 
quotas to limit emigration to America. Japanese 
immigration dropped from 30,824 in 1907 to 3,275 in 
1909, rebounding later during the years 1911-1920 to 
about two-thirds its level before the agreement. 2 

The Immigration Act of 1924 (Johnson-Reid· Act) 
declared that all aliens ineligible for citizenship were 
also ineligible for immigration. Since foreign-born 
Asians did not qualify for citizenship, being neither 
"free whites" nor of "African descent,"3 this law 
effectively barred Asians from immigrating to the 
United States.' 

The 1924 law did not, however, restrict immigra
tion from the Philippine Islands which, at this time, 
were part of U.S. te,:xitory.5 With the labor shortage 
caused by the law, the demand for Filipino labor 

The 1907 Gentlemen's Agreement between the U.S. and Japan 
gave the Japanese the right to select immigrants and, as a result, 
severely limited Korean immigration, as Korea was controlled by 
Japan at that time. 
s The Naturalization Act of 1790 granted the right to apply for 
American citizenship to "free white persons." Citizenship privi
leges were extended to "aliens of African nativity and persons of 
African descent" in 1870. 

increased sharply. Between 1921 and 1932, immigra
tion from the Philippines averaged 5,000 per annum, 
reaching a peak of 11,360 in 1929. As with the other 
early Asian immigrant groups, the Filipino immi
grants were predominantly unskilled laborers (table 
2.3). 

In 1934 the Philippines were granted common
wealth status, and with this, Filipinos became aliens 
for immigration purposes. Their. immigration quota 
was set at 56 persons per year. With the end of 
Filipino immigration, Asian immigration had all but 
ceased, a state that persisted for 30 years. 

Asian Immigration After World War II 
During the Second World War, the United States 

Congress began to chip away at discriminatory 
barriers to Asian immigration imposed by earlier 
legislation, and by 1965 the last vestige of anti-Asian 
discrimination was removed from the immigration 
laws. As immigration laws were relaxed, the migra
tion of Asians to America grew steadily (figure 2.2). 
During the 1950s, Asians made up only 6 percent of 
all "Q.S..immigration (table 2.1 and figure 2.1). By the 
1960s, this rate had climbed to 13 percent, and after 
legal barriers had been completely removed, it 
continued to accelerate, reaching 25 percent be
tween 1971 and 1980. 

A key feature of the immigration reform of 1965 
was the preferential treatment it gave to family 
members and skilled immigrants. This reform ap
plied to immigrants from all countries. However, the 
virtual cessation of Asian immigration for 30 years 
meant that new Asian immigrants were more likely 
to be admitted under the provision granting prefer
ence to skilled immigrants than as family members. 
Consequently, Asian workers who have arrived in 
the most recent wave tend to be highly skilled. 

The high skill levels of Asian immigrants who 
arrived after 1965 is borne out by part B of table 2.3, 
which shows that a large percentage of recent Asian 
immigrants were in professional occupations in their 
country of origin. Indeed, close to 90 percent of 
working Indian entrants from 1966 through 1975 
reported professional backgrounds. Nearly 50 per-

• Immigration for Asians other than Filipinos was limited to 
wives and dependent children ofAmerican-born Asians or Asians 
who had become citizens before anti-Asian restrictions were in 
place. 
• The Treaty of Paris of 1899 transferred possession of the 
Philippine Islands from Spain to the United States. 
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TABLE 2.4 
Percentage of Asian Immigrants Reporting 
Laborer Occupations, 1966 to 1980 
(Total Admitted In Parentheses) 

1966-1970 

1971-1975 

1976-1980 

Chinese 
2.5% 

(75,748) 

4.4% 
(85,645) 

9.4% 
(84,166) 

Japanese 
4.9% 

(19,395) 

3.4% 
(23,809) 

2.9% 
(16,494) 

Korean 
1.0% 

(25,618) 

1.7% 
(112,493) 

4.3% 
(120,256) 

Indian 
0.7% 

(27,859) 

0.9% 
(72,912) 

4.2% 
(76,561) 

Flllplno 
8.3% 

(85,636) 

4.9% 
(153,254) 

9.6% 
(154,908) 

Notes: These data were cunpiled from Immigration and NaturalJzallon SerYlc8 8lnlll 
reports. See appendix A for further Information on their conslnlcllon. 

TABLE 2.5 
Characteristics of Vietnamese Immigrants, 1966-1980 

Total recorded during 5-year period 

Percent reporting no occupation 

Of those reporting an occupation-. 
Percent reporting professional occupations 

Percent reporting laborer occupations 

Notes: These data were compiled from INS anooaJ reports. See appencix A for further 
Information on thBlr construction. 

cent or more of the working immigrants in the other 
Asian groups reported professional occupations in 
the post-1965 period, and only small percentages 
reported laborer as their occupational background 
(table 2.4). 

For most Asian groups, the percentage of high 
skilled immigrants has declined in recent years, and 
the percentage of low-skilled immigrants has in
creased. (The change reflects a shift toward a 
greater admission of relatives, as the population base 
of foreign-born Asian Americans has grown.) Yet, 
recent Asian entrants remain highly skilled. Close to 
half or more of working immigrants admitted during 
the years 1976 to 1980 reported professional occupa-

1966-1970 1971-1975 1976-1980 
3,788 16,250 118,766 

83.1% 92.9% 63.4% 

57.5% 43.0% 15.5% 
0.5% 1.6% 13.6% 

tions, and no more than 10 percent of any Asian 
group reported laborer occupations. Thus, in con
Jrast to· early Asian immigrants, who were predomi
nantly unskilled laborers, recent Asian immigrants 
have been and continue to be highly skilled. 

The Vietnamese 
Refugees from Indochina have also contributed to 

the recent growth of Asians in America. Under 
special legislation for refugees, sizable numbers of 
Vietnamese, Cambodian, and Laotian refugees have 
resettled in the United States. The largest group of 
Indochinese refugees comes from Vietnam. 
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Before 1975 Vietnamese immigration was small. 
Between 1966 and 1975, 20,038 Vietnamese arrived 
in the United States. According to INS statistics 
compiled in table 2.5, more than 80 percent of 
Vietnamese immigrants reported no occupation-an 
indication of the predominance of women and 
children in this immigration. (Many of these immi
grants, particularly between 1968 and 1971, were the 
wives and children of American servicemen.)8 Of 
those reporting an occupation, more than 40 percent 
reported professional occupations and less than 2 
percent were laborers. 

The collapse of the South Vietnamese govern
ment in April 197~ caused a mass exodus from 
Vietnam. About 130,000 refugees, mostly Vietnam
ese, arrived at American receiving stations in Guam 
and the Philippines. These are the "first wave" of 
Vietnamese refugees, most of whom arrived on the 
U.S. mainland by 1977. Statistics collected at refugee 
camps found that slightly over half of the refugees 
were male. The statistics also revealed the Vietnam
ese refugees to be fairly well educated: among 
household heads, 27 percent had some university 
training, 48 percent had some secondary education, 
and only 1 percent of those responding had not 
received any schooling. 7 

The "second wave" (referred to in the popular 
press as ''boat people") was comprised of small 
groups that often left Vietnam in fishing vessels. 
Less educated than the firs!_;wave, the number of 
these refugees arriving in the United States had, by 
1981, surpassed the number who arrived immediate
ly after the fall ofSaigon. 

Although immigration records provide imperfect 
data on refugees, the statistics presented in table 2.5 
suggest that, overall, recent Vietnamese immigrants 
are much less skilled than the other Asian immigrant 
groups examined in this report (table 2.3).8 Only 16 
percent of Vietnamese immigrants recorded during 
the years 1976-80 reported a professional occupa
tional background. 

• Mary Bowen Wright, "Indochinese" in Stephan Thernstr6m, 
ed., Harvard Encyclopedia ofAmerican Ethnic Groups (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Belknap Press, 1980), p. 509. 

These statistics are discussed in Mary Bowen Wright, "Indo
chinese," ibid. 
• The INS records presented include all immigrants to the U.S. 
where an immigrant is defined as a nonresident alien admitted to 
the U.S. for permanent residence. However, refugees are not 

Summary 
Asian immigration can be divided into two major 

periods: one starting in the 1850s and lasting through 
the 1920s and a second starting in the 1950s and 
continuing to today. 

The early stream of Asian immigrants was largely 
composed of unskilled laborers. Fqr instance, during 
the peak years ofearly Chinese immigration, close to 
97 percent of Chinese immigrants reported having 
been laborers in China; approximately 85 percent of 
early Asian Indian immigrants reported laborer as 
their occupational background. 

Immigration laws, however, greatly affected both 
the size and composition of subsequent Asian immi
gration. The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 and the 
Gentlemen's Agreement with Japan in 1907 restrict
ed the immigration of Chinese and Japanese labor
ers. Legislation in 1924 effectively barred most 
Asians (with the exception of Filipinos) from enter
ing the United States. By 1934 Asian immigration 
had all but ceased. 

During the Second World War, Congress began 
to eliminate discriminatory barriers to Asian immi
gration, and by 1965 the last vestige of anti-Asian 
discrimination was removed from the immigration 
laws. Relaxation of the immigration laws was fol
lowed by a large growth in the migration of Asians 
to America. In contrast to the earlier immigration, 
the recent entrants have been highly skilled; a large 
proportion of Asian immigrant workers reported 
professional occupations in their countries of origin 
while only a small proportion were laborers. 

Refugees from Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam 
have also contributed to the recent growth ofAsians 
in America, with the largest group coming from 
Vietnam. Overall, recent Vietnamese immigrants are 
much less skilled than the other Asian immigrant 
groups examined in this report. According to INS 
statistics, only 16 percent of Vietnamese immigrants 
arriving in the United States between 1976 and 1980 
reported professional backgrounds. 

The recent increase in Asian immigration has 
increased substantially the presence of persons of 
Asian descent in the United States. Between 1970 

included as immigrants, but are admitted under a separate process. 
Starting in 1977, refugees from Vietnam who arrived after March 
31, 1975, were eligible to apply for permanent resident status after 
2 years in the U.S. (This period was changed to 1 year under the 
Refugee Act of 1980.) Thus, the immigration statistics show 
information on the Vietnamese refugees with a lag. 

7 
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and 1980, the number of persons of Asian descent in 
America more than doubled, from 1.5 million (0.8 
percent of the U.S. population) to 3.7 million (1.6 
percent). With the steady decline in birthrates, at 
least one out of every five new Americans is a first
generation immigrant, and of these, one out of every 
three is Asian. Recent figures suggest that the 
importance of Asian immigration will continue in 
years to come. 

The following chapters document the economic 
status that the six principal Asian groups in America 

have achieved. Reflecting the important and contin
uing role of immigration in Asian American history, 
statistical analyses in this report separately detail the 
economic status of native-born Asians-primarily 
the descendants of the early immigrants-and for
eign-born Asians-a majority of whom are recent 
immigrants. The next chapter examines the econom
ic status of native- and foreign-born Asians by 
focusing on family income and how the family as a 
unit is used to achieve this income. 
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Chapter 3 

The Current Economic Status of the Asian 
American Family 

The family income of Asian groups and the 
number of family members supported by that in
come are discussed in the sections that follow, as 
well as who contributes to family income, particu
larly the role that married women play in its 
generation. 

Throughout much of this chapter, indices of 
family well-being for Asian groups are compared 
with corresponding measures for white families in 
which the household head is American born; the 
economic status of the latter group serves as a 
benchmark from which the economic welfare of 
Asian families is gauged. Throughout the report, the 
terms "native born" and "American born" are used 
interchangeably. The terms "foreign born" or "im
migrant" denote a country of origin other than the 
United States. Native-born and foreign-born families 
are families in which the household head is native 
born or foreign born, respectively. 

Average Family Income 
Table 3.1 indicates that the average family in most 

Asian groups has an income that is higher than, or 
nearly as high, as the average white family. Koreans 
have slightly less .family income, on average, than 
whites, while Indian, Filipino, Chinese and, in 
particular, Japanese families have higher average 
incomes. In stark contrast to the other Asian groups 
are the Vietnamese, whose average family income is 
only 60 percent that of native-born white families. 

Sample size considerations precluded analysis of native-born 
Vietnamese families. 

Dividing families according to whether the head 
ofhousehold is native or fqreign born reveals a more 
complex picture. Native-born Chinese, Japanese, 
and Korean families have exceptionally high in
comes, exceeding by more than 40 percent the 
benchmark average. Foreign-born families in these 
groups, on the other hand, have incomes that fall 
somewhat below the average for white families. 

This pattern is reversed among Filipino and 
Indian families. The average incomes of native-born 
Filipino and Indian families are between 70 and 80 
percent of the benchmark average.1 Among the 
foreign born, however, Filipino and Indian families 
have the highest average incomes of any group, 
exceeding by 11 to 15 percent the average income of 
native-born white families. 

As is discussed further in chapter 4, Asians are 
more heavily concentrated in certain areas of the 
country than is the population as a whole. Thus, the 
relative family incomes ofAsians may reflect region
al patterns of residence as well as ethnicity. 

To examine these effects, expected region-specific 
family income statistics were calculated to reflect 
the regional distributions of the various Asian 
groups. Shown in table 3.2, these statistics suggest 
that if non-Hispanic white families had the same 
regional distribution as native-born Chinese families, 
for instance, their average family income would be 
$28,246 instead of $26,514; if their geographic 

1 
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TABLE 3.1 
Average Income of Native-Born and Foreign-Born Families 

Non-Hispanic 

All 
Average family income 
Relative to non-Hispanic 

white 

Chinese 

$28,377 

1.07 

Flllplno 

$28,514 

1.07 

Japanese 

$35,207 

1.33 

lndlan 

$29,961 

1.13 

Korean 

$25,234 

0.95 

Vietnamese 

$15,859 

0.60 

white 

$26,535 

1.00 

Native born 
Average family income 
Relative to native-born 

non-Hispanic white 

$39,805 

1.50 

$21,190 

0.80 

$38,324 

1.44 

$18,789 

0.71 

$38,610 

1.46 

$26,514 

1.00 

Foreign born 
Average family income 
Relative to native-born 

non-Hispanic white 

$26,230 

0.99 

$29,400 

1.11 

$25,094 

0.95 

$30,465 

1.15 

$24,895 

0.94 

$15,873 

0.60 

$27,006 

1.02 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent "A" Public Use Sample. alone or with unrelated persons are not considered families by Census definition. The Census variable H112 
Notes: All Asian-group lamllles In this study have both head and spouse of the same race and nativity. The was used to examine family Income In this table and tables 3.2 and 3.3. The Pareto method of estimation was 
Census definition of family Is adopted here; a family Is defined as two or more persons, Including the household used to Impute family Income above the Census truncation level. 
head, who are related by birth, marriage, or adoption, and who live together as one household. Individuals living •Less than 20 families In sample. 
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TABLE 3.2 
Regionally Adjusted Average Income of Native-Born and Foreign-Born Famllles 

Native born 
Asian average family income 

Chinese 

$39,805 

Flllplno 

$21,190 

Japanese 

$38,324 

lndlan 

$18,789 

Korean 

$38,610 

Vietnamese 

Expected U.S. average family income for 
native-born non-Hispanic white families• $28,246 $26,687 $26,716 $26,697 $25,821 

Asian average family income relative to 
expected native-born non-Hispanic 
white family income 1.41 0.79 1.43 0.70 1.49 

Foreign-born 
Asian average family income $26,230 $29,400 $25,094 $30,465 $24,895 $15,873 

Expected U.S. average family income for 
native-born non-Hispanic white families• $28,961 $29,016 $28,584 $27,452 $28,532 $28,409 

Asian average family income relative to 
expected native-born non-Hispanic 
white family income 0.91 1.01 0.88 1.10 0.87 0.56 

Estimates based on 1880 Census of Populatlon, 5 percent "A" Public Use Samp
•Fewer than 20 famllles In sample. 

le. avemge family lnoome for native-bom non-Hispanic whites are weighted by the regional distribution of the 
relevant native-born orforeign-born Asian group. Regional avemge family Income stallsllcs for native-born non-

'These statistics show what the average family Income for nativ&-bom non-Hispanic whites families would be If Hispanic white lamllles are: East. $27,428; North Central, $28,139; South, $24,943; West excluding California 
they had the regional distribution of each native-born and~Asian group. Thus expected U.S. and Hawai, $28,671; Callfomla, $31,536; and Hawai, 23,182. 



distribution paralleled that of native-born Japanese, 
the corresponding average family income would be 
$26,716 instead of $26,~14. Thus, table 3.2 indicates 
that if native-born Asians and non-Hispanic whites 
shared the same regional distribution, the relative 
average family incomes ofmost Asian groups would 
be slightly lower. For instance, the average family 
income of native-born Chinese families is 41 percent 
higher than that of non-Hispanic whites, instead of 
50 percent higher as reported in table 3.1. The 
relative family income for most other native-born 
groups changes only 1 percentage point. For the 
foreign born, the changes in relative Asian family 
income are larger. For instance, the income of 
foreign-born Filipino families, relative to native
born non-Hispanic white families, is 1.01 instead of 
1.11, for Japanese, it is 0.88 instead of 0.95, for 
Indians it is 1.10 instead of 1.15, and for Koreans it is 
0.87 instead of0.94. 

Although providing a concise measure of eco
nomic status, average income may mask important 
differences among groups with respect to the num
ber of persons at the extremes of the income 
distribution. Of particular concern is the low end of 
that distribution-the share of persons who live in 
poverty. To learn how Asians and whites compare 
in this regard, the poverty rates of Asian and white 
families were examined. 

Poverty Rates 
The poverty rate is the percentage of families 

whose incomes fall below a certain threshold level; 
this threshold varies with family size and number of 
children.2 According to the statistics presented in 
table 3.2, native-born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean 
families are less likely to be poor than native-born 
white families. American-born Filipino and Indian 
families, however, have substantially higher poverty 
rates; compared to a white poverty rate of 6.6 
percent, their poverty rates are 15.8 and 20.2 
percent, respectively. 

The opposite pattern emerges for the foreign 
born. Paralleling their high average family incomes, 
Filipino and Indian families have the lowest poverty 
rates of any foreign-born group "(including whites), 
whereas the poverty rates of foreign-born Chinese, 
Japanese, and Korean families exceed those of white 
families. 

For information on the poverty threshold, see appendix C. 

As with family income, the relative poverty 
picture for Asian families may reflect regional 
patterns of residence as well as ethnicity. To 
examine regional effects, table 3.3 also presents the 
poverty rates that non-Hispanic white families 
would be expected to have if their geographic 
distribution paralleled that of each native-born and 
foreign-born Asian group. These effects are small 
and tend to improve the relative position of native
born Asian groups relative to non-Hispanic whites, 
whereas the relative position of the foreign-born 
Asian groups is somewhat diminished. 

Poverty Rates by Years of Immigration 
The higher poverty rates of some ofthe foreign

born Asian groups may result from the recency of 
their immigration. It would not be surprising, for 
instance, to find that many immigrant families
regardless of their national origin-go through a 
difficult period of adjustment that (at least initially) 
results in low family income. To explore the rela
tionship between the incidence of poverty among 
Asian families and their date of immigration, immi
grant families· were separated according to the year 
the household head came to America. 

For most groups, immigrant families who have 
been here 5 years or less are much more likely to be 
poor than longer term residents (table 3.3). For 
instance, among white families, recent immigrants 
are three to four times more likely to be poor than 
families that have resided in the United States for at 
least 6 years. The poverty rate of recent Korean 
immigrant families in 1980 was more than twice the 
rate of Korean families who came to the United 
~tates before 1975. Similar declines in the poverty 
rate with years in the United States occur for most 
groups. 

Taking year of immigration into account, thus, 
helps to explain why foreign-born Asian families in 
some groups have higher poverty rates than white 
immigrant families. Indeed, when families are divid
ed according to their year of entry into the United 
States, Asian groups often have lower poverty rates 
than white families who have lived in the United 
States for comparable periods oftime. 

Family Dissolution and Family Income 
In American society as a whole,.family breakups 

resulting in female-headed households are a major 
, 
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TABLE 3.3 
Percentage of Famllles In Poverty In 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Native born 
Poverty rate 3.7 15.8 2.6 20.2 3.5 6.6 
Asian poverty rate 

relative to native-born 
white rate 0.56 2.39 0.39 3.06 0.53 1.00 

Native-born white rate 
adjusted for regional 
distributions of native-
born Asian groups1 6.8 7.2 7.2 6.8 7.3 

Asian poverty rate 
relative to regionally 
adjusted native-born 
white rate 0.54 2.19 0.36 2.97 0.48 

Foreign born 
Poverty rate 12.1 5.2 12.5 7.6 12.8 34.0 9.3 
Asian poverty rate 

relative to native-born 
white rate 1.83 0.78 1.89 1.15 1.94 5.15 1.41 

Native-born white rate 
adjusted for regional 
distribution of foreign-
born Asian groups2 6.3 6.0 6.4 6.4 6.4 6.5 

Asian poverty rate 
relative to regionally 
adjusted native-born 
white rate 1.92 0.87 1.95 1.19 2.0 5.23 

Poverty rates of 
foreign born by 
year of Immigration 
1975-1980 28.1 9.4 13.9 15.0 19.6 35.1 23.3 
1965-1974 6.8 3.8 14.1 3.8 7.2 18.8 5.1 
Before 1965 4.8 4.3 9,8 4.3 7.4 1 7.7 

Estimates based on 5% Public Use" A" Sample ol lhe 1980Census of Population. Income tor native-born non-Hispanic whites Is weighted by the regional dlstrlbullon of the relevent native-born 
•Fewer than 20 observations. or foreign-born Asian group. Regional average family Income statistics tor native-born non-Hispanic white 
l'J'hese stallstlcs show what the poverty rate for native-bornnon-Hispanic white lamllles would be Hthey had the lamllles are: East,5.7; North Central, 6.4; Soulh, 7.6; West, excluding CalHomla and HawaD, 5.3; CalHomla, 6.1; 
regional dlstrlbullon of each native-born and foreign-born Asian group. Thus, expocted U.S. average family and Hawal, 6.3. 



TABLE 3.4 
Family Dlssolutlon Among Asian Groups and Non-Hispanic Whites: 
Percentage of Ever-Married Women Who Are Divorced or Separated 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Filipino Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Native born 
25-64 years old 11.5 16.3 8.5 13.8 15.8 12.5 
25-34 years old 13.8 18.5 11.6 13.0 17.5 15.2 

Foreign born 
25-64 years old 4.2 6.5 9.5 2.8 7.2 7.3 9.6 
25-34 years old 3.5 6.9 8.1 2.0 7.7 6.4 14.0 

Estimates based on the 5percentPublic Use "A" Sample of the 1980 Census of Population. •Less than 20 observations. 
Notes: Divorce rates were derived by dlvldlng the number of women who were divorced orseparated In 1980 by 
the number of women In that age category who were evermarried. 



cause of p9verty and lower family income. It is, 
therefore, of considerable interest to examine the 
extent of family dissolution among Asian groups and 
whites; differential rates of family separation may 
help· explain intergroup variations in family poverty 
rates. Table 3.4 shows the percentage of ever-mar
ried women, by group, who are divorced or sepa
rated. 

Among American-born women, family dissolution 
rates are higher for Filipino, Indian, and Korean 
women than for white women. Somewhat smaller 
percentages of Chinese and Japanese women are 
divorced or separated than is the case for white 
women. 

For almost all groups, divorce and separation 
rates are lower among the foreign born than they are 
among the native born. 3 The contrast between the 
foreign and native born is particularly acute for the 
Asian groups. Whereas foreign-born whites have a 
dissolution rate that is three-quarters the corre
sponding native-born rate, foreign-born Asian wom
en are less than half as likely to be divorced or 
separated as their American-born counterparts. Exa
~g rates across foreign-born groups reveals that 
family dissolution rates are lower among all Asian 
groups than among whites. 

Conceivably, the low divorce rates among the 
foreign-born Asian groups may underlie their rela
tively high average family incomes and (adjusting 
for year of immigration) low poverty rates. To 
explore this issue, table 3.5 presents the average 
family incomes of Asian and white families headed 
by couples with intact marriages; excluding single 
head-of-household families, family dissolution is 
eliminated as a source of intergroup variation in 
average family incomes. 

Comparing table 3.5 with table 3.1 reveals that the 
average family incomes of all groups increase when 
only married-couple families are considered. Of 
particular interest, however, is whether the exclu
sion of broken families explains the relatively high 
family incomes of some Asian groups and the 
relatively low family incomes of others. 

The relative economic status of native-born Filipi
no and Indian families ~proves when only married-

s The only exception to this generalization is the Japanese. There 
is a greater tendency for foreign-born Japanese women, 25-64 
years of age, to be divorced or separated than native-born 
women. When divorce rates are related to year of immigration, it 
appears that the higher than usual divorce rates of Japanese 
foreign-born women occurred among World War II marriages. 

couple families are considered. The average incomes 
of all Filipino and Indian families, shown in table 3.1, 
are 80. percent and 71 percent, respectively, the 
average income of white families. When only mar
ried-couple families are compared, the correspond
ing percentages are 94 and 84 percent of white 
family income. 

Restricting the analysis to married-couple families 
does not, however, diminish the relatively high 
incomes of the foreign-born Asian groups. When all 
families are considered, the family incomes of most 
foreign-born Asian groups lie between 94 percent 
and 111 percent of the average income of white 
families; when only married-couple families are 
considered, the corresponding range is 95 and 112 
percent. 

Excluding single-headed households also has very 
little effect on the relatively poor position of the 
foreign-born Vietnamese. When all families are 
included, Vietnamese family income is 60 percent of 
the average family income of native-born white 
families; excluding single heads of households, the 
ratio is 62 percent. 

In summary, although differences in family disso
lution appear to contribute to the relatively low 
average incomes of native-born Indian and Filipino 
families, they do little to explain the relatively high 
family incomes of most Asian groups or the low 
average family income of the Vietnamese. 

Who Contributes to Family Income? 
Another factor to consider in trying to explain 

intergroup differences in family income is the extent 
to which the family members of various groups 
work and contribute to family income. The first 
entry in table 3.6, under each native-born and 
foreign-born group, is the percentage of family 
income that is generated by family members other 
than the husband. 4 

The earnings of other family members generally 
make up a larger fraction of total family income in 
Asian families than in white families. More than 30 
p·ercent of family income in native-born Chinese, 
Filipino, Japanese, and Korean families is generated 
by family members other than the husband, com-

' Family income is the sum of earnings from all family members. 
This includes the earnings of the husband, the wife, all children 
living with the family, and all relatives living with the family who 
are related by birth or marriage. For further information on the 
family income computations reported in this chapter, see appen
dix C. 
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TABLE 3.5 
Average Income of Native-Born and Foreign-Born Married-Couple Famllies 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Native born 
Average family income $47,188 $26,739 $41,711 $23,828 $52,871 1 2 $28,324 
Relative to native-born 

non-Hispanic white 1.67 0.94 1.47 0.84 1.87 2 1.00 
Foreign born 

Average family income $27,672 $31,829 $30,222 $31,234 $26,881 $17,447 $29,755 
Relative to native-born 

non-Hispanic white 0.98 1.12 1.07 1.10 0.95 0.62 1.05 

Estimates based on 5 percem Public Use"A" Sample of the 1980 Census of Population. •Based on 26 femlles 
11..ess than 20 femlles In sample. 

TABLE 3.6 
Contribution of Family Members to Family Income 
(Married-Couple Families Only, Expressed as Percentage of Total Family Earnings) 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Native born 
All family members 

other than husband 32.52 30.71 35.63 26.01 35.21 1 2 24.80 
aChildren 7.69 6.81 8.73 2.86 18.68 4.67 
aOther relatives 0.50 1.22 0.94 1.02 0 0.35 

Wife 24.34 22.69 25.99 22.13 16.53 a 19.81 
Foreign born 

All family members 
other than husband 32.42 42.29 10.70 22.74 29.08 37.13 23.07 
Children 7.00 4.48 1.19 2.26 3.08 7.76 5.00 
Other relatives 1.86 4.15 0.27 1.62 1.12 5.50 1.15 
Wife 23.62 33.66 9.24 18.86 24.88 23.91 16.92 

Estimates based on 5 percem Public Use "A" Sample of the 1980 Census of Population. - Incomemeasures usedIn 1111s table. 
Notes: Total family earnings here are defined as the 81m of all family member earnings (Including wage and 'Based on 26 femlles 
salary Income and farm and nonfarm self-oo,ploymen1 Income). See apperKlx C for further lnfonnallon on the 11..ess than 20 families In sample. 
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pared with 25 percent among native-born white 
families. Among the foreign-born, 43 percent of 
Filipino family income, 37 percent of Vietnamese 
family income, and 32 percent of Chinese family 
income comes from the combined labor income of 
wives, children, and other relatives. This compares 
to 23 percent among foreign-born white families. 

Table 3.6 also shows the separate contribution to 
family income of children living at home, other 
relatives living with the family, and wives. Each of 
these groups is discussed below. 

Children 
Among the native born, the earnings of children 

appear to play a more important role in Asian 
families than in white families. Among the foreign 
born, however, no particular pattern stands out. 
Since Asian immigrant families tend to be younger 
than the white families, this may simply reflect fewer 
working-age children among the Asian families. 

Other Relatives 
The contribution to family income from other 

relatives-parents, aunts, uncles, parents-in-law, 
etc.-is small for all groups, although it plays a more 
important role among immigrant families than 
among the native born. For both the native and 
for~ign born, the earnings of other relatives make up 
a larger fraction of Asian family income than of 
white family income. (Foreign-born Japanese fami
lies are an exception.) 

Contributing to the greater role of other relatives' 
earnings in Asian family income is the greater 
tendency for Asian families to have working rela
tives living in the same home (table 3.7). However, 
Asian families are also more likely to have nonwork
ing relatives living with the nuclear family. Indeed, 
as can be seen in table 3.7, the proportion of other 
relatives living with the family who work is not 
necessarily greater among foreign-born Asian fami
lies than it is among white families. Thus, although 
the greater number of relatives living with foreign
born Asian families enhances their potential working 
pool, the contribution to Asian family income from 
this source is dominated by the increased burden 
their family income must support. 

• Married women, here, include only women who are in 
marriages where husband and wife are of the same race and 
nativity. A person is defined as "working" if she reports on the 
census positive earnings, positive weeks worked, and positive 
hours per week. For an analysis of the labor force participation of 

Wives 
Next to the husband, the largest contributor by far 

to married-couple family income is the wife. Across 
all groups, married women contribute between 9 and 
34 percent of total family income (table 3.6). The 
earnings of women tend to make up a larger fraction 
of family labor income in Asian families than in 
white families. Among most native-born Asian 
groups, wives contribute between 22 and 26 percent 
of family income, in comparison to 20 percent in 
native-born white families. Among foreign-born 
Asian families, the wife's contribution generally 
ranges from a low of 19 percent in Indian families to 
a high of 34 percent in Filipino families, whereas in 
white families, wives contribute 17 percent of family 
income. In sharp contrast to the other foreign-born 
Asian groups, the earnings of Japanese wives make 
up only 9 percent offamily income. 

The amount a woman contributes to family 
income is determined by the rate at which she 
earns-her wage rate-and the extent to which she 
works; the greater contribution to family income by 
Asian women could stem from either or both 
factors. As a focus of this chapter is family labor 
supply dynamics, the labor supply of Asian women 
is examined here. The wage rates of Asian women in 
comparison to white women: are examined in chap
ter 9. 

The Labor Supply of Asian and White 
Married Women 

Table 3.8 shows that- Asiiii married women are 
more likely to work than white married women.5 

For instance, 61 percent of native-born white wom
en worked at some point during 1979 while for most 
Asian groups the rate was between 66 and 76 
percent. Similarly, among foreign-born married 
women, 52 percent of white women worked, as 
compared to rates between 54 and 83 percent for 
most Asian groups. Only Indian and foreign-born 
Japanese women are less likely than white women to 
take a job outside the home. 

Indicating further the importance of wives' work 
decisions, the participation rates of married women 
(table 3.8) and the amounts they contribute to family 
income (table 3.6) are ranked across groups in almost 

Asian women using 1970 census data, see Morrison G. Wong and 
Charles Hirschman, "Labor Force Participation and Socioeco
nomic Attainment of Asian-American Women," Sociological 
Perspectives, vol. 26, no. 4 (October 1983), pp. 423-46. 
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TABLE 3.7 
Other Relatives Per Family: Number Per 1,000 Famllles 

Native born 
Working relatives 
All relatjves 
Ratio of working to 

all relatives 

Chinese 

20 
70 

0.29 

Flllplno 

60 
230 

0.26 

Japanese 

40 
140 

0.29 

lndlan 

60 
210 

0.29 

Korean 

O' 
120 

0 

Vietnamese 

2 

2 

2 

Non-Hispanic 
white 

10 
60 

0.17 

Foreign born 
Working relatives 
All relatives 
Ratio of working to 

all relatives 

80 
290 

0.28. 

210 
570 

0.37 

10 
50 

0.20 

80 
230 

0.35 

50 
230 

0.22 

150 
600 

0.25 

30 
110 

0.27 
,, 

Estimates based on the 5percent Pubic Use "A" Sample of the 1080 Census of Population. 
Notes: Other relatives are defined as persons, llvlng with the family, other than spouse or c:hildren, who are 
related by birth or marriage. A working relative Is defined as anyone who reported positive earnings. positive 
weeks worked, and positive hours per week. 

, 1Basedon251am1118S. 
"Less than 20 lamllles In sample. 

TABLE 3.8 
Percentage of Married Women Who Work •.. r 

Native born 
Chinese 

70 
Flllplno 

66 
Japanese 

76 
lndlan 

48 
Korean 

72 
Vietnamese 

Non-Hispanic 
white 

61 

Foreign born 65 83 27 51 61 54 52 

Notes: Married women. here, Include only women who are In marriages where husband and wife are of the 
same race and nativity. 

1Lessthan20manledwomenlnsample. 



the same order. This relationship holds even at the 
extremes. It is evident, for instance, that f 9reign
born Filipino women contribute more .to family 
income (34 percent) than any other group in large 
measure because they have, by far, the highest 
participation rate (83 percent). Conversely, only 27 
percent of foreign-born Japanese women work, 
which helps to explain why their average contribu
tion is only 9 percent of family income. 

Many factors affect whether a woman works in 
the labor market or not. Family responsibilities (such 
as having young children to care for or helping as an 
unpaid worker in a family-owned business), the 
availability of alternative sources of income, and the 
wage a woman expects to earn are important 
determinants ofthis decision. 

Table 3.9 shows the estimated effects of Asian 
descent on the probability of married women work
ing, holding constant variables measuring family 
responsibilities, other sources of income, and a wife's 
potential wage. When relevant' factors are taken into 
account via regression analysis, there is not, for most 
native-born groups, a statistically significant effect 
of Asian descent on the probability of a wife 
working.6 For foreign-born women, however, the 
estimated effects of Asian descent are found to be 
positive and generally statistically significant. (Japa
nese married women are an exception.) 

The persistence of a greater propensity for for
eign-born Asian women to work suggests that 
foreign-born Asian and white women react differ
ently to variables generally believed to affect female 
labor force participation. To explore this issue, the 
effects of the explanatory variables listed in table 3.9 
were estimated for each group separately. 

When group-specific regressions were estimated, 
several differences between foreign-born Asian and 
white married women became apparent. Of particu
lar interest are the differences in the effect of having 
children on the probability that a woman works. As 
shown in table 3.10, the negative effect of having 
young children on the decision to work is about half 
as large for Chinese foreign-born women as it is for 
foreign-born white women. The effect is even 

• It should be cautioned that the regression analyses presented in 
table 3.9 are exploratory. A more refined analysis (which took 
into account the interaction between the expected wage and the 

' decision to work) and estimation (which corrected for heteroske
dasticity) might lead to a different set of conclusions. Further
more, due to a coding error, the variable "children under 6" 
measures whether there were only children under 6, and does not 
include the presence of children under 6 when older children 

smaller for Korean, Indian, and Vietnamese women 
and is insignificant for foreign-born Filipino women. 
These results suggest that there may be factors that 
mitigate the effect of young children on the labor 
force participation of foreign-born Asian women. A 
potential candidate, in this regard, is the presence of 
other relatives in the home. 

For all Asian groups, except the Japanese, be
tween 15 and 33 percent of immigrant families with 
working wives have other relatives living with the 
family. In contrast, other relatives are found in only 
8 percent of white immigrant families with working 
wives {table 3.11). 

When the "presence of other relatives" is added to 
the list of explanatory variables, its effect in each 
group-specific regression is positive for all Asian 
groups. In contrast, the presence of other relatives in 
the home appears to have no effect on the labor 
supply of white immigrant women.7 This suggests 
that the reason families have relatives living with 
them differs for Asian and white families. For white 
families, other relatives may share the home because 
the relatives themselves require care. In Asian 
families, the greater prevalence of other relatives, 
and their effect on the labor force participation of 
married women, help to explain why children deter 
fewer Asian immigrant women from working. Con
ceivably, the greater tendency among foreign-born 
Asian families to live with relatives reflects a way to 
augment family income by facilitating the labor 
force participation of married women. 

Per Capita Family Income 
The preceding sections have shown the important 

role family members pl~y in producing the relatively 
high incomes of Asian families. The statistics on 
average family income indicate that Asians-with 
tI!e exception of the Vietnamese and native-born 
Filipinos and Indians-do fairly well. If, however, 
Asian families have an above-average number of 
persons to support, average family income may 
overstate their economic welfare. Using native-born 
white family income as the benchmark measure of 

were also present. Additional work on this particular subject was 
beyond the scope ofthis project. 
• The coefficients for the Asian groups range in value from 0.04 
to 0.10, suggesting that for foreign-born Asian married women 
the effect of having a relative in the home increases their 
probability of working by 4 to 10 percentage points. The 
coefficient on "other relatives" for white women is 0.001. 
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TABLE 3.9 
The Effect of Asian Descent on 
Working, Married Women, 1980 
(T-statistics in parentheses) 

Asian descent 
Chinese 
Filipino 
Japanese 
Indian -
Korean 
Vietnamese 

Factors affecting decision to work 
Constraints 

Children under 6 
Self-employed husband 

Alternative sources of income 
Husband's earnings 
Husband's unemployment 

experience 
Return on assets 

Potential wage of wife 
Education of wife 
English language proficiency 
Years potential work experience 
Number of children ever born 
Age at first marriage 

Region 

Location 

Year of immigration 

the Probability of 

Native born 

.073 (0.43) 

.070 (0.28) 

.170 (2.05)* 

.143 (0.59) 

.190 (0.23) 
N/A 

X 
X 

X 

X 
X 

-f 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Foreign born 

.095 (6.35)* 

.246 (14.39)* 
- .222 (7.55)* 

.022 (1.19) 

.074 (3.63)* 

.106 (4.05)* 

X 
X 

X 

X 
x-

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Notes: Includes manied women in which husband and wHe are of the same race and •slgnfflcant at .05 IBVBI. 
nativity. 
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TABLE 3.10 
Estimated Effect of Children Under the Age of Six on the 
Propensity to Work, Foreign-Born Married Women, 1980 
(T-statistics in parentheses) 

Chinese 
- .104* 

(5.08} 

Flllplno 
.021 

(1.23} 

Japanese 
- .176* 

(5.24} 

Indian 
- .065 
(2.80) 

Korean 
- .077* 

(2.44} 

Vietnamese 
- .064 
(1.80) 

Non-Hispanic 
white 

- .188* 
(2.38} 

Percentage of the non-Hispanic white estimated effect 
0.55 0 0.94 0.35 0.41 0.34 1.00 

Notes: The estimated coefficients are from separate regressions that were run for each •SlgnHicantat .05 level. 
group. The full regression results from the group-speclllc regressions are shown In 
table D.3 of appendix D. 

TABLE 3.11 
Percentage of Foreign-Born. Families with Other Relatives Present, 
Married Couple Families in Which the Wife Reports Working 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Filipino Japanese Indian Korean Vietnamese white 

21% 33% 8% 15% 17% 33% 8% 

economic welfare, the issue of family size and 
economic welfare is further explored in table 3.12. 

The average number of family members living at 
home is fairly uniform across groups for families in 
which the household head is American born. With 
the exception of Asian Indians, all native-born 
groups have about three family members per house
hold. Consequently, the relative economic status of 
these groups is essentially the same whether mea
sured in terms of total family income, as above, or 
income per family member. With both measures, 
native-born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean families 
do significantly better than white families, while 
native-born Filipino families do significantly worse. 
Because Asian Indian families are comparatively 
small, their relative economic status appears much 
improved when measured by per capita income.8 

• The high poverty rate of native-born Indian families combined 
with their high per capita family income suggests the presence of 
two very different populations. The well-off population may be 
the young descendants ofthe recent immigrant wave, whereas the 

Foreign-born Asian families (with the exception 
of the Japanese) tend to be bigger than white 
families. Therefore, the relative economic standing 
of most foreign-born Asian groups drops precipi
tously when family income is adjusted to reflect 
family size. For instance, the average family income 
of foreign-born Chinese families is 99 percent of the 
benchmark group's family income, while their per 
capita family income is only 84 percent. The average 
family income of foreign-born Indian families is 15 
percent greater than the average for native-born 
white families, but the per capita family incomes of 
the two groups are almost equal. 

Adjusting for family size produces even greater 
declines in the relative economic status of foreign
born Filipino, Korean, and Vietnamese families. In 
comparison to native-born white families, the aver-

poorer population may be made up of descendants of the first 
immigration wave. Because the 1980 census did not ask parental 
origin, the large sample size of the 1980 5 percent Public Use 
Sample cannot be used to resolve this issue. 
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TABLE 3.12 
Average Number of Persons Per Famlly and Per Capita Family Income 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Native born 
Number of persons 

per family 3.21 3.47 3.31 2.37 3.09 3.34 
Per capita family income $12,999 $6,872 $12,456 $10,169 $13,458 $8,879 
Relative to native-born 

non-Hispanic white2 1.46 0.77 1.40 1.14 1.52 1.00 

Foreign born 
Number of persons 

per family 3.91 4.32 3.()1 3.75 3.93 4.88 2.94 
Per capita family income $7,480 $7,421 $8,908 $8,881 $6,600 $3,775 $10,616 
Relative to native-born 

non-Hispanic white 0.84 0.83 1.00 1.00 0.74 0.42 1.19 

Estimates based on 5% Public Use"A" Sample of the 1980 Census of Population. •Less than 20 famlll8S In sample. 
Notes: Average per capita lamlly Income was derived by dlvldlng each lamlly's Income by the number of related IPer capita family lnCome as a percent of per capita family lnCome for native-born non-Hispanic white famllles. 
persons In the household and then averaging across families In each group. 



age Filipino family has greater total income but only 
83 percent as much income per family member. The 
average Korean fanrily has,. 94, percent ~ much 
income as the benchmark group but only_74 percent 
as much income per member, and the average 
Vietnamese family has only 60 percent as much total 
income but only 42 percent as much income per 
member. • 

Generally speaking, then, foreign-born Asian fam
ilies (excluding the Vietnamese) do about as well as 
or better than native-born white families when 
average family incomes are compared. However, 
when family incomes are adjusted for family size, 
the economic status of foreign-born Japanese and 
Indian families equals that of native-born white 
families, and foreign-born Chinese, Filipino, Korean, 
and Vietnamese families fall below the benchmark 
measure. 

Summary 
The average family incomes of some Asian groups 

rank among the highest of all racial and ethnic 
groups in the United States. The average incomes of 
native-born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean families 
exceed by more than 40 percent the average for 
native-born white families. Perhaps more extraordi
nary, however, are the relatively high family in
comes of the foreign-born Asian groups. The aver
age family incomes of most foreign-born Asian 
groups approach or exceed the average income of 
white families in which the head of household is 
American born. This is true despite the large number 
of recent immigrant families among the Asian 
groups. Exceptions to this generally positive picture 
are native-born Filipinos and Indians, whose average 
family incomes are 80 and 70 percent, respectively, 
of the white average, and Vietnamese immigrant 
families, whose average income is only 60 percent of 
the benchmark average. 

Family breakups are often cited as a major cause 
of low family income. Although low family dissolu
tion rates might be expected to underlie the relative
ly high average incomes of Asian families, divorce 
and separation rates among native-born Asians differ 
little from white rates. Even though family dissolu
tion rates are lower for foreign-born Asians than 
whites, most Asian groups still are observed to have 
relatively high incomes when only married-couple 
families are compared. 

What does appear to be a crucial factor underly
ing Asian family income is the propensity of family 

members other than the male head of household to 
work. As a result, family members other than the 
husband generally contribute a larger fraction of 
family income in Asian families than in white 
families. (Among foreign-born. Filipino families, 
fully 42 percent of family labor income is generated 
by family me~bers other than the husband.) 

The _added work effort among Asian families 
stems primarily from wiyes. Asian women, and 
particularly foreign-born Asian women, are more 
likely to work than white women.. The greater 
propensity to work among foreign-born Asian wom
en persists even after adjusting for variables general
ly assumed to affect the decision to work. Group
specific regressions reveal that the effect of children 
on the decision to work is much weaker in foreign
born Asian families than it is in foreign-born white 
families. This difference may stem in part from the 
presence of other relatives, allowing increased work 
effort by the wife. 

Taking the number of persons who share family 
income into account has little or no effect on the 
relative economic status of native-born families. 
Whether measured by total family income or income 
per capita, the relative economic status of native
born Asian families is essentially the same, since 
Asian and white families are of approximately the 
same size. Foreign-born Asian families, however, 
tend to be comparatively large. Consequently, the 
relative economic status of foreign-born Asian fami
lies is significantly reduced when measured on a per 
capita basis instead of on a total income basis. 

Comparing economic welfare across groups in 
which family size differs is difficult. If, for instance, 
things were truly "cheaper by the dozen," then in a 
comparison of two families, both with the same per 
capita income but one with 12 members, the other 
with 11, the family with 12 members would be the 
better off of the two. Although the price per unit of 
products does not necessarily decline with the 
quantity bought, families do incur fixed expendi
tures, the costs of which are defrayed with addition
al family members. As per capita income takes no 
account of such economies of scale, the comparisons 
based on per capita family income understate the 
economic welfare of foreign-born Asian families in 
comparison with white families. On the other hand, 
average family income, which takes no account of 
family size, tends to overstate their relative econom
ic welfare. Thus the comparisons with per capita 
family income and average family income could be 
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viewed as lower and upper bound estimates of the 
relative economic status of foreign-born Asian fami
lies. 

In computing poverty rates, consideration is given 
to both the composition of families (whether family 
members are children or adults) and to the.decline in 
fixed expenditures per person as family size increas
es.9 This chapter found a lower percentage of 
native-born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean families 
falling below the poverty threshold than that of non
Hispanic white families. The poverty rates of native-

• See table C.l, Poverty Level Thresholds in 1979 by Size of 
Family and Number of Related Children Under 18 Years Old, 
appendixC. 

born Filipino and Indian families were found to be 
higher than the comparison group's rate. When the 
year of immigration is taken into account, the 
percentage of foreign-born families in poverty was 
often found to be lower than the corresponding 
percentage of white families. The Vietnamese are a 
clear exception; their poverty rates are substantially 
higher than the poverty rates of white families who 
have been in the United States for. similar periods of 
time. 
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PART II 

The Labor Market Status of Asians 
Relative to Whites 

Although the study of family income and its 
determination contributes to understanding Asian 
economic welfare, a study of labor market discrimi
nation requires examinine how Asians as individuals 
fare in the labor market. The chapters in part II of 
this study look at the extent to which labor market 
discrimination affects the earnings and employment 
of individuals ofAsian descent. 

Chapters 4 through 6 lay the groundwork for a 
statistical analysis of labor market discrimination. 
These chapters document differences between Asian 
and· white men in factors that affect labor market 
performance. Chapter 4 describes characteristics 
such as immigrant status and region of residence. 

Chapter 5 examines differences among Asian and 
white men in skill levels as measured by years of 
schooling, English-language proficiency, and years 
of work experience. Chapter 6 describes the work 
patterns ofAsian and white men. 

Chapter 7 then compares the earnings of native
born Asian and white men, taking into account the 
previously discussed characteristics and skills. If 
Asian men are found to earn less than similarly 
qualified white men, it could indicate the presence of 
anti-Asian labor.market discrimination. Following a 
similar line of analysis, chapter 8 examines the 
earnings of foreign-born men, and chapter 9 looks at 
the relative earnings of Asian women. 

45 



Chapter 4 

Immigrant Status and Region of Residence 

Any meaningful cpmparison of economic status 
between Asians and whites requires taking into 
account group differences in characteristics that 
affect labor force outcomes. For instance, earnings 
differences among groups may reflect recency of 
immigration. Because of regional cost-of-living vari
ations, group location is another factor to consider 
when comparing their economic status. This chapter 
examines the extent to which Asian and white 
populations are foreign or native born, how recently 
the foreign born immigrated, and the areas of the 
country where Asians and whites have settled. 

Immigrant Status 
With the exception of the Japanese, the majority 

of working-age men in Asian groups are foreign 
born (table 4.1). More than 75 percent of Chinese 
men, about 80 percent of Filipino men, and more 
tqan 93 percent of Korean, Indian, and Vietnamese 
men are immigrants. About a quarter of Japanese 
men, 25 to 65 years old, were born outside the 
United States. In contrast to the Asian groups, only 
7 percent ofwhite men are foreign born. 

Among the foreign born, Asians are more likely to 
be recent immigrants ~ whites. Over 70 percent 
of the foreign born in each Asian group immigrated 
after 1965, whereas the majority of whites immigrat
ed bclfore 1965. Vietnamese immigrants have the 
highest proportion of recent arrivals; in 1980, 95 
percent had immigrated during the y~ars 1975 to 
1980. Between 28 and 50 percent of the foreign born 

Table 4.2 is estimated from a 1980 census Public Use Sample 
and refers to working-age men. Table 4.3 is from published census 
fi~es and refers to all persons of Asian descent. 

in the other Asian groups were post-1975 arrivals i,n 
1980. Among whites, however, only 14 percent of 
the foreign born had immigrated after 1975. 

Thus, a majority of working-age men in most 
Asian groups are foreign born, and among the 
foreign born, a majority immigrated after 1965. 
Among whites, most are native born, and among the 
foreign born, a majority immigrated before 1965. 

Where Asians Live 
Table 4.2 compares the regional distributions of 

Asians and whites. Table 4.3 gives for each Asian 
group the proportion living in each of the five States 
with high Asian concentrations.1 These statistics 
show that Asians are disproportionately located in 
the West, ~pecially California and,Hawaii,•but with 
major concentrations elsewhere, particularly in the 
Northeast. 

About half of all Chin~e live in the West, with 40 
percent of the national population in California. 
Persons of Chinese descent are also concentrated in 

I •
the Northeast; New York, with 18 percent of the 
population, is the State with the second highest 
concentration of Chinese. 

Almost 70 percent of the Filipino population lives 
in the O West. With 46 percent of the population, 
California has the highest concentration of Filipinos, 
followed by Hawaii. Like the Filipinos, the Japanese 
are overwhelmingly located in the West. More than 
80 percent reside there, with more than a third of the 
population in California and Hawaii, each. 

1 
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TABLE 4.1 
Percentage Distribution b; Immigrant Status and Year of 
Immigration, Men 25-64 ears Old, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Native born 23.9 19.8 77.0 4.7 6.4 1.6 93.0 

Foreign born 76.1 80.2 23.0 95.3 93.6 98.4 7.0 

Foreign born by year 
of immigration 
1975-1980 31.0 27.8 49.6 36.7 48.5 95.0 14.3 
1970-1974 22.3 27.9 16.9 34.8 32.1 3.1 10.0 
1965-1969 19.4 21.9 8.7 18.7 10.4 1.2 12.8 
Before 1965 27.3 22.3 24.3 9.9 9.1 0.6 62.9 

Estimatesbasedonthe19B0CensusofPopulation,5percent"A"PubllcUseSample. permanently. (Tochn/csf Documentation, Public-Use Mlcrodata Samplos, 1980 Census of Population and 
Notes: Persons born In a foreign country were asked to Indicate when they came to the United States to stay. Housing, p. K-21.) 
Persons who had entered the U.S. more than once were asked to give the first year they came to stay 

TABLE 4.2 
Percentage ·Distribution by Region of Residence, Men 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Northeast 27.0 10.4 6.9 34.9 21.0 8.1 23.1 
North Central 9.9 9.7 5.7 23.9 16.2 13.1 27.5 
South 11.7 10.9 4.3 22.7 15.6 30.1 30.5 
West 51.4 69.0 83.1 18.5 47.2 48.7 18.9 

E8tfmates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent" A" Public Use 8ample. 



TABLE 4.3 
Numbers and Percentage of Each Asian Group Residing In 
Five States Most Populated by Each Asian Group, 1980 

Percent of each Percent of each 
group's total U.S. group's total U.S. 

Group Numbers populatlon Group Numbers populatlon 
Chinese lndlan 
Total U.S. 806,040 100.0 Total U.S. 361,531 100.0 
California 322,309 40.0 New York 60,505 16.7 
New York 48,105 18.4 California 57,901 16.0 
Hawaii 56,285 7.0 Illinois 35,749 9.9 
Illinois 28,597 3.5 New Jersey 29,510 8.2 
Texas 25,461 3.2 Texas 22,231 6.1 

Flllplno Korean 
Total U.S. 774,652 100.0 Total U.S. 354,593 100.0 
California 357,492 46.1 California 103,845 29.3 
Hawaii 133,940 17.3 New York 34,157 9.6 
Illinois 43,857 5.7 ,,, 

't', Illinois 23,989 6.8 
New York 33,956 4.4 Hawaii 17,962 5.1 
New Jersey 24,377 3;1 Maryland 15,089 4.3 

Japanese Vietnamese 
Total U.S. 700,974 100.0 Total U.S. 261,729 100.0 
California 261,822 37.4 California 89,631 34.2 
Hawaii 239,748 34.2 Texas 29,112 11.1 
Washington 26,378 3.8 Louisiana 10,884 4.2 
New York 24,524 3.5 Virginia 10,000 3.8 
Illinois 18,571 2.6 Washington 9,838 3.8 

Source: 1980 Census of Populatton, GBnBrslPopulation Charscterfsllcs, U.S. Summary, table 62, p. 125. Notes: These etaUstfcs are from published Census etaUstfcs and refer to all persons, Including women and 
children. 



Forty-seven percent of Koreans live in the West. 
California, with close to 30 percent of the popula
tion, has the highest Korean concentration, followed 
by New York. 

Nearly half ofall Vietnamese live in the West, and 
over 30 percent live in California. However, persons 
ofVietnamese descent are heavily represented in the 
South as well. After California, the States with the 
highest concentrations of Vietnamese are Texas, 
Louisiana, and Virginia. 

Asian Indians differ from the other Asian groups 
in that they are fairly evenly spread across all 
regions of the country: 35 percent live in the 
Northeast, about 23 percent are in the North Central 
region and the South each, and less than 20 percent 
reside in the West. New York and California are the 
States with the highest concentrations of Asian 
Indians, each with about 16 percent of the total 
Indian population. 

Far from being evenly dispersed across the Na
tion, these statistics demonstrate that Asian groups 
are concentrated in certain areas of the United 
States. Whites, by contrast, are more evenly dis
persed across the Nation, with large concentrations 
in the North Central region and the South. 

Asians are also more urban than whites. As shown 
in table 4.4, more than 90 percent of Asians reside in 
SMSAs in comparison to 80 percent of whites. 

Region of Residence and Immigrant 
Status 

Historically, immigrants from Asia arrived in the 
West, and, as shown in table 4.5, the West remains 
home for most of today's native-born Asian popula
tion. Between 74 and 92 percent of native-born 
Chinese, Korean, FUipino, and Japanese men live in 
the West. (Asian Indians, whose native-born popula
tion is fairly evenly distributed across the Nation, 
are an exception.) 

Like their predecessors, today's Asian immigrants 
are more likely to live in the West than in other 
regions of the country. However, there has been a 
marked movement eastward in their location. Com-
2 The average cost-of-living indexes by region are: Northeast-
10S.75, North Central-99.14, South-93.1, and West-102. 
Across all regions, the average cost-of-living index is 102 for 
metropolitan areas and 90 for nonmetropolitan areas. U.S. 
Department of Labor, Handbook ofLabor Statistics (1979), table 
139. 
3 Weighting the regional cost-of-living indexes for metropolitan 
areas by the group-specific regional distributions (table 4.5), the 
cost-of-living indexes for foreign-born groups are as follows: 

pared to the native born, Asian immigrants are much 
less likely to live in the West and much more likely 
to live in all other regions of the country, particular
ly the Northeast. 

Asian immigrants are also more urban than their 
native-born counterparts (table 4.6). Although the 
native born are comparatively urban (more than 84 
percent live in SMSAs compared with 79 percent of 
native-born whites), more than 94 percent of the 
foreign born in all Asian groups live in SMSAs. 
However, as white immigrants are also very urban 
(94 percent live in SMSAs), there is less of a 
difference in urban residence between foreign-born 
Asians and whites than between native-born Asians 
and whites. 

Cost-of-Living Differences 
Where Asians and whites live is relevant to a 

comparison of their economic status, since living 
costs vary with location; groups that are heavily 
concentrated in high cost-of-living areas will have 
higher nominal earnings than groups in low cost-of
living areas, even if their earnings, in real terms, are 
the same. 

According to an index of comparative costs for 
families living in metropolitan areas, living costs are 
highest in the Northeast, followed by the West, the 
North Central region, and the South. Within re
gions, living expenses tend to be greater in metropol
itan than in nonmetropolitan areas. 2 

Based on -regional residential patterns, there ap
pears to be little difference, on net, in the cost of 
living that foreign-born Asians and whites face.3 

Among the native born, however, Asians (with the 
exception ofnative-born Indians) likely face a higher 
cost of living than whites. Although they are less 
concentrated in the Northeast, they are also less 
concentrated in the low-cost Southern and North 
Central regions. On net, their regional distribution 
alone suggests a somewhat higher cost ofliving.4 In 
addition, the native born in several Asian groups are 
much more likely to live in urban areas than whites. 

white-101.5; Chinese-101.7; Filipino-101.0; Indian__:100.6; 
Japanese-101.7; Korean-101.0; and Vietnamese-99.3..For
eign-born Asians are, however, a bit more likely to reside in urban 
areas. 
• Using the same weighting procedure as above, the metropoli
tan cost-of-living indexes for native-born groups are: white-99.2; 
Chinese-101.7; Filipino-101.4; Indian-99.0; Japanese-101.7; 
and Korean-101.2. 
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TABLE 4.4 
Percentage Distribution by Urban and Rural Residence, Men 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Urban 97.2 92.6 90.3 95.6 96.8 93.9 80.3 
Rural 2.8 7.4 9.7 4.4 3.2 6.1 19.7 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent "A" Public Use Sample. Notes: Urban Is defined as residence In an SMSA or a mixed SMSA/non-SMSA area. 

TABLE 4.5 
Percentage Distribution by Residence and Immigrant Status, Men 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Native born 
Northeast 13.1 3.8 1.7 21.7 4.3 12.51 21.8 
North Central 5.4 4.7 4.0 19.8 5.7 9.4 28.1 
South 7.5 6.7 2.3 36.8 10.0 46.9 31.8 
West 74.0 84.8 92.0 21.7 80.1 31.3 18.3 

Foreign born 
Northeast 31.0 11.8 22.8 35.5 22.1 8.1 39.1 
North Central 11.2 10.7 11.2 24.1 16.9 13.1 20.6 
South 12.9 11.8 10.3 22.0 16.0 29.8 14.4 
West 44.9 65.6 55.8 18.3 45.1 49.0 25.8 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent "A" Public Use Sample. 'The estimates for native-born Vietnamese 1118 based on only 32 observations. 
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TABLE 4.6 
Percentage Distribution by Urban and Rural Residence and 
Immigrant Status, Men 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Native born 
Urban 
Rural 

Chinese 

96.6 
3.4 

Flllplno 

84.2 
15.8 

Japanese 

88.2 
11.8 

Indian 

86.6 
13.4 

Korean 

89.6 
10.4 

Vietnamese 

90.61 

9.4 

Non-Hispanic 
white 

79.1 
20.9 

Foreign born 
Urban 
Rural 

97.3 
2.7 

94.5 
5.5 

97.0 
3.0 

96.0 
4.0 

97.2 
2.8 

93.9 
6.1 

94.0 
6.0 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 6 percent" A" Public Use 8ample. 
Noles: Urban Is defined as residence In an SMSA area or a mixed SMSA/nonSMSA area 

'lh8estimates for native-born Vietnamese are based on only 32 observations. 



Given the Asian patterns of residence, average 
nationwide earnings statistics that fail to adjust for 
regional cost-of-living differences may overstate the 
,real economic well-being of some Asian groups 
relative to whites. In light of this possibility, region 
of residence and urban location are two important 
factors that are taken into account in this report's 
comparative analysis of Asian economic status. 5 

Summary 
Asians and whites differ dramatically in the extent 

to which their populations are foreign or native 
born. With the exception of the Japanese, Asians in 
America are predominantly foreign born. Immi
grants make up more than 75 percent of the Chinese 
and Filipino populations, more than 93 percent of 
the Korean and Indian populations, and more than 
98 percent of the American Vietnamese population. 
In contrast, only 7 percent of whites were born 
abroad. 

Asians and whites also differ in how recently the 
foreign born immigrated. Over 70 percent of the 
foreign born in each Asian group arrived after 1965, 
and many foreign-born Asians are recent arrivals. 

• Since nonpecuniary benefits may be positively correlated with 
cost ofliving, incomes were not deflated by location-specific cost
of-living indexes. Rather, the question the report tried to answer 

The majority of white immigrants are pre-1965 
entrants and only 14 p~rcent immigrated after 1975. 

Asians originally settled, and remain concentrat
ed, in the West, particularly California and Hawaii. 
Like their predecessors, current Asian immigrants 
are more likely to live in the West than in other 
regions of the country. There has! however, been a 
marked movement eastward in their location. To
day's Asian immigrants are much less likely to live in 
the West and much more likely to live in all other 
regions of the country, particularly the Northeast. 

Asians are heavily concentrated in urban areas. In 
each Asian group, more than 84 percent of the 
native born live in SMSAs, compared to 79 percent 
of whites. Chinese Americans are the most urban; 
nearly 97 percent of their native-born population 
lives in SMSAs. Although foreign-born Asians are 
more urban than their native-born counterparts 
( over 94 percent of the foreign born in each Asian 
group lives in SMSAs), the difference between 
Asian and white immigrants in urban residence is 
small, since white immigrants are also very urban 
(94 percent live in SMSAs). 

by adjusting for region and urban location in its earnings 
estimations was whether Asians earn as much as whites within 
regions and locations. 
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Chapter 5 

Skill Differentials 

In addition to characteristics such as region of 
residence and nativity, the skills individuals possess 
affect performance in the labor market. Skills, such 
as those derived from formal education or on-the
job training, enhance an individual's productivity 
and, hence, earnings potential.1 

Thus, the earnings of the highly educated usually 
exceed the earnings of the less educated. Similarly, 
individuals who have been on the job longer and, 
thereby, have accumulated more work-related expe
rience earn more than workers with less time on the 
job. There are also skills, such as English-language 
proficiency, that are particularly relevant to the 
study of groups with immigrant populations. This 
chapter examines levels of schooling, work experi
ence, and English-language proficiency among 
Asian and white men. 

Schooling Levels of the Native Born 
The educational levels of all Asian groups consid

ered in this report either approach or surpass the 
average level of schooling for whites. Among the 
native born (table 5.1), Chinese Americans have the 
highest educational attainment, with an average of 
nearly 15 years of schooling. Koreans, Japanese, and 
Indians follow-all with educational levels exceed
ing 13 years. Whites rank fifth in this comparison, 

Seminal research on the relationship between human capital 
investment and earnings can be found in T.W. Sch~tz, "Invest
ment in Human Capital," American Economic Review vol. 51 
(1961), pp. 1-17; Jacob Mincer, "On-The-Job Training: Costs, 
Returns, and Some Implications," Journal of Political Economy 
vol. 70 (1962), pp. S50-S79; Walter Oi, "Labor as a Quasi-Fixed 
Factor," Journal ofPolitical Economy vol. 70 (1962), pp. 538-55; 

with a little less than 13 years of schooling on 
average. Slightly below whites are the Filipinos and 
Vietnamese. 

When broken down into their underlying distribu
tions, the data in table 5.1 reveal that significant 
proportions of· native-born Filipino, Indian, and 
Vietnamese men have only an elementary school 
education. Filipino and Vietnamese men are also 
much less likely than whites to have received a 
college education. 

I 
Although the percentage of Indian men with 1 

years or _less of schooling exceeds that of whites, so 
does the percentage of college graduates. This 
bifurcated distribution among the native-born Indian 
population may reflect the educational levels of 
descendah.ts from two very different immigrant 
streams: descendants of the early immigration and 
descendants of the more recent, highly skilled 
immigration (chapter 2);2 

The distributional data also reveal that native
born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean men are more 
likely to have completed college than whites. Na
tive-born Chinese men are more than twice as likely 
to be college graduates. 

and Gary S. Becker, Human Capital (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1964). 
• As the 1980 census did not collect information on parental 
country of origin, it is impossible to separate second-generation 
persons (the children of immigrants) from · third- or more 
generation persons. 

1 
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TABLE 5.1 
Schoollng Completed for Native-Born Men, 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Chinese 
Filipino 
Japanese 
Indian 
Korean 
Vietnamese1 

Non-Hispanic white 

Average years Percentage distribution of years of schoollng 
of 

schoollng 0-7 8-11 12-15 16+ 
14.90 2.0 5.6 41.3 51.2 
12.40 6.2 13.5 65.8 14.5 
13.73 1.6 9.6 56.9 32.0 
13.42 7.9 17.8 39.5 34.8 
13.82 1.9 8.5 60.2 29.4 
12.34 12.5 12.5 56.3 18.8 
12.86 4.5 17.9 53.0 24:5: 

Estimat8s based on 1980 Census of Popuiation, 5 percent "A" sample. •Estimates based on only 32 observations. 

TABLE 5.2 
Schooling Completed for Foreign-Born Men, 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Average years 
of 

schooling 
Chinese 13.58 
Filipino 13.96 
Japanese 14.99 
Indian 16.65 
Korean 14.93 
Vietnamese 12.14 
Non-Hispanic white 12.77 

Estimates based on 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent" A" sample. 

Schooling Levels of the Foreign Born 
The educational attainments of foreign-born men, 

shown in table 5.2, confirm the impressions con
veyed by the immigration data in chapter 2. Exclud
ing the Vietnamese, men who have immigrated from 
Asia tend to be highly skilled. Compared with 
slightly over 25 percent of white immigrants who 
are college graduates, over 40 percent of Chinese 
and Filipinos, over 55 percent of Japanese and 
Koreans, and nearly 75 percent of Asian Indians are 
college graduates. Significantly below whites in 
educational attainment are the Vietnamese: only 17 
percent of Vietnamese immigrants are college grad
uates, while more than 12 percent have less than 8 
years of schooling. 

Percentage distribution of years of· schoollng 

0-7 8-11 12-15 16+ 
13.9 11'.0 28.7 46.5 
7.4 9.1 41.0 42.6 
2.0 4.5 35.4 58.1 
3.0 5.1 18.8 73.1 
2.8 5.5 36.0 55.6 

12.4 13.7 56.3 17.5 
10.1 16.1 45.4 28.4 

The data presented in chapter 2 also showed that 
the proportion of Asian immigrants with profession
al occupational backgrounds has declined in recent 
years. A similar trend is apparent in the educational 
data (table 5.3). Separating the foreign born by year 
of immigration shows that the percentage of highly 
educated immigrants has declined for all Asian 
groups except the Japanese. In contrast to the Asian 
trend, the percentage of college graduates among 
white immigrants has increased. In fact, whites in 
the most recent wave of immigrants are as likely to 
be college graduates as are immigrants from China, 
the Philippines, and Korea; Japanese and Indian 
immigrants continue to be much more highly edu-
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TABLE 5.3 
Percentage of College Graduates Among Foreign-Born
Men, 25-64 Years Old, by Year of Immigration 

Chinese 
Filipino 
Japanese 
Indian 
Korean 
Vietnamese 
Non-Hispanic white 

1975-1980 
41.61 
44.66 
69.78 
61.12 
44.90 
15.09 
43.11 

1970-1974 
50.14 
55.07 
51.83 
76.54 
55.60 
58.33 
30.86 

1965-1969 
54.36 
44.59 
55.14 
84.40 
81.36 
79.31 
21.76 

Before 1965 
44.31 
23.73 
43.68 
85.47 
83.73 
71.43 
23.66 

TABLE 5.4 
Average Years of Work Experience for Men, 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Category 
Native born 
Foreign born 

Native born 
Foreign born 

Chinese Filipino Japanese Indian 
18.73 19.66 24.65 23.59 
21.92 20.20 15.97 14.54 

Korean Vietnamese Non-Hispanic white 
23.21 
18.84 

Estimatesbased on 1980 Census of Population, 5percent"A" sample. 
•Estimates based on only 32 observations. 

cated than whites, while the most recent Vietnamese 
immigrants are substantially less educated. 

In summary, although the schooling levels of 
Asian immigrants have fallen in recent years, the 
overall educational achievements of most Asian 
groups, native as well as foreign born, surpass the 
educational level of white men. In the absence of 
other differences, these higher than average educa
tional attainments would be expected to translate 
into higher than average earnings. 

Work Experience 
After completing their formal education, men 

enter the workplace and ordinarily continue to work 
until they retire or become disabled. While in the 
work force, they acquire experience that makes 
them more valuable to their specific jobs as well as 
to employment situations in general. 

14.701 22.84 
18.23 25.44 

Census data do not directly measure the numbe1 
of years an individual has worked, much less the 
skills actually acquired on the job. However, a man's 
years of work experience can be closely approximat
ed by an estimate of the years a person has been out 
of school. Estimates of years of work experience, 
calculated as age minus years of schooling minus 6 
(to account for preschool years), are presented in 
table 5.4. 

Years ofwork experience for native-born Chinese, 
Filipino, and particularly Vietnamese men are lower 
than the average for white men. On the other hand, 
native-born Japanese, Indian, and Korean men aver
age more years of work experience than whites. 

For the foreign born, all of the Asian groups have 
significantly lower levels of work experience than is 
the case for white men. Foreign-born white men 
have, on average, about 25 years of work experi
ence. Chinese and Filipino immigrants average 22 
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TABLE 5.5 
English-Language Proficiency for Men, 25-64 Years of Age, 1980 

Percentage Distribution by English Language Proficiency 
Group Only English Very well Well Not well Not at all 
Chinese 16.3 
Filipino 19.9 
Japanese 57.4 
Indian 18.1 
Korean 8.9 
Vietnamese 2.4 
Non-Hispanic white 92.9 

Estimates based on 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent"A" sample. 

and 20 years of work experience, respectively; 
Korean and Vietnamese men, 19 and 18 years; and 
Japanese and Indian immigrants, only 16 and 14 
years, respectively. 

The relatively low levels of work experience 
among the Asian foreign born stem from the large 
numbers of recent immigrants in these groups (as 
persons are more likely to immigrate when they are 
young) and, to a lesser degree, from their high levels 
of schooling (since schooling delays entry into the 
work force). Holding other variables such as educa
tion constant, the lower experience levels of Asian 
immigrants would be expected to result in lower 
earnings relative to whites. 

English-Language Proficiency 
Almost all whites-97 percent-speak English 

very well or have English as their only language 
(table 5.5). ·The high level of English-language 
proficiency reflects the fact that most whites were 
born in the United States, and of the foreign born, 
only a small· fraction are recent arrivals. Moreover, 
many of the white immigrants come from Canada or 
the United Kingdom. 

Among Asian groups, levels of English-language 
proficien(?y vary enormously. The Japanese have the 
highest percentage who speak only English. This 
high rate undoubtedly stems from their long history 
in the United States, combined with the relatively 
low representation of foreign born in the Japanese 
American population; as pointed out in chapter 4, 77 

33.5 28.8 16.6 4. 7 
49.4 26.2 4.1 0.4 
20.7 15.3 6.1 0.4 
62.3 16.5 2,7 0.4 
24.7 38.5 25.7 2.2 
19.3 41.3 30.4 6.6 

4.5 1.9 0.7 0.1 

Notes: Proflciency In Engllsh Is measured by the 1980 census question, AblDty to Speak 
English. 

percent of all Japanese men in America are native 
born. 

In contrast to the Japanese, most Indian and 
Filipino men are immigrants and many are recent 
entrants. Nevertheless, 80 percent of all Asian 
Indians and over 69 percent of all Filipinos speak 
,only English or report speaking English very well. 
The high percentages reflect the fact that English is 
commonly spoken in both countries, particularly 
among the highly educated who have dominated 
recent immigration from India and the Philippines. 

Those rep~rting the lowest levels of English 
language proficiency are Korean and Vietnamese 
men. Two-thirds of Korean men and over three
quarters of Vietnamese men report not speaking 
English very well. The low level of English-lan
guage proficiency among Koreans and Vietnamese 
reflects the extremely high percentage of recent 
• immigrants in their populations. Vietnamese and 
Koreans, who rank last and next to last among Asian 
groups in terms of their English-language proficien
cy, rank first and second, in terms of their percent
ages ofrecent arrivals (see table 4.2). 

Table 5.6 breaks down the ability to speak English 
by native and foreign born. Not surprisingly, most 
pei;sons born in the United States speak only English 
or speak English very well. There are, however, 
small but significant departures from this generaliza
tion. Specifically, 16 percent of Vietnamese men, 
nearly 10 percent of native-born Indian and Chinese 
men, and 7 percent of native-born Filipino men are 
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TABLE 5.6 
English-Language Proficiency for Native- and Foreign-Born Men, 25-64 Years of Age, 1980 

Percentage Distribution by Engl/sh-Language Proficiency 
All 

Very Less 
Group proficient proficient 
Chinese 49.8 50.2 
Filipino 69.4 30.6 
Japanese 78.2 21.8 
Indian 80.3 19.7 
Korean 33.6 66.4 
Vietnamese 21.7 78.3 
Non-Hispanic white 97.4 2.6 

Estimates based on 1880 Census of Population, 6 percent" A" sample. 
Notes: Proficiency In English Is measured by the 1880 Census question, Ability to Speak English. Very Proficient 
Is defined as Speaks Only English or Speaks Very Well. Less Proficient Is defined as Speaks English Well, 
Speaks English Not Well, or Speaks English Not at All. 

Native born 
Very Less 

proficient proficient 
90.1 9.9 
93.3 6.7 
97.6 2.4 
90.1 9.9 
96.2 3.8 
84.41 15.61 

99.3 0.7 

•Estimatesbased on only 32 observations. 

Foreign born 
Very Less 

proficient proficient 
38.2 61.8 
64.1 35.9 
42.9 57.1 
79.9 20.1 
29.5 70.5 
20.8 79.2 
73.5 26.5 
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TABLE 5.7 
Percentage of Foreign-Born Men (25-64 Years Old) Who Are 
"Very Proficient" In Speaking English, by Years 
Since Migration 

Years since migration 

Group 1-5 6-15 
Chinese 23.6 40.3 
Filipino 51.0 67.3 
Japanese 25.2 43.7 
Indian 70.0 85.2 
Korean 15.4 35.4 
Vietnamese 18.7 59.4 

Estimates based on 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent"A" sample. 
Notes: ''Very Proflclent'' Is defined as "Speaks Only English" or "Speaks English Very 
Well," according to the 1980 Census question, Ability to Speak English. 

in the "less proficient" category, compared to fewer 
than 1 perqent ofnative-born whites. 

Among the Asian foreign born, Indian and Filipi
no immigrants have the highest levels of English
language proficiency. The percentage of very profi
cient English speakers among the other Asian 
groups (whose countries lack the English-language 
history of India or the Philippines) is directly 
correlated with their percentages of recent arrivals 
among the foreign born (table 4.2). Japanese foreign 
born, with the lowest percentage of recent arrivals, 
have the highest proportion of very proficient 
English speakers, followed by the Chinese, Koreans, 
and Vietnamese. -

For all Asian groups, the percentage of proficient 
English speakers among immigrants appears to 
increase with time in the United States (table 5.7). 
For instance, 24 percent of Chinese immigrants who 
have been here 5 years or less report being English 
proficient; this rises to 40 percent among those who 
have been here 6 to 15 years. Similarly, 15 percent of 
Korean recent arrivals are proficient, yet over 35 
percent are proficient among 6- to 15-year residents. 
The most dramatic change is observed for Vietnam
ese immigrants: only 19 percent of the recent 
arrivals are proficient in English, compared to 60 

• Data that follow immigrants over time is needed to measure 
English-language improvement with time in the United States. 

16 years 
or more 

49.7 
72.6 
65.8 
91.7 
76.6 
71.41 

•Based on only 14 observations. 

percent of those who have been in the United States 
6 to 15 years. 

These differences, however, also reflect changes 
,.. oyer time in the type of immigrant. Since the most 
recent Asian immigrants tend to be less educated 
than immigrants who migrated 6 or more years ago, 
it is unlikely that the English-language proficienqy 
of earlier immigrants was as low, upon entry to the 
United States, as the level of proficiency currently 
observed among the most recent immigrants. Ac
cordingly, the comparisons in table 5.6 may exagger
ate the rate of English-language improvement for 
the most recent cohorts.3 

Summary 
The average schooling levels of native-born men 

of Asian descent surpass or approach the average for 
white men. Data on the distribution of completed 
schooling years reveal a higher percentage of col
lege graduates among Chinese, Indian, Japanese, and 
Korean men than among white men. Outstripping all 
native-born groups, Chinese men are twice as likely 
to have completed 16 or more years of schooling 
than are white men. Although the average educa
tional levels of native-born Filipino and Vietnamese 
men approach the average for white men, men in 
these groups are less likely to be college graduates. 
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Native-born Filipino, Indian, and Vietnamese men 
are also mor~ likely than white men to have 
completed only an elementary school ~ucation. 

The average schooling levels of all foreign-born 
Asian groups-with the notable exception of the 
Vietnamese-exceed the average for whites. The 
percentage of foreign-born Asian men who have 
completed college far exceeds that of whites. Asian 
Indians outpace all other groups with 73 percent of 
immigrant men reporting 16 or more years of 
schooling. 

Although the overall schooling level of Asian 
foreign-born men is extremely high, the most recent 
immigrants tend to be less educated than their 
immediate predecessors. At the same time, the 
educational level of white immigrants has risen. 
Until 1975 Asian immigrants in all groups were 
much more likely to be college graduates than were 
white immigrants. Among immigrants who entered 
after 1975, however, the proportion of college 
graduates among Chinese, Filipino, and Korean 
immigrants roughly equals the proportion of white 

·immigrants who are college graduates. Tp.e most 
recent Japanese and Indian immigrants continue to 
be much more highly educated than white immi
grants, while the educational level of post-1975 
Vietnamese immigrants falls far below the schooling 
level of recent white immigrants. 

Compared to white men, years of work experi
ence are lower for native-born men of Chinese, 
Filipino, and Vietnamese descent and somewhat 
higher for native-born men of Japanese, Indian, and 
Korean descent. For all foreign-born Asian groups, 
years of work experience are substantially lower 
than for whites. 

English-language proficiency is high among all 
native-born groups. There appear, however, to be 
small but significant numbeQ, of American-born 
Vietnamese, Indians, Chinese, and Filipinos whose 
command of English is not strong. English-language 
proficiency among the foreign born varies enor
mously. It is highest for Indian, white, and Filipino 
immigrants (in that order), and lowest for foreign
born Chinese, Korean, and Vietnamese men. 
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Chapter 6 

Patterns of Work 

This chapter compares various elements of labor 
force behavior of Asian and white men: statistics on 
hours and weeks worked, unemployment, and labor 
force participation are separately presented for the 
native and foreign born. These statistics are general
ly measured for persons who worked at least 1 week 
in 1979. With this restriction, the sample size is 
reduced for all groups. Since there are only 20 
observations for native-born Vietnamese men, a 
sample too small to ensure statistically reliable 
results, estimates of their work behavior are not 
presented. 

Work Patterns of the Native Born 

Hours and Weeks Worked 
Average weeks worked per year, average-hours 

worked per week, and total hours worked in a year 
for native-born men are displayed in table 6.1.1 The 
last row shows average annual hours for each Asian 
group as a percentage of the hours worked by 
whites. 

Native-born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean men 
work somewhat fewer annual hours than whites. 
Although they work as many weeks as whites, these 
groups tend to work fewer hours per week. Filipino 
and Indian men work significantly fewer annual 
hours than whites, both because they work fewer 

This information comes from the census questions on weeks 
worked in 1979 and usual hours worked per week. 
" The unemployment rate is calculated as the number unem
ployed at the time of the census divided by the number in the 

hours per week and because they work fewer weeks 
out of the year. 

Unemployment Rates 
The relatively low number of hours and weeks 

worked by native-born Filipino and Indian men may 
reflect a difficulty in finding work, as opposed to a 
preference for working less. To explore this issue, 
the unemployment experiences of Asian groups and 
whites were compared. 

Unemployed individuals, according to census 
definitions, are persons without a job who are 
looking for work. As such, these persons would like 
to work but have been unable to find a job meeting 
their expectations. 

Table 6.2 shows the percentage of men in each 
group who were unemployed at the time of the 1980 
census as well as the percentage who experienced at 
least some unemployment during the year.2 Accord
ing to these statistics, native-born Chinese, Japanese, 
and Korean men are less likely to be unemployed 
than white men: whereas 4 percent of whites 
reported they were unemployed at the time of the 
census, less than 2 percent of the Chinese, Japanese, 
and Koreans reported being unemployed. These 
groups were also less likely to have experienced any 
unemployment during the preceding year. 

Native-born Filipinos and Indians, on the other 
hand, experience greater unemployment than 

labor force as defined by the census question on labor force status. 
The statistics on unemployment experienced during the year are 
based on a census question ascertaining weeks unemployed in 
1979. 

1 
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TABLE 6.1 
Average Weeks Worked Per Year, Hours Worked Per Week, and 
Annual Hours for Native-Born Men, 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean white 

Weeks worked 48.56 47.70 49.34 45.87 41:16 48.30 

Hours worked 42.09 40.81 42.44 41.81 42.02 43.78 

Annual hours 2,059 1,963 2,104 1,937 2,017 2,129 

Annual hours relative to 
non-Hispanic white 0.97 0.92 0.99 0.91 0.95 1.00 

Estimates based on the 1980Census of Population, 6 percent"A" Public Use Sample. 
Notes: The sample Includes native-born men, 26-64 years old, excluding the mlDtary end students, who worked 
at least one week end had nonzeroearnings In 1979. 

TABLE 6.2 
Unemployment Experience for Native-Born Men 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean white 

Unemployment rate (% 1.4 5.3 1.6 7.6 1.8 4.0 
reporting unemployment) 

Percent ever unemployed 9.4 16.4 7.9 17.3 10.2 11.8 

Estimatesbased on the 1980Census of Population, 6 percent "A" Public Use Sample. 
Notes: The sample Includes native-born men, 26-64 years old, excluding the mlDtary end students, who worked 
at least one week end had nonzero earnings In 1979. 



TABLE 6.3 
Average Weeks Worked Per Year and Usual Hours Worked Per Week for 
Men with Full-Year Employment, Native-Born Men 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Category Filipino Indian 
Weeks worked 50.39 49.86 
Hours worked 41.35 42.68 
Annual hours 2,091 2,141 
Annual hours relative 

to non-Hispanic whites 0.94 0.96 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Populatlon, 5 percent" A" Public Use Sample. 
Notes:The sample Includes native-born men, 25-64 years old, excluding the military 

whites. More than 16 percent of the men in these 
groups experienced some unemployment during the 
year, compared to 12 percent of whites. 

To assess the effect of unemployment on the 
relative hours and weeks worked by Filipino and 
Indian men, hours and weeks worked were mea
sured for persons who had experienced no unem
ployment during the year. When the comparison is 
limited to men who were employed throughout the 
year (table 6.3), Filipino and Indian men work about 
the same number or more weeks than whites. The 
difference in hours worked between these groups 
and whites is decreased as well.3 The comparison· 
suggests that the lower annual hours worked by 
native-born Filipino and Indian men are caused in 
part by higher than average unemployment. 

Labor Force Participation 
Employed and unemployed individuals make up 

the labor force. Persons outside of the labor force, 
by definition, do not work and are not looking for 
work. Table 6.4 shows the percentage ofnative-born 
Asian and white men who are not in the labor force. 

The percentage of white men outside the labor
force differs very little from the corresponding 
percentages for Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, and 
Korean men. Native-born Indian men, however, are 
much more likely to be nonparticipants. 

• The persistence of lower hours for Indian and Filipino men 
may suggest underemployment. It is impossible to determine 
using decennial census data to what extent remaining differences 
in annual hours worked reflect preferences or underemploy
ment-people who are employed but would like to work more. 

Non-Hispanic 
white 
50.14 
44.17 
2,223 

1.00 

and students, who were not unemployed at the time of the census and who had not 
experiencedanyunemploymentdurlngtheyear1979. 

Being disabled or enrolled in school often pre
vents or limits labor force participation; labor force 
participation also declines at older ages. On the 

J other hand, persons may drop out of the labor force 
if they feel there is little hope of finding suitable 
employment. As such, nonparticipation may signify 
hidden unemployment. 
. To help determine the causes of low labor force 
participation among native-born Indian men, each 
group's labor force participation was examined, 
excluding students and the disabled, and separating 
by age. According to the statistics shown in table 
6.4, native-born Indians are still more likely than 
other groups to be outside the labor force. This 
suggests that discouragement because of higher than 
average unemployment may contribute to their 
relatively low labor force participation.4 

Work Patterns of the Foreign Born 
Most foreign-born Asian groups do relatively well 

with respect to their annual hours worked and 
unemployment rates. The average hours and weeks 
worked by foreign-born Asian men often exceed or 
approach • the hours and weeks worked by white 
immigrants (table 6.5). The percentage of immi-· 
grants who reported being unemployed at the time 
of the census is also lower for all Asian groups than 
for whites. 

• On the other hand, high unemployment and nonparticipation 
are not necessarily correlated; native-born Filipinos experience 
relatively high unemployment, yet their labor force participation 
is on,a par with white men. 
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TABLE 6.4 
Percentage of Men Outside the Labor Force, Native-Born Men, 
25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean white 

All 8.5 7.1 7.2 19.4 8.0 9.8 

Excluding students and 
the disabled 
25-64 years old 5.5 3.9 4.5 11.8 5.7 4.7 

25-44 years old 3.0 3.2 2.3 9.3 4.2 2.2 
45-64 years old 9.9 5.7 6.5 14.9 7.5 8.6 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 6 percent "A" Public Use Sample. 

TABLE 6.5 
Work Patterns of Foreign-Born Men, 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Weeks . worked 46.80 46.77 48.34 47.60 45.71 44.03 47.24 

Hours worked 44.04 41.19 43.66 43.80 44.55 41.57 43.30 

Annual hours 2,073 1,941 2,121 2,096 2,054 1,846 2,059 

Annual hours relative to 
non-Hispanic white 1.01 0.94 1.03 1.02 1.00 0.90 1.00 

. 
Unemployment rate (%) 2.1 2.8 1.8 3.0 2.9 3.6 4.3 

Percent ever unemployed 14,5 16.6 9.2 13.1 19.6 22.8 15.7 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Populalfon, 6 percent "A" Public Use Sample. Notes: The sample Includes foreign-born men, 26-64 y8Blll old, excluding the mllltary and students, who 
worked at least one week and had nonzero earnings In 1979. 



TABLE 6.6 
Percentage of Men Outside the Labor Force, .Foreign-Born
Men, 25-64 Years Old, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

All 12.7 6.6 10.4 5.8 10.5 21.5 9.9 

Excluding students and 
the disabled 
25-64 years old 7.2 4.5 3.8 3.0 5.6 16.5 5.0 

25-44 years old 4.9 2.5 3.4 2.5 5.3 14.2 2.3 
45-64 years old 10.8 9.6 5.3 5.4 6.6 24.0 7.8 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census ofPopulation, 6 percent" A" Public Use Sample. 

TABLE 6.7 
Percentage of Men Outside the Labor Force by Years Since Migration,
Foreign-Born Men, 25-64 Years Old, 1980 . 

Non-Hispanic 
Years since migration Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 
1-5 24.6 10.0 14.9 11.3 16.1 22.1 16.4 
6-15 6.7 3.3 5.7 2.5 5.6 8.9 8.2 

16 years or more 8.6 10.0 7.3 3.8 3.7 1 9.2 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 6 percent "A" Public Use Sample. IThere are only 14 observations for Vietnamese lmmlgran!S who, In 1980, had been In the U.S. 16 years or 
more. 
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The Vietnamese are an exception to the generally 
favorable employment situation of foreign-born 
Asian men: Vietnamese immigrants work significant
ly fewer annual hours than white immigrants. They 
also are more likely to have experienced some 
unemployment during the year. 5 

Compared to white immigrants, labor force par
ticipation is lower for Chinese and especially Viet
namese foreign-born men (table 6.6); these differ
ences persist when students and the disabled are 
excluded, and when year of immigration is taken 
into account (table 6.7). For all other groups, the 
labor force participation rates of Asian and white 
immigrants are similar. Even among the most recent 
immigrants, Filipino, Japanese, Indian, and Korean 
men are less likely to be out of the labor force than 
white men. 

Summary 
According to work patterns reported in the 1980 

census, native-born Asian men work, on average, 
fewer hours in a given year than white men. This is 
particularly true for men of Filipino and Indian 

The low education of recent Vietnamese immigrants likely 
contributes to their unfavorable employment patterns. In an 
analysis of weeks worked by immigrants, Chiswick found that 
populations with a disproportionate number of refugees tend to 

descent, who also experience higher unemployment 
than whites. All other native-born Asian groups 
have lower unemployment rates than whites. 

The average hours and weeks worked by foreign
born Asian men often exceed or approach the hours 
and weeks worked by white immigrants, the excep
tion being Vietnamese immigrants, who report 
significantly lower annual hours. Immigrants in all 
Asian groups have lower unemployment rates than 
whites, although a greater percentage of Vietnamese 
immigrants reported having experienced some un
employment during the year. 

Even if two groups earn at the same hourly rate, 
the group that experiences higher unemployment 
will have lower annual earnings. Thus, differences 
among groups in unemployment and underemploy
ment will be reflected in their annual earnings. This 
chapter has documented variations in the hours and 
weeks worked by Asian groups and whites. As these 
differences may conceivably reflect barriers to em
ployment, both hourly and annual earnings are used 
in this report to assess the relative economic status of 
Asian groups. 

work fewer weeks than other immigrant populations. See Barry 
Chiswick, The Employment of Immigrants in the United States 
(Washington, D.C.: The American Enterprise Institute, 1982). 
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Chapter 7 

The Earnings and Employment of Asian 
Men 

• It is difficult to predict the combined effect of 
factors such as schooling, work experience, region 
of residence, and English-language proficiency on 
the relative economic status of Asian men. Asian 
men tend 'to have more years of schooling than 
white men. Within educational categories, therefore, 
their earnings relative to whites would be expected 
to decline. The high concentration of Asians in 
metropolitan areas would also be expected to aug
ment the earnings of Asian men; adjusting for urban 
location should decrease their earnings status vis-a
vis whites. Average years of work experience, 
however, are less for many Asian groups than for 
whites, and a larger percentage of Asian men report 
not speaking English well; adjusting for these 
variables, the rela'tive earnings status of Asian men 
should increase. 

Multiple regression analysis is used in the follow
ing chapters to account jointly for the complex and 
sometimes countervailing effects of the variables 
described in chapters 4 through 6. The analysis tries 
to determine whether the earnings of Asians depart 
significantly from those of whites once characteris
tics such as education, experience, English-language 
proficiency, and area of residence have been taken 
into account. Since groups vary in their unemploy
ment rates and hours worked, and these differences 
may signify barriers to employment, both annual and 
hourly earnings results are presented. 

Due to small sample size, the earnings analysis (which is 
restricted to men who worked at least 1 week in 1979) does not 
include native-born Vietnamese. 

Different considerations influence the earnings 
and employment of immigrants and of the native 
born. Therefore, native-born Asian men are com
pared with native-born white men, while the experi
ences of Asian immigrants are contrasted with those 
.of white immigrants. The basic questions addressed 
by the multiple regression analyses are: 

• Do native-born Asian men do as well as 
native-born white men with similar characteris
tics? 
• Do Asian immigrants do as well as otherwise 
similar white immigrants? 
Analyses of native-born Asian men-primarily the 

descendants of early 20th century immigrants-are 
presented in this chapter.1 The status of Asian 
immigrant men relative to white immigrants is the 
subject of chapter 8. 

Earnings Differences Among Native-Born 
Men: Basic Results 

Although the early Asian immigrants were largely 
unskilled laborers, the descendants of several Asian 
groups now earn as much as or more than native-. 
born white Americans. Table 7.1 presents the annual 
and hourly earnings of native Asian Americans. On 
average, Chinese, Japanese, and Korean Americans 
have both higher hourly earnings and higher annual 
earnings than native whites. The annual earnings of 
Americans of Asian Indian and Filipino descent are 
lower; these two Asian groups earn, on average, 20 

1 
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TABLE 7.1 
Annual and Hourly Earnings of Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese FIiipino Japanese Indian Korean white 

Annual earnings 
Average $21,301 $16,805, $21,059 $16,341 $23,137 $20,445 
Relative to native-born 

non-Hispanic white 1.04 0.82 1.03 0.80 1.13 1.00 

Hourly earnings 
Average $12.44 $10.93 $11.22 $10.35 $11.87 $10.64 
Relative to native-born 

non-Hispanic white 1.17 1.03 1.05 0.97 h11 1.00 

Sample size 1,971 1,245 5,975 184 165 17,494 

Estimatesbasedon1980Censusof Population,5percent"A"PubDcUseSample. Toe small sample size of native-born Vietnamese who worked at least one week in 
Notes: sample Includes men, 25-64 y8lllll old, excluding the mDJte.ry and students, 1979 (20 observations) precludes statistically reliable estimates for !!isgroup.Toe 

who worked at least one week and had nonzero earnings In 1979. 

TABLE 7.2 
Adjusted Earnings Evaluated at Asian-Specific Values of Skills and 
Characteristics, Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 

Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean 
Annual earnings 

Asian $16,457 $13,127 $17,000 $11,366 $17,152 
Non-Hispanic white 17,280 14,449 16,706 16,263 15,943 
Asian relative to 

non-Hispanic white 0.95 0.91 1.02 0.70* 1.08 

Hourly earnings 
Asian $8.70 $7.30 $8.60 $6.80 $9.20 
Non-Hispanic white 8.70 7.30 8.30 8.30 7.90 
Asians relative to 

non-Hispanic white 1.00 1.00 1.04 0.82* 1.16 

*DifferencesIn predicted earnings ls statlstlcally significant at .05 level. predicted earnings are evaluated at Aslan-specific mean levels of aD explanatory 
Notes: This table shows the anti-logs of predicted earnings based on group-specllic variables. The Asian earnings shown here are geometric means. Toe separa19 hourly 
regressions In which the dependent variable ls the natural logarithm of earnings. Toe and annual earnings regressions run by raclal group are givenIn appendix E. 
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percent less than whites. However, as shown in table 
7.1, Indian and Filipino Americans are near parity 
with whites in hourly earnings. 

The lower annual earnings of Indian and Filipino 
Americans are caused not by lower wage rates, but 
by fewer annual hours worked. As discussed in 
chapter 6, native-born Indians and Filipinos work 91 
percent and 92 percent, respectively, as many hours 
per year as native-born whites. Higher unemploy
ment and underemployment are likely reasons for 
their lower average annual hours, as the unemploy
ment rates of these two groups exceed those of 
whites (table 6.2).2 

Earnings Differences: Regression Analysis 
Although the earnings of several Asian groups 

exceed the earnings of whites, these results do not 
account for any differences among groups with 
respect to their productive characteristics. Asians 
tend to be more educated than whites; adjusting for 
high educational attainment may eliminate the earn
ings advantage of several Asian groups found in the 
preceding section. On the other hand, while virtual
ly all native-born whites speak English well, a small 
but significant number of native-born Chinese and 
Indian Americans report some deficiency in English
language proficiency. Other Asian groups have 
somewhat greater, but not nearly complete, English
language proficiency. Experience levels also vary 
across the groups considered. In addition to skill 
level differences, the geographic location of native
born Asian groups, who are heavily concentrated in 
the urban areas of California, Hawaii, and New 
York, will affect earnings comparisons with whites 
as well. 

Multiple regression is used to adjust statistically 
for the various factors that affect earnings. 3 These 

• Asian Indians are identified by the race question on the census. 
Using ancestry and language spoken at home information, the 
possibility was examined that some of the Asian Indian observa
tions were actually American Indians. Of a total of 184 observa
tions, 3 persons listed American Indian as one ancestry but Asian 
as their other ancestry. So it seems likely that the race classifica• 
tion, Asian Indian, is correct. Seventeen persons who were single 
ancestry and identified themselves as Asian Indian on the census 
race question gave American Indian as their ancestry. However, 
the information on language spoken at home suggests that these 
ancestry responses are, for the most part, in error rather than the 
race response. Of the 17 reporting American Indian ancestry and 
no Asian ancestry, 13 reported a language other than English 
spoken at home. Of these, eight were Asian Indian languages. 
Only one was classified as an American Indian language and this 
person earned $74,000. The other languages that were reported 
are not inconsistent with an Asian Indian background. 
• More specifically, separate regressions were estimated for each 

factors include education, years of work experience, 
ability to speak English, region, and urban resi
dence.4 The first line of table 7.2 shows the adjusted 
annual earnings of each Asian group for men with 
the average skills and characteristics of that group. 
Directly under the Asian adjusted earnings are the 
earnings predicted for white men if they had the 
average skills and characteristics of each Asian 
group. For instance, the second entry under "Japa
nese" shows the expected earnings of white men 
who have the skills and characteristics of the 
average Japanese man. The third entry gives the 
adjusted Asian earnings as a percentage of the 
adjusted white earnings. 

According to the estimated earnings in table 7.2, 
the "average" Japanese or Korean man earns some
what more than a white man with average Japanese 
or Korean skills and characteristics. The average 
Chinese man earns 5 percent less than whites with 
comparable skills and characteristics; Filipino men 
earn 9 percent less, and Indian men earn about 30 
percent less. 

Since Asian men tend to work fewer hours than 
white men, the relative economic status for all Asian 
groups increases when hourly earnings are com
pared. With the exception of Indian men, the 
average Asian man in each group, on an hourly 
basis, earns as much as or more than a white man 
with each Asian group's average skills and charac
teristics. 

Earnings Adjusted for Schooling 
Attainment 

Conceivably, the effect of labor market discrimi
nation on the earnings of Asian men could vary 
according to level of education. If Asian men are 
denied advancement into high-level positions, highly 

Asian group and for non-Hispanic whites in which the natural 
logarithms of annual and hourly earnings were regressed on a set 
of explanatory variables. The regressions are shown in appendix 
E. Using the coefficients from the group-specific regressions, 
earnings were predicted for each Asian group. The predicted 
earnings were evaluated at each Asian group's mean level of all 
explanatory variables; thus, they are geometric means. Earnings 
for non-Hispanic whites were also predicted using the coefficients 
from the estimated non-Hispanic white earnings regression. 
However, the non-Hispanic white predicted earnings were 
evaluated at each Asian group's mean levels of the explanatory 
variables. 
• Since being disabled generally lowers earnings, and being 
married is correlated with higher earnings, these two variables 
were also adjusted in the regressions discussed in this chapter. 
The full set of explanatory variables is given in appendix E, table 
E.1. 
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TABLE 7.3 
Earnings of Asian Men by Years of Schooling Relative to Non-Hispanic Whites, 
Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 

Not adJuaUng for occupation and Industry Adjusting for occupation and Industry 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean 

Annual earnings 
8 years of school 1.03 .93 1.22* .69* 1.25* 1.10* .95 1.25* .76* 1.28* 

12 years of school .96 .90 1.07 .72* 1.19** 1.01 .92 1.09 .77* 1.21* 
16 years of school .93** .81* .98 .70* 1.09 .93** .84* .98 .68* 1.11 
20 years of school .96 .56* 1.03 .53* .89 .88* .62* .93 .44* .89 

Hourly earnings 
8 years of school .87* 1.11** 1.15* .82* 1.21* .91* 1.10* 1.17* .79* 1.24* 

12 years of school .95 .99 1.07 .84* 1.18** .97 1.00 1.10 .92** 1.20* 
16 years of school 1.02 .87* 1.04 .79* 1.14 1.02 .91 1.04 .87* 1.14 
20 years o~ school 1.02 .73* 1.10 .58* 1.04 .96 .83* 1.01 .46* .98 

Notes: The results show Asian predicted earnings as a percent of non-Hispanic white predicted earnings dependent variable In the earnings regression Is the natural logarl!hm of earnings. The lull regression results 
(evaluated at Aslan-specHlc va!UBS of the explanatory variables). The predicted earnings are based on gn,up are avallable from the author. 
speclflc regressions evaluated at various years of schooling, 20 years of experience, end Asian group-specfflc "Difference In predicted log earnings Is statistically slgnllcant at .05 level. 
mean levels of ell other explanatory variables. In order to adjust for the possibility that the return on education ••Difference Inpredicted log earnings Is statistically significant at .1O level. 
var1es wl1h the level, a two-part spline was used to capture the effect of years of schoollng on earnings. The 



TABLE 7.4 
Earnings of Asian Men by Region of Residence Relative to 
Non-Hispanic Whites, Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 

Chinese Flllplno Japanese Indian Korean 
Annual earnings 

East 0.83 1.09 
North Central 0.89 1.01 
South 0.98 0.80 
West (excluding 

California and 
Hawaii) 0.83 0.83 

California 0.97 0.84 
Hawaii 1.05 0.97 

Hourly earnings 
East 0.91 1.07 
North Central 1.00 1.11 
South 1.00 0.92 
West (excluding 

California and 
Hawaii) 0.89 0.95 

California 1.00 0.93 
Hawaii 1.18 1.09 

Notes: The results show Asian predlc:t8d earnings as a percentage of non-Hispanic 
white predicted earnings (evaluated at Aslan-specfflc values of the explanatory 
variables). The predicted earnings are based on group-specific regressions evaluated 
for the various regions of residence. All other explanatory variables are set equal to the 

educated Asians may suffer more, in terms of 
earnings not commensurate with their education and 
experience, than persons with less schooling. On the 
other hand, if anti-Asian discrimination is present in 
unions or other circumstances surrounding blue
collar employment, then the earnings of less educat
ed Asians may be more adversely affected by labor 
market discrimination than is true for more highly 
educated individuals. 

To explore the possibility of a discrimination 
effect that varies according to educational level, the 
earnings of Asian and white men were evaluated at 
different levels of education, adjusting for inter
group differences in all other measured skills and 
characteristics.5 According to the earnings ratios in 
table 7.3, the relative annual and hourly earnings of 

• Using the estimated coefficients from group-specific regres
sions, earnings were evaluated at various levels of schooling, 20 

1.08 0.73 0.741 

1.03 0.50 1.31 
0.88 0.84 1.13 

1.02 0.50 1.141 

0.99 0.74 1.10 
1.05 0.75 1.05 

1.16 0.86 p.94 
0.99 0.67 1.00 
0.89 0.98 ·o.93 

0.94 0.60 1.40 
0.92 0.71 1.08 
1.16 0.96 1.24 

Asian group-specific means. The dependent variable In the earnings regression Is the 
natural logarithm of earnings. 
•Less than 10 observations In particular11188. 

Asian men tend to decline with higher levels of 
education. This pattern becomes more pronounced 
adjusting for occupation and industry. 

Earnings Adjusted for Region of 
Residence 

The relative earnings of Asian men were also 
examined by region of residence. A finding that all 
Asian groups earn less than whites in certain regions 
of the country could indicate the presence of anti
Asian labor market discrimination in those regions. 

According to the earnings ratios in table 7.4, the 
relative earnings of each Asian group (adjusting for 
skills and characteristics) vary according to region 
of residence.6 However, no consistent pattern 
emerges from these. statistics. For instance, Filipino 

years of experience, and Asian group-specific mean 'levels of all 
other explanatory variables. 
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men and Japanese men earn more than white men in 
the East, whereas they earn relatively less in 
California. On the other hand, Chinese and Korean 
men earn less than whites in the East, whereas they 
earn almost as much as or more than whites in 
California. Taken together, the results do not sug
gest an anti-Asian earnings effect that is consistently 
correlated with region of residence across all 
groups. However, the diversity of results suggests 
that particular groups may face difficulties in certain 
areas. 

Occupational Distribution 
In addition to what people are paid for a living, 

what they do for a living is also important. Occupa
tion is another relevant measure for assessing the 
economic status ofAsian men. 

Table 7.5 compares the occupational distribution 
of Asian and white native-born men. With the 
exception of Americans of Filipino and Vietnamese 
descent, Asian American men are more heavily 
represented in white-collar occupations and less 
concentrated in blue-collar occupations than are 
white men. Forty-one percent of white men are 
employed in blue-collar work in comparison with 19 
percent of Chinese men and about 30 percent of 
Indian, Japanese, and Korean men. 

Among the Asian groups with high white-collar 
representations, over 30 percent are employed in 
professional occupations. Chinese American men 
have the highest employment in such positions (43 
percent), followed by Korean, Indian, and Japanese 
men. About 26 percent of white men have profes
sional vocations. 

Filipino and Vietnamese men are more likely to be 
blue-collar workers and less likely to be profession
als than whites: less than 19 percent of these two 
groups report managerial or professional occupa
tions and more than 44 percent report blue-collar 
occupations. 

Table 7.5 also shows the percentage of men for 
whom no occupational data were recorded in the 
census. These are men who, in 1980, had been 
unemployed since 1975. A high percentage of 
Indians are in this category. Given the large repre
sentation of Asian Indian men in professional jobs, 
this last statistic is another piece of evidence show-

• The earnings ratios in table 7.4 are derived from Asian and 
white predicted earnings evaluated for different regions; ajl other 
explanatory variables are set equal to Asian group-specific means. 

ing the highly varied pattern of economic status 
among native-born Asian Indian men. 

The Representation of Asian Men in 
Management Positions: An Issue for 
Future Research 

Despite their generally favorable occupational 
status, Asian men may be denied access- to high 
rungs of the corporate ladder. To the extent that 
such discrimination exists, Asian groups may be 
excluded from spheres of power and influence, 
although the overall effects of this type of discrimi
nation on occupational status and money earnings 
could be negligible. 

Unfortunately, appropriate data to examine this 
issue do not currently exist. Census data are flawed 
in three major respects. One problem is that the 
category "manager" includes a diversity of occupa
tional positions ranging from high corporate posi
tions to managers of small retail stores. The census 
data do not permit distinguishing high-status man
agement positions from other types of management 
positions. Thus, a particular group may be underre
presented in low-ranking management positions yet 
overrepresented in high-ranking management posi
tions. With the census data, there is no way to 
ascertain a group's relative representation in high
ranking managerial positions. 

As the census data provide no information on type 
of manager, individuals may be in professional jobs 
because they prefer professional jobs over manageri
al jobs. If a group is overrepresented in professional 
occupations, but underrepresented in managerial 
positions, the census data do not make it possible to 
determine whether such a pattern is caused by 
discrimination or choice. 

A third problem is that in determining individuals' 
occupations, the census does not distinguish between 
a person's job responsibilities and the nature of her 
or his work. Managers whose work reflects specific 
fields of trainit.)g may be more likely to list the 
occupations pertaining to their specific fields of 
work than to list manager as their occupation, 
whereas ~anagers whose work is less tied to a 

An earnings regression was also estimated for California; the 
predicted earnings from this regression were very similar to the 
predicted earnings for California given in table 7.4. 
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TABLE 7.5 
Occupational Distribution, Native-Born Men, 25-64 Years Old, 1980 
{Percent) 

Precision Unemployed, no 
Technical Farming, production, Operators clvlllan work 
sales and forestry craft and fabricators, experience 

Professional administrative Service and fishing repair laborers since 1975 
Chinese 42.6 26.5 7.5 0.9 12.2 7.6 2.6 
Filipino 15;5 18.2 11.7 3.1 23.3 25.1 3.1 
Indian 31.1 21.1 5.7 2.6 14.5 16.2 8;8 
Japanese 31.1 22.4 5.8 7.2 20.1 11.1 2.3 
Korean 40.0 17.2 5.6 3.9 18.9 12.2 2.2 
Vietnamese1 18.5 11.1 3.7 0.0 25.9 33.3 7.4 
Non-Hispanic. 

white 25.9 18.2 6.1 3.3 21.8 20.8 3.9 

,.' 
Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5percent "A" Public Use Sample. •Sample slz8 for native-born Vl8tnamese Is only 32 observations. 
Notes: The sample Includes native-born men, 25-64 y88111 old, excluding students and the military. The 
category "professional" Includes managerial occupations. 



TABLE 7.6 
Representation of Managers Among
Native-Born Men Ages 25-64, 1980 
(Percent of each group) 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese white 
11.9% 6.5% 10.5% 12.0% 

Estlmales based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent "A" Public Use Sample. 
Notes: The sample Is limited to men who reported an occupation. 

specific field of training may be more inclined to list 
manager as their occupation.7 This ambiguity will 
likely affect the results of any analysis with census 
data of intergroup differences in managerial repre
sentation. 

In the absence of more appropriate data, census 
data were used in this study to examine the relative 
representation of native-born Asian men in manage
ment positions. However, because of the measure
ment problems discussed above, the results of this 
investigation must be viewed as preliminary steps 
into an area that requires more attention with better 
data. 

Table 7.6 shows the percentage of American-born 
men of Japanese, Chinese, and Filipino descent who 
reported manager as their occupation on the census 
in comparison to white men.8 According to these 
statistics, American-born Asian men are less likely to 
be managers than are native-born white men. 
Twelve percent of whites identified themselves as 
managers in the census as opposed to 11.9 percent of 
Chinese men, 6.5 percent of Filipino men,-and 10.5 
percent ofJapanese men. 

These statistics, however, fail to account for 
characteristics that affect the probability of becom
ing a manager. As in the earnings analysis, the 
central question to be answered is whether Ameri-

Would, for example, an economist, who is also a manager, 
identify herself or himselfas a manager or as an economist? 
• The study of who becomes a manager is limited to the native 
born, since many factors might account for why immigrants, 
other than the self-employed, would be less represented in 
managerial positions. Furthermore, this analysis is limited to the 
three largest native-born Asian groups. Since there is a great deal 
of variation surrounding who becomes a manager, larger sample 
sizes are needed to investigate this issue than were required for 
the earnings analysis. Also, only persons who possess a certain 
level of experience and education will be considered candidates 
for managerial positions. Thus, the potential pool of managers 

can-born men of Asian descent are as likely to attain 
management positions as are native-born white men 
with similar qualifications and characteristics. It 
would be expected, for instance, that irrespective of 
race, the greater an individual's education and work 
experience, the more likely he or she is to become a 
manager. Where a person lives may also affect the 
likelihood of becoming a manager: managers are 
more commonly found in urban than 'in rural 
localities.9 

To adjust for the effects of these variables on the 
likelihood of becoming a manager, multivariate 
regression analysis was used to examine the repre
sentation of Asian American men in management 
positions. The regression results on the left-hand side 
of table 7.7 show the effect of Asian descent on the 
probability of being a manager, in comparison to 
whites. The results reveal that Asian descent has a 
negative effect on the probability of being manager 
for all three groups, although the results are not 
statistically significant at conventional levels. 

To help adjust for differences in the propensity to 
report "manager" among different fields of work, 
industry of employment was added to the list of 
control variables in the multiple regression analy
sis.10 The results of the estimation including industry 
as an explanatory variable are shown on the right
hand side of table 7.7. 

When industry of employment is taken into 
account, the estimated effect of Asian descent for 
each group becomes more negative, and the statisti
cal significance of the estimated effects increase. The 
estimated effects for both Chinese and Jap~ese men 
are significant at conventional levels of statistical 
significance. The results suggest that the probability 
of becoming a manager for native-born Chinese, 
Filipino, and Japanese men is 7 to 11 percentage 
points lower than it is for white men. Whether this 
outcome is the result of disc~tion, choice, or 
simply a greater propensity to report field of 
specialization on the census instead of manager 

from any group is smaller than the number of persons in the 
group. This, along with the variation surrounding who becomes a 
manager, warrants larger sample sizes than were required for the 
study of earnings. Sample sizes for native-born men are given at 
the bottom oftable 7.1. 
• As married men tend to do better in the labor market than 
unmarried or divorced men, marital status is also a relevant 
characteristic to take into account when analyzing who becomes 
a manager. 
10 Adjusting for industry also helps to adjust for possible 
differences among industries in the likelihood of becoming a 
manager. 
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TABLE 7.7 
Effect of Asian Descent on Probablllty of Being a Manager., 
Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 

Regression results 
(T-statistics in parentheses) 

1 
Across Industries 

Group 
Qhinese - .028 (0.55) 
Filipino - .050 (1.19) 
Japanese - .018 (0.63) 

Control variables 
Education X 
Work experience X 
English ability X 
Region X 
Location .. X 
Marital status X 
Disability X 
Industry 

Estimates based on tho 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent "A" Publlc Sample. 
Notes: Weighted Least Squares 83timatlon was used to correct for hotoroskodastlctty. 
Ordlnary Least Squares ostlmallon by SOCIDr of employment found tho most negative 
effects of Asian doscont In private wage end salary employment (excluding tho solf
omployod). Given tho 0-1 nature of tho dopondont variable, a loglt model was also 

remains an issue for future research. These findings, 
nevertheless, suggest that the representation of 
Asian men in managerial positions is an area that 
deserves additional,,study. 

Summary 
This chapter examined the earnings of native-born 

Asian men relative to native-born white men. The 
results reveal considerable variation in the relative 
annual earnings of Asian groups. The average 
Japanese or Korean man earns as much as or more 
than white men with similar skills and characteris
tics. Chine~e men tend to earn somewhat less. 
Filipinos earn 9 percent less than whites, and Indian 
and Vietnamese men earn 30 percent less. These 
patterns were found adjusting for intergroup differ
ences in education, experience, region of residence, 
urban location, and other earnings-related variables. 
Comparing hourly, instead of annual, earnings in
creased the relative earnings of all Asian groups. 

2 
Controlllng for Industry 

- .104 (2.19)* 
- .070 (1.35) 
- .109 (4.36)*' 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

estimated with rnaxfnun Ukelilood ostinallon. Tho results from tho loglt model 
ostimatlon, shown In appendix E, are similar to tho results from tho Wolghtod Least 
Squares estimation. 
*Slgnlflcantata .05 level. 

This was particularly true for Filipino, Indian, and 
Vietnamese men, who work significantly fewer 
annual hours than whites. When the relative earn
ings of Asian men were examined by level. of 
schooling, the relative annual and hourly earnings of 
Asian men tended to decline as the level of school
ing increases. This is particularly true when occupa
tion and industry are taken into account. 

The occupational distributions of Asian and white 
men revealed that Chinese, Japanese, Indian, and 
Korean men are more likely to be employed in 
white-collar occupations and to have professional 
vocations than whites. Filipino and Vietnamese men 
are less likely to be employed in white-collar 
occupations and less likely to be in professional 
occupations. 

The census data are ill suited for examining 
whether Asian men face obstacles in attaining access 
to high rungs of the corporate ladder. For native
born Asian groups with reasonably large sample 
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sizes, however,.this study found that Asian men are 
less likely to be in managerial positioQS than white 
men with comparable skills and characteristics. 
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Chapter 8 

The Earnings and Employment of Foreign
Born Men 

Comparing the occupational distributions of for
eign-born Asian men with white men leads to the 
conclusion that Asian immigrants in America are 
doing extremely well (table 8.1). With the exception 
of the Vietnamese, the representation of Asian 
immigrant men in professional occupations surpasses 
or approaches that of white immigrants. Asian 
Indians top the list, with almost 60 percent of Indian 
immigrant men employed in professional occupa
tions. Japanese, Chinese, and Korean men follow, all 
with higher percentages of professionals than is true 
ofwhites. 

The large representation of professionals among 
Asian immigrants is not so surprising, however, 
considering their high educational attainments and 
the large number who identified themselves as 
professionals upon entry into the United States. 
Recall, for instance, that over three-quarters of 
working Indian entrants reported a professional 
background, (table 2.3) and that over 70 percent of 
Asian Indian immigrants are college graduates (table 
5.3). 

This chapter explores whether foreign-born Asian 
men fare as well in the labor market as white 
immigrants with similar characteristics and skills. To 
address this question, the earnings of foreign-born 

See Barry R. Chiswick, "The Effect of Americanization on the 
Earnings of Foreign-born Men," Journal ofPolitical Economy vol. 
86, no. 5 (October 1978), pp. 897-921; Gregory DeFreitas, 
"Occupational Mobility among Recent Black Immigrants," Pro
ceedings of the Thirty-third Annual Winter Meetings, Industrial 
Relations Research Association (1981), pp. 41-47; George J. Borjas, 

Asian and white men are compared, adjusting for 
differences in education, experience, region of resi
dence, and other relevant variables, including the 
number of years immigrants have been in the United 
States. 

A Multivariate Analysis of the Earnings 
of Foreign-Born Men 

On both an annual and hourly basis, Japanese and 
Indian immigrants earn more than whites (table 8.2). 
Their high earnings likely reflect the high skill levels 
of recent immigrants from Japan and India. On the 
other hand, despite large numbers ofentering prof es'." 
sionals and high levels of schooling, immigrants 
from China, the Philippines, and Korea earn less 
than white immigrants. 

Research indicates that immigrants go through a 
period of adjustment, characterized by lower earn
ings, in which skills relevant to the U.S. labor 
market are leamed.1 Therefore, groups with large 
percentages of recent arrivals could be expected to 
do worse, on the whole, than groups with smaller 
fractions of recent entrants, even if the earnings of 
immigrants across groups were the same after 
similar periods of U.S. residency. Since all Asian 
groups have larger percentages of recent entrants 

''The Earnings of Male Hispanic Immigrants in the United 
States," Industrial and Labor Relations Review, vol. 35, no. 3 
(April 1982), pp. 343-53; Geoffrey Carliner, ''Wages, Earnings, 
and Hours of First, Second and Third Generation American 
Males," Economic Inquiry vol. 18, no. 1 (January 1982), pp. 87-
102. 
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TABLE 8.1 
Occupational Distribution, Foreign-Born Men, 25-64 Years Old, 1980 
(Percent) 

Precision Unemployed, no 
Professional Technical Farming, production, Operators clvlllan work 

Including sales and forestry craft and fabricators, experience 
managerial admlnlstraUve Service and fishing repair laborers since 1975 

Chinese 38.4 16.8 26.3 0.5 7.0 7.5 3.4 
Filipino 26.9 24.2 13.8 1.5 12.2 17.4 3.9 
Indian 59.9 19.0 4.1 0.7 6.6 8.2 1.5 
Japanese 49.3 19.2 8.9 4.7 7.9 7.9 2.2 
Korean 33.9 23.2 7.0 0.9 14.6 17.1 3.2 
Vietnamese 14.4 15.9 9.2 1.4 19.8 29.0 10.4 
Non-Hispanic 

white 29.4 16.6 8.0 1.5 23.3 18.2 3.0 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5percent "A" Plmllc Use Sample. Notes: The~ Includeslorulgn-bom men, 25-64 years old, excluding students and the military. 

TABLE 8.2 
Average Annual and Hourly Earnings of Foreign-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Annual earnings 
Average $17,452 $18,344 $24,785 $23,624 $19,826 $11,658 $21,163 
Relative to non-Hispanic 

white men 0.82 0.87 1.17 1.12. 0.94 0.55 1.00 

Hourly earnings 
Average $9.25 $10.93 $12.91 $12.03 $13.72 $7.25 $11.06 
Relative to non-Hispanic 
white men 0.84 0.99 1.17 1.09 1.24 0.65 1.00 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5percent "A" Public Use Sample. Notes: The~ Includes men, 25-64 years old, excluding the military and students, who worked at least one 
week and had nonzero earnings In 1979. 



TABLE 8.3 
Percentage Effect of Asian Descent on Annual and Hourly
Earnings of Foreign-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Foreign-Born, Non-Hispanic White Men) 

Regression Results 
CT-statistics in parentheses) 

Not controlling for English Controlling for English 
proficiency proficiency 

Annual Hourly Annual Hourly 
earnings earnings earnings earnings 

Group 
Chinese - .264 (12.65)* - .277 (14.35)* - .179 (8.42)* - .211 (10.71)* 
Filipino - .208 (8.52)* - .142 (6.26)* - .199 (8.10)* - .143 (6.28)* 
Japanese .178 (4.69)* ._104 (2.96)* .253 (6.67)* .159 (4.54)* 
Indian - .113 (4.49)* - .098 (4.21)* - .130 (5.13)* - .119 (5.09)* 
Korean 
Vietnamese 

- .190 
- .191 

(5.97)*
' (4.35)* 

- .170 
- .146 

(5.77)* 
(3.58)* 

- .096 
- .117 

(3.01)* 
(2.68)* 

- .100 
- .092 

(3.37)* 
(2.26)* 

Control VE!riables 
Year of immigration X X X X 
Education X X X X 
Work experience X X X X 
Region X X X X 
Location X X X X 
Marital status X X X X 
Disability X X X X 
English proficiency X X 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Populallon, 5 percent" A" Public Use Sample. used for this analysis Is restricted to foreign-born men, 25-64 years old, excluding the 
Notes: Results derived from regression estimates that Include listed "controls" as mllllary, students, and foreign-born men with American parents, who worked at least 
Independent variables. The /dependent variable In the earnings regressions Is the 0118 week and had nonzero earnings In 1979. Full regression results are presented In 
natural logarithm of earnings. The results lndlcat8 the approximate proportionate tableF.1 ofeppendixF. 
amount by which the earnings of a particular Asian group differ from the earnings of *Significant at a .05 level. 
non-Hispanic white men controlling for various factors that affect earnings. The data set 

than is true for whites (table 4.1), the relatively low Asian immigrants and white immigrants are com
earnings of some Asian immigrant groups may, pared within a multivariate regression framework. 
reflect the high representation of recent arrivals. The first two columns of table 8.3 show the 

In addition to the recency of their immigration, estimated earnings effects of Asian descent from an 
foreign-born Asian and white men differ in their analysis that pools Asian and white observations. 
levels of human capital and other earnings-related Asian descent has a large and statistically significant 
characteristics. Asian immigrants tend to be more negative effect on both annual and hourly earnings 
highly educated than white immigrants. On the ' for all Asian groups, with the notable exception of 
other hand, their average years of work experience the Japanese. The estimated coefficients indicate 
(as measured by age minus years of schooling minus that Asian descent generally lowers earnings by 
6) are substantially lower (table 5.4). more than 11 percent. 

To adjust for differences in skill levels and other It is useful to estimate separate earnings regres
earnings-related characteristics, the earnings of sions for each group in order to explore reasons for 
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TABLE 8.4 
Percentage Effect of Years Since Migration on Annual 
Earnings of Foreign-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Foreign-Born Men, of Each Group, Who Immigrated Before 1950) 

Estimated Effect on Annual Earnings 
CT-statistics in parentheses) 

Not control/Ing for English language proficiency 
Year of Non-Hispanic 
Immigration Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean white 
1975-1980 - .686 (17.28)* - .744 (14.02)* - .095 (0.79) - .548 (3.56)* - .758 (1.99)* - .272 (3.16)* 
1970-1974 - .364 (9.17)* - .381 (7.09)* - .168 (1.35) - .186 (1.21) - .368 (0.97) - .102 (1.16) 
1965-1969 - .251 (6.28)* - .237 (4.39)* - .069 (0.53) - .022 (0.14) - .221 (0.58) - .040 (0.50) 
1960-1964 - .137 (3.01)* - .136 (2.07)* - .068 (0.53) .039 (0.25) - .116 (0.30) - .070 (0.89) 
1950-1959 - .123 (2.78)* -.114 (1.87) - .122 (1.03) .042 (0.26) - .187 (0.49) .058 (0.93) 

Control/Ing for English language proficiency 

1975-1980 - .512 (12.37)* - .717 (13.06)* .032 (0.25) - .537 (3.50)* - .586 (1.55) - .136 (1.50) 
1970-1974 - .239 (5.91)* - .361 (6.54)* - .096 (0.75) - .191 (1.24) - .267 (0.71) .028 (0.31) 
1965-1969 - .145 (3.59)* - .221 (4.01)* .016 (0.12) - .035 (0.22) - .154 (0.41) .045 (0.55) 
1960-1964 - .052 (1.14) - .125 (1.88) - .027 (0.21) .024 (0.15) - .049 (0.13) - .016 (0.21) 
1950-1959 - .064 (1.46) - .107 (1.76) - .064 (0.54) .017 (0.10) - .124 (0.33) .103 (1.63) 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent" A" Public Use Sample. proportionate amount by whlch the earnings of lnvnlgrants, who Immigrated during a specified time period, 
Notes: The results are derived from separate regression estimations for each group In which education, work dlffer from the earnings of Immigrants In the same group who have resided In the U.S. 30 years or more. The 
experience, region, location, marital status, and dlsabllily are controlled for. Full regression results, controlllng Vle1namese are excluded from this analysis Blnce there were Insufficient numbers of Vietnamese In the 1980 
for English language proficiency are presented In table F.2 of appendix F. The dependent variable In the sample who Immigrated prior to 1950 to serve as a benchmark group. 
earnings regressions Is the natural logarithm of earnings. The results presented above Indicate the approximate "Slgnlllcant at .05 level. 



the earnings differences revealed in table 8.3. The 
group-specific regressions show that the large nega
tive effects of most Asian ethnic variables stem from 
differences among groups in the effect of year of 
immigration on earnings. The estimated coefficients 
for the year of immigration variables, for each 
group, are shown in table 8.4. 

In each regression of table 8.4, the benchmark 
group is the foreign born ofeach group who came to 
the United States before 1950 and, as of 1980, had 
been here for at least 30 years. Thus, the coefficients 
in the first line of table 8.4 show the estimated effect 
on earnings, for each group, of U.S. residence for 5 
years or less versus 30 years or more. 

According to the year-of-immigration parameters, 
recent immigrants in all groups earn less than 
immigrants (of the· same group) who have been in 
the United States for longer periods of time. How
ever, this gap is much larger for most Asian groups 
than for white immigrants. Recent immigrants from 
China, the Philippines, India, and Korea earn about 
half as much as longer term residents from these 
countries with similar skills and characteristics, 
whereas recent white immigrants earn about three
quarters as much as their long term counterparts.2 

U.S.-Specific Skills and Immigrant 
Earnings 

The level of U.S. labor market skills among 
immigrants provides a likely explanation both for 
the apparent growth in immigrant earnings (with 
length of residence) within groups, and for differ
ences in immigrant earnings among groups. Accord
ing to this hypothesis, Asian immigrants tend to do 
worse than their white counterparts because they 
are likely to be, at least initially, more deficient in 
skills specific to the U.S. labor market. Such "assimi
lation skills" could range from highly specialized 
ones, such as knowledge of American laws and 
government resources, to the very basic, such as the 
way to find a job in the American labor market. 
Unfortunately, little information exists about the 

• The exception to this pattern are the Japanese: the earnings of 
their recent entrants appear to be less adversely affected than is 
the case for white immigrants. 
• Analyses of English-language proficiency and immigrants' 
earnings include Sherrie A. Kassoudji, ''English Language Abili
ty and the Labor Market Opportunities of Hispanic and East 
Asian Immigrant Men,'' Journal ofLabor Economics, April 1988; 
Evelina M. Tainer, ''English Language Proficiency and the 
Determination of Earnings among Foreign-Born Men," The 
Journal of Human Resources, Winter 1988; Barry R. Chiswick, 

level of knowledge among immigrants of such 
mechanics ofassimilation. 

The 1980 census did, however, collect informa
tion on one U.S.-specific skill, the ability to speak 
English, which might be expected to be essential for 
finding employment and advancing on the job.3 

Differences in the ability o( immigrants to speak 
English could possibly explain the lower earnings of 
immigrant men in most Asian groups compared with 
their white counterparts. To measure the importance 
of English-language proficiency in explaining earn
ings differences among Asian and white immigrants, 
English-language proficiency was incorporated into 
the regression analysis. 4 

Columns 3 and 4 of table 8.3 show the estimated 
earnings and wage effects of Asian origin adjusting 
for the ability of immigrants to speak English. 
Comparing these coefficients with the correspond
ing coefficients in the first two columns of table 8.3 
shows that adjusting for English-language proficien
cy significantly reduces the estimated negative effect 
on earnings of Chinese, Korean, and Vietnamese 
origin, but has little or no effect on the coefficients 
of Filipino and Indian origin. In the group-specific 
regressions (table 8.4), adjusting for English profi
ciency significantly lowers the negative effect on 
earnings of recent immigration for Chinese, Korean, 
and Vietnamese immigrants but, again, has little 
effect on the corresponding coefficients for Filipino 
and Indian immigrants. 

Therefore, although English-language proficiency 
explains a substantial portion of the earnings gap for 
some Asian groups, large differences persist between 
the earnings of these groups and white immigrants. 
Furthermore, since the level of English-language 
proficiency among Indian and Filipino immigrants 
exceeds or comes close to the level for white 
immigrants (table 5.6), English-language proficiency 
does not explain their lower relative earnings. These 
unexplained differences led to exploration ofanother 
potential explanation for the earnings gap between 
Asian and white immigrants. 

"The Labor Market Status of Hispanic Men," The Journal of 
American Ethnic History, Fall 1987; Walter McManus, William 
Gould, and Finis Welch, "Earnings ofHispanic Men: The Role of 
English Language Proficiency,'' Journal of Labor Economics, 
April 1983; and Cordelia W. Reimers, "Labor Market Discrimina
tion Against Hispanic and Black Men,'' Review ofEconomics and 
Statistics, November 1983. 
• Five ·levels of English proficiency, as measured in the 1980 
census, were added to the analysis by using categorical variables. 
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Permanence and Immigrant Earnings 
Patterns 

Conceivably, the motivation for coming to the 
United States varies between Asian and white 
immigrants, and this, in tum, affects investment 
patterns and earnings profiles. More specifically, 
immigrants who intended to stay here permanently 
might be expected to undertake more investments 
than immigrants who do not. Such investments as 
starting a business or taking jobs with on-the-job 
training generally result in lower earnings at first. 
These investments would only be undertaken if the 
benefits for making them could be reaped in the 
future. (Being a part of a permanent community of 
immigrants, with its attendant networks and associa
tions, would also be expected to facilitate invest
ments. )5 

Following their different investment patterns, the 
earnings profiles of permanent immigrants would 
differ from those of less permanent immigrants. The 
earnings of immigrants who anticipated staying in 
the United States would tend to be lower at first, to 
rise more sharply with length of residence, and 
eventually to surpass those of less permanent immi
grants as the benefits of initial investments accrued. 

Analysis of the rates at which immigrants become 
U.S. citizens strongly suggests that Asian immi
grants are more permanent than white immigrants 
(table 8.5).8 Using immigration records to follow the 
cohort of immigrants who entered the United States 
in 1971 reveals that 55 percent of the entering Asian 
immigrant cohort had become naturalized by 1980. 
The corresponding percentage for immigrants from 
Western Europe, including immigrants from the 
United Kingdom, was 16 percent; less than 7 percent 
of Canadian immigrants had become U.S. citizens 
during this IO-year period.7 

If greater initial investment underlies the lower 
initial earnings of Asian immigrants, then the earn
ings among Asian immigrants should rise more 
steeply, compared to whites, with Asian earnings 

The potential importance of permanence as a factor affecting 
the progress of immigrants has been discussed and explored in a 
variety of contexts. See Charlotte Erickson, Invisible Immigrants: 
The Adaptation ofEnglish and Scottish Immigrants in 19th Century 
America (Miami: University of Miami Press, 1972); Michael J. 
Piore, Birds of Passage: Migrant Labor and Industrial Societies 
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1979); and George J. 
Borjas, "The Earnings of Male Hispanic Immigrants in the United 
States," Industrial and Labor Relations Review, April 1982; and 
Alejandro Portes and Robert L. Bach, Latin Journey: Cuban and 
Mexican Immigrants in the United States (Berkeley and Los 
Angeles: University ofCalifornia Press, 1985). 

eventually surpassing those of white immigrants. 
Examining the average earnings of Asian and white 
immigrants by year of immigration (table 8.6) pro
vides circumstantial evidence that such a pattern 
exists. These statistics suggest that the earnings of 
Chinese, Filipino, Indian, and Korean immigrants 
grow faster than the earnings· of white immigrants. 
Immigrant men in most Asian groups also appear 
eventually to earn more than white immigrants. 
(The earnings of Chinese immigrants approach, but 
do not surpass, white immigrant earnings.) Vietnam
ese immigrants are an exception to this pattern: 
although their earnings appear to increase with time 
in the United States, they are substantially lower, at 
every stage, than the earnings of white immigrants. 

Rather than being caused by greater initial invest
ments, the greater earnings mobility of the Asian 
groups may simply reflect their higher educational 
levels and younger age composition. Persons with 
high education and those beginning their careers 
tend to have steeper age-earnings profiles than less 
educated and more experienced persons. If Asian 
and white immigrants of similar ages and schooling 
levels were compared, the earnings growth of Asian 
immigrant men might resemble the earnings growth 
of white immigrants. 

To determine whether the earnings patterns ob
served in table 8.6 persist after adjusting for differ
ences in education and work experience, predicted 
earnings from the group-specific regressions were 
computed as a function of years since migration. The 
predicted values (presented in table 8.7 as a percent
age of the corresponding white predicted earnings) 
show greater earnings mobility among Chinese, 
Filipino, Indian, and Korean immigrants. The earn
ings of all Asian groups, except the Chinese and 
Vietnamese, eventually surpass the earnings of their 
white counterparts. Thus, Asian immigrants general
ly experience greater earnings mobility than white 
immigrants even taking into account their higher 
schooling levels and younger age composition. 

6 The naturalization rates reflect both the propensity of immi
grants to become naturalized and the propensity ofimmigrants to 
stay in the U.S., since they are calculated as the percentage of all 
entering immigrants in a particular year who subsequently 
became citizens. 
7 The differences in U.S. attachment may be associated with the 
cost of migration, including the cost of expected adjustments: the 
greater the cost of migration, the more time it would take to 
recoup those costs and the longer the anticipated stay in the U.S. 
Hence, persons with hi~ costs ofmigration would be more likely 
to stay in the U.S. permanently. 

82 



TABLE 8.5 
Naturalization Rates of 1971 Cohort of Asian and Non-Hispanic White Immigrants 

Cumulative percentage of cohort that Is naturalized by year 
1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 

Asia 0.40 1.62 2.31 3.58 7.73 11.22 31.44 45.03 51.13 55.31 
Western Europe 

(including U.K.) 0.05 0.07 0.18 0.48 1.64 2.75 7.76 12.18 14.88 16.55 
Canada 0.17 0.29 0.38 0.67 1.66 2.60 3.99 5.13 5.88 6.79 

Based on statistics from Immigration and Natural/zstion Sstv!CBAnnualR9P(JltS. Pl8s8nt8d In Alejandro Portes 
and Rafael Mozo, "The Polltlcal Adaptation Process of Cubans and Other Ethnic Mlnorttles In the United States: 
A Prellmlmuy Analysis,'' lnl9matlonsl Migration RBvi6w, vol. 19, no. 1. 

TABLE 8.6 
Average Earnings for Foreign-Born Men, 25-64 Years Old, by
Years Since Migration to the United States ' 

Years since migration 
1-5 
6-10 

11 years or more 

Chinese 
$11,156 

16,169 
20,722 

FIiipino 
$11,198 

17,675 
23,719 

Japanese 
$27,112 

21,936 
24,128 

Indian 
$14,769 

24,287 
31,988 

Korean 
$12,493 

21,726 
31,647 

Vietnamese 
$11,320 

16,731 
17,456 

Non-Hispanic 
white 

$17,803 
20,533 
21,751 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 6 percent "A"PwlicUse Sample. Notes: The sample Includes men, 26-64 yeara old, excluding the mllit8Jy and students, who worked at least one 
week and had nonzero earnings In 11179. 
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TABLE 8.7 
Predicted Hourly Earnings of Asian Foreign-Born Men Relative to 
Non-Hispanic White Foreign-Born Men by Years Since Migration 

Years since migration Chinese FIiipino Japanese Indian Korean 
0-5 0.65 0.69 1.61 0.82 0.72 

11-15 0.73 0.95 1.46 1.15 0.96 
16-20 0.82 1.04 1.49 1.23 1.11 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent "A" Pubfic Use Sample. 
Notes: Predicted annual earnings based on group-specific regressions that control for 
previously cited variables. The entries are derived by dividing the predicted annual 

The "Selection" of Immigrants 
Another explanation for why Asian immigrant 

men eventually earn more than white immigrants (of 
similar skills and characteristics) is that Asian immi
grants may be more favorably "selected" in terms of 
unmeasured characteristics such as work motivation. 
In general, persons will only migrate if they expect 
to recoup the costs of migration. Hence, the higher 
the costs of migration, the more select immigrants 
would be in terms of their earnings potential.8 

Because the costs of migration (including costs 
associated with subsequent adjustment to the Ameri
can labor market) are likely to be higher for Asian· 
than white immigrants, Asians might be expected to 
be a more select group. 9 According to this hypothe
sis, the higher earnings of Asian immigrants with 
time in the United States reflects their more favor
able selection in terms ofearning abilities. 

8 This hypothesis was formulated and explored by Barry R. 
Chiswick, ''The Economic Progress of Immigrants: Some Appar
ently Universal Patterns," in William Fellner, ed., Contemporary 
Economic Problems, 1979 (Washington, D.C.: American Enter
prise Institute, 1979). 
9 A potential caveat to the above hypothesis should be noted. 
Higher costs of migration will lead to more select migrants; otlier 
things equal In general, persons will migrate if the discounted' 
expected stream of net benefits with migration exceeds- the 
discounted expected stream of benefits in the country of origin, 
That is, a person will only migrate if (discounted) earnings,in the 
U.S. exceed the (discounted) earnings in the country of origin-by. 
at least the (discounted) costs of immigration. Since the difference 
in earnings opportunities between some Asian countries and the 
U.S. is greater than the difference between Europe or Canada and 
the U.S., it does not necessarily follow that Asian immigrants will 

/ 

earnings of each group by the corresponding predicted annual earnings of foreign-born 
l10lrHispanlcwhlte men. 

Following Cohorts Over 'Time 
The discussion so far has revolved around results 

from a cross-sectional analysis of 1980 census data. 
In this type of analysis, earnings mobility is inferred 
from earnings differences across different waves· of 
immigrants. An implicit assumption is that the 
earnings of the most recent entrants will, with time 
in the United States, equal the earnings of longer 
term immigrants with similar skills and characteris
tics.10 To test the findings based on the cross
sectional analyses, cohorts of immigrants were fol
lowed over time using 1970 and 1980 census data. 

Table 8.8 shows, by grpup, the percentage change 
in earnings from 1970 to 1980 of the cohort of 
immigrants who came to the United States. during 
the years 1965-1970.11 Although it is not possible to: 
follow the same cohort of immigrants fonn:ore than· 
lO years, this analysis does find, as in the cross
sectional analysis, that the earnings of Asian immi
grants grow faster than the earnings of white: 
immigrants. The percentage change in both annual 

be more select in terms of earnings potential in the United States 
even given higher costs ofmigration. 
10 A problem with the cross-sectional analysis is that successive 
waves of immigrants may differ in ways that cannot be measured 
by, available census variables but that, nevertheless, influence., 
observed earnings patterns. Thus, differences in the earnings of 
immigrants across different waves of immigrants· may reffect 
unmeasured differences across immigrant waves rather· than- the, 
earnings path of individual immigrants. This point' lias been. 
illustrated by George Borjas in his article, "Assimilation, Changes 
in Cohort Quality, and the Earnings of Immigrants;" Journal of 
Labor Economics, vol. 3 (October 1985), pp. 463-89. 
11 Other cohorts were followed as well and the same results were 
found. 
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TABLE 8.8 
Percentage Change In Annual Earnings from 1970 to 1980 of the Cohort of 
Immigrants Who Came to the United States During 1965-1970 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean white 

All 
Annual earnings 
Hourly earnings 

Four years or 
more of college 

Less than 16 
years of schooling 

25-34 
45-54 

248 228 222 256 292 130 
210 306 169 179 294 98 

By years of schooling (hourly earnings) 

196 345 179 174 398 122 

151 253 257 130 31 1 94 

By age at Immigration (hourly earnings) 

322 356 
85 200 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent "A" Public Use Sample. 
Notes: The sample Includes men, 25-64 years old In 1970, excluding the mllltary and 
students, who worked at least one week and had nonzero earnings In both 1970and 

and hourly earnings is greater for all Asian groups 
than it is for white immigrants.12 As expected, 
earnings growth with length of residence is also 
greater for the more educated than it is for the less 
educated. Nevertheless, the greater percentage 
change in earnings among Asians persists within 
educational categories. 

Earnings growth by age at immigration is also 
examined in table 8.8. To the extent that Asian 
immigrants are more deficient than white immi
grants in U.S.-specific human capital, age at immi
gration would be a more salient determinant of 
future earnings growth for Asian immigrants than it 
is for white immigrants; not 'only should assimilation 
skills be more difficult to learn at older ages but also 
the incentive to learn them should decline as the age 

• • • -t,,. ... t '-;••
at lDlllllgratio~mcreases. 

In table 8.~~ tjie.'percentage change in earnings of 
immigrants 'fho were 25 to 35 years old at entry is 
compared with tn~ percentage change in earnings of 
immigrants wh9 migrated when they were 45 to 55 

•. ' 
12 Vietnamese. were not included in the cohort analysis because 
of an insufficient sample size in the 1970 census Public Use 
Sample. ,. • • 

262 237 293 111 
66 146 213 183 

1980. Each 8lllly In the table Is c:omput9d as ((Eamingl In 1IIIIO-&mlngs In 
1970)/Eamingsln 1970) X 100. • 
1Based on only 10observallons. 

years old. For all Asian groups, earnings growth is 
lower for immigrants who came to the United States 
at older ages; the reverse is true for white immi
grants. 

Exceptions to the Rule 
The cross-sectional and cohort analyses of immi

grants showed that Asian immigrant men initially 
earn less than white immigrants of similar skills and 
characteristics. Nevertheless, the earnings of Asian 
immigrants grow rapidly in the United States-more 
rapidly than the earnings of white immigrants-and, 
with time, often surpass the earnings of white 
immigrants, Exceptions to these general patterns are 
discussed below. 

Japanese Immigrants 
The cohort analysis revealed that the earnings of 

Japanese immigrant men tend to grow at a faster rate 
than the earnings of white immigrant men (table 8.8). 
However, unlike the other Asian groups, the most 
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recent Japanese immigrants (persons who immigrat
ed between 1975 and 1980) earn more than white 
immigrants. The recent Japanese immigrants also 
earn somewhat more than Japanese immigrants of 
similar skills and characteristics who have been in 
the United States for a longer period of time (table 
8.7). These cross-sectional results suggest that Japa
nese immigrant men, unlike other immigrants, do not 
go through an adjustment period characterized by 
low earnings. 

The likely explanation for this anomaly is that 
many recent Japanese immigrants work in Japanese 
firms located in the United States or in firms with 
Japanese interests. These immigrants suffer no earn
ings loss, as there is no adjustment in terms of 
finding a job, and the skills that they acquired in 
Japan are immediately relevant to their U.S.-based 
jobs.13 They are simply relocated. Their higher than 
average earnings (given their education and experi
ence) may reflect compensation for the move. 

Table 8.9 replicates for the Japanese the analysis 
of table 8.4. The coefficients shown here are the 
estimated percentage differences between the earn
ings of immigrants in each cohort and the earnings 
of immigrants who arrived 30 years ago or more, net 
of differences in skills and characteristics. For 
instance, the coefficient in the first line shows the 
estimated effect on earnings of having been in the 
United States 5 years or less versus 30 years or more. 

The second column of table 8.9 shows the results 
of the same analysis but limited to Japanese immi
grants who had become U.S. citizens by the year 
1980. By excluding immigrants who have retained 
their Japanese citizenship, most people who intend 
to return to Japan are eliminated; thus, the focus is 
on those who have been, or are, in the process of 

, assimilating into the U.S. labor market. When this is 
done, recent Japanese immigrants are found, like 
other Asian immigrants, to earn substantially less 
than Japanese immigrants of longer U.S. residence. 
{The coefficient on the most recent year of immigra
tion is statistically significant and similar in magni
tude to the coefficients for other Asian groups 
shown in table 8.4.) 

Refugees and Economic Migrants 
Most of the immigrants studied in this report are 

economic migrants-immigrants who came to the 

13 Similarly, these individuals would not undertake investments 
in the U.S. that would result in higher earnings only with 
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TABLE 8.9 
Percentage Effect of Years Since 
Migration on Annual Earnings of 
Foreign-Born Japanese Men, 
Ages 25-64, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Foreign-Born Japanese 
Men Who Immigrated Before 1950) 

Estimated effect on 
annual earnings 

CT-statistics in parentheses) 
Year of 
Immigration All U.S. citizens only 
1975-1980 .032 (0.25) - .541 (2.41)* 
1970-1974 - .096 (0.75) - .336 (1.74)** 
1965-1969 .016 (0.12) .113 (0.65) 
1960-1964 - .027 (0.21) - .126 (0.76) 
1950-1959 - .064 (0.54) - .127 (0.93) 

Estimates based on the 1980 Census of Population, 5percent UA" Publlc Use Sample. 
Notes: Toe results am derived from a regression estknallon for Japanese fOl8ign,bom 
lll8ll only In which education, work experience, region, locallon, marttal SWUS. 
disability, and English-language proficiency am taken ln!D IICCOLlll The rusulls Indicate 
the approxmate proportionate amount by which the earnings of Japanese lmmignln!s, 
who Immigrated during a specified tine period, cilfer from the earnings of Japmae 
Immigrants who have resided In the U.S. 30 yea,s or more. Full regresslon result8 
available upon request. 
"Slgnlllcantat .05 level. 
..Slgnlflcantat .10 level. 

United States for economic reasons. Refugees, on 
United States for economic reasons. Refugees, on 
the other hand, come because of a political upheaval 
that forces an unanticipated move. As such, refugees 
would be expected to be less well equipped for 
earning a living in the United States than economic 
migrants. In making this distinction, Barry Chiswick 
writes: 

Since the earning power of one's skills plays a primary 
role in economic migration and a secondary role in 
refugee migration, a cohort of the latter is likely to include 
a larger proportion of workers with skills that have little 
international transferability. Refugee migration generally 
arises from a sudden or unexpected change in political 
conditions, which appear to change more suddenly and 
more sharply than economic conditions. As a result, 
refugees are less likely than economic migrants to have 

permanent residence in the U.s.; since their intention would be to 
return to Japan. 



acquired readily transferable skills and are more likely to 
have made investments specific to their country of 
Origin.H 

In comparison to economic migrants, refugees are [also] 
less likely to be self-selected on the basis of high labor 
market ability and work motivation, because factors other 
than labor market success are important determinants of 
their migration. ts 

The distinction between refugees and economic 
migrants provides a possible explanation for the 
earnings patterns of Vietnamese immigrant men. 
Analysis of the 1980 census data suggests that the 
earnings of Vietnamese immigrant men increase 
with U.S. residence but remain substantially lower 
than the earnings of whites with comparable levels 
of education and experience. Their earnings growth 
also appears to be lower than the 

1

earnings growth of 
other Asian groups. ts 

According to the refugee/economic migrant hy
pothesis, Vietnamese immigrant men earn less and 
experience less growth in earnings than other Asian 
groups because they have, on the whole, fewer skills 
that are transferable to the U.S. labor market. Their 
status as refugees may also mean that they are less 
self-selected as a group in terms of high labor market 
ability, and this too would diminish their progress 
vis-a-vis other Asian groups. 

Distinguishing between political and economic 
migration may also help illuminate some of the 
results for Chinese immigrant men. Following co
horts of immigrants over time reveals higher earn
ings growth for Chinese immigrants than for white 
immigrants, particularly among men who immigrat
ed (in 1970) when they were 25 to 35 years old (table 
8.8). These results suggest that young men coming 
from China in recent years experience earnings 
growth as high as immigrant men in other Asian 
groups. On the other hand, Chinese immigrants who 
arrived between 1960 and 1964 earned about 18 
percent less than white immigrants in 1980, after 16-
20 years in the United States (table 8.7). Many of the 
immigrants in this wave, however, were refugees 
who left China because of the Civil War and the 
communist victory in late 1949. The fact that the 
early waves of post-World War II Chinese immi
grants have not done as well as other Asian 

" Barry R. Chiswick, ''The Economic Progress of Immigrants: 
Some Apparently Universal Patterns," p. 125. 
15 Ibid., p. 128. 
18 Firm conclusions about the earnings growth of Vietnamese 

immigrants, or as well as later Chinese immigrants, 
may reflect a predominance of refugee migration. 

Summary 
Immigrant men in most Asian groups· are well 

represented in professional occupations. Their high 
representation undoubtedly reflects high levels of 
education and the large number who identified 
themselves as professionals upon entry to the United 
States. 

When the earnings of Asian and white immigrants 
are compared-adjusting for education, experience, 
year of immigration, and other relevant variables
three patterns emerge. First, except for the Japanese, 
Asian immigrant men earn less initially than white 
immigrants of comparable skills and characteristics. 
Second, with time in the United States, the earnings 
of Asian immigrants grow more rapidly than the 
earnings of white immigrants. Third, the earnings of 
Asian immigrant men who have been here 11 years 
or more approach or surpass the earnings of white 
immigrants with similar skills and characteristics; the 
pattern suggests that Asian immigrants not only 
catch up with, but often surpass white immigrants. 
The Vietnamese are an exception: although their 
earnings appear to increase with length of residence, 
they remain substantially below the earnings of 
white immigrants. 

Several factors or a combination of factors may 
explain the differential earnings patterns of Asian 
and white immigrants. The lower initial earnings of 
Asian immigrants may reflect lower levels of U.S.
specific skills. Adjusting· for English-language profi
ciency, for instance, reduces the gap in earnings 
between white immigrants and immigrants from 
China, Korea, and Vietnam. Migrating at older ages 
and with lower levels of schooling decreases the 
earnings mobility of Asian immigrants. Age has no 
detrimental effect and lower schooling levels have 
less of an effect on the earnings mobility of whites. 
The difference between Asian and and white immi
grants may reflect a greater deficiency of U.S.
specific skills, or greater difficulty in obtaining them 
once here, for older and less educated Asian immi
grants. The combination of low initial earnings and 
high eventual earnings for Asian immigrant men 
may also reflect earnings patterns associated with 

immigrant men must await data that would permit following a 
cohort of Vietnamese immigrants. There were not enough 
observations on Vietnamese immigrants in the 1970 census data to 
permit a cohort analysis. 
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greater investment. Asian immigrants tend to be 
more permanent than white immigrants. They 
would, therefore, be more likely than ~hite immi
grants to undertake inv~tments-such as starting a 
business or taking a job with on-the-job training
that result in lower earnings at first'but pay off with 

time in the United States. Finally, owing to relative
ly high costs of migration, Asian immigrants may be 
more highly selected in terms of earnings potential, 
and this may contribute to their eventual success 
relative to white immigrants. 
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Chapter 9 

The Earnings of Asian Women 

This chapter compares the earnings of Asian and 
white women, adjusting for skills and other factors 
that may account for earnings disparities. As with 
men, the earnings of native-born and foreign-born 
women are analyzed separately. For the native born, 
sample sizes only permit the analysis of the three 
largest Asian groups. For the foreign born, the 
earnings of women in all six Asian groups are 
analyzed. 

The focus throughout the chapter is on married 
women only. Both annual and hourly earnings 
results are presented and discussed. However, since 
preferences and family responsibilities play such a 
major role in determining whether a woman works, 
and how much she works, primary emphasis should 
be placed on the rate of compensation, as measured 
by hourly earnings, to gauge the relative position of 
Asian women in the labor market. 

Average Earnings 
Table 9.1 presents the average annual and hourly 

earnings of Asian and white married women. These 
average statistics reveal a relatively high earnings 
profile for Asian women. Among native-born 
groups, Chinese women earn 52 percent more on 
average than native-born white women; on an 
hourly basis, they earn 34 percent more. The annual 
earnings of Filipino women are 14 percent higher 
and their hourly earnings 4 percent higher than the 
corresponding white measures. The annual and 
hourly earnings of native-born Japanese women 
surpass those of white women by 44 and 30 percent, 
respectively. 

Among the foreign born, Filipino women are the 
highest earners; their annual and hourly earnings 
are, respectively, 47 and 59 percent greater than the 
earnings of foreign-born white women. The annual 
and hourly earnings of Chinese, Japanese, and Asian 
Indian women all exceed white earnings by 10 
percent or more. Only Vietnamese immigrants earn 
somewhat less: their annual and hourly earnings are 
92 and 94 percent, respectively, of the correspond
ing measures for white immigrant women. 

Skill Levels 
The high earnings of Asian women clearly reflect 

comparatively high skill levels. As shown in table 
9.2, the schooling levels of Asian women generally 
exceed those of white women. The level of educa
tion among native-born women is particularly high 
for women of Chinese descent who, on average, 
completed 14.3 years of schooling in comparison 
with 12.6 years for white women. Among the 
foreign born, educational attainments are highest for 
Indian and Filipino immigrant women. Only Viet
namese immigrants and native-born Filipinos have 
schooling levels that equal or fall below the average 
attained by non-Hispanic white women. 

With respect to English-language proficiency, the 
statistics of table 9.2 suggest the presence of small 
poc:!cets of poor proficiency in native-born Asian 
populations. Among the foreign born, some Asian 
groups report higher average levels of proficiency 
than white immigrants, while others report lower 
levels. Mirroring the results for foreign-born men, 
English-language proficiency is highest among Indi-

89 



c8 
TABLE 9.1 
Average Annual and Hourly Earnings of Native-Born and 
Foreign-Born Working Married Women, 1980 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese Korean lndlan Vietnamese white 

Native born 
Annual earnings $11,619 $8,675 $10,991 $7,620 
Relative to non-Hispanic 

white 1.52 1.14 1.44 1.00 
Hourly earnings $7.91 $6.17 $7.68 $5.92 
Relative to non-Hispanic 

white 1.34 1.04 1.30 1.00 

Foreign born 
Annual earnings $8,973 $11,806 $8,912 $9,532 $10,175 $7,384 $8,021 
Relative to non-Hispanic 

white 1.12 1.47 1.11 1.19 1.27 0.92 1.00 
Hourly earnings $6.58 $9.32 $7.36 $6.47 $7.15 $5.48 $5.85 
Relative to non-Hispanic 

white 1.12 1.59 1.26 1.11 1.22 0.94 1.00 

Notes: The subset "working married women" Includes only married women, 18 to 65 yeam of age, who report •Lass than 20 observations. 
posttlve earnings, posttlve weekS worked, and posttlve hours worked per week In the 1980 Census; In other 
words, women who worked at some point during the year 1979. Only married women whose spouse is of the 
same race and nativity are Included. 



TABLE 9.2 
Average Skill Levels of Native-Born and Foreign-Born
Working Married Women, 1980 

Average Values 
Non-Hispanic 

Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 
Native born 

Years of schooling 
completed 14.31 12.14 13.16 12.62 

Percent English 
proficient 89% 96% 89% 99.6% 

Potential years of 
work experience 20.77 19.68 26.29 19.39 

Percent worked 
full time in 1975 65% 67% 72% 56% 

Foreign born 
Years of sch~oling 

completed 12.24 14.69 13.48 14.7,2 13.16 11:18 11.15 
Percent English 

proficient 31% 64% 25% 68% , 16% 22% 58%..,. 'Potential years of 
work experience 20.49 16.58 16.14 13.26 17.64 16.98 25.05 

Percent worked 
full time in 1975 64% 76% 54% 56% 58% 49% 54% 

Notes: The subset "working married women". wl10S8 average skill levels Bill J)l8S8l1l8d In this table, Includes percentage of married working women who worked full time In 1976 ls defined as the percentage of "working" 
only married women who report positive earnings, positive weeks worked, and positive hours worked per week women In 1960 who W8l8 not In school In 1976 and who reported working In 1975. A person's age and total 
on the 1980 Census; In other words, women who worked at 801118 point during the year 1979. English Proflcl8nt reported years of 8Choollng W8l8 used to determine whether llhe was In school In 1976. 
Is defined as Speak Only Engllsh or Speak Engllsh Very Well, m:conlng to the English Ability question on the 1Lsss than 20 observations. 
1980 census. Years of Work Experience Is defined as Age minus Y8818 of Schooling Completed minus e. The 
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an immigrants, 68 percent of whom report speaking 
only English or speaking English very well. Filipino 
immigrant woinen alsQ report a higher average 
proficiency than white immigrant women. English
language proficiency is substantially lower, how
ever, among Chinese, Vietnamese, and Korean 
immigrants, less than a third of whom report 
speaking English well. 

Along with education and English-language profi
ciency, work experience is another key determinant 
of earnings. Its measurement, however, is proble
matic, since the census does not ask individuals how 
long they have worked. In the earnings analyses for 
men, potential years of work experience-age minus 
years of schooling minus 6-was used as a substitute 
measure for actual years of work experience. This 
measure is a much less satisfactory indicator of 
actual years of work experience for women, since a 
substantial proportion of women in the labor force 
have not worked continuously since the completion 
of their schooling; the greater the interruptions to a 
woman's career, the greater the deviation between 
her actual and potential years of work experience. 
As an indicator of the labor market commitment of 
Asian and white women, table 9.2 shows the 
percentage of working women in each group who 
reported in 1980 that they were working full time in 
1975.1 

According to the work experience statistics of 
table 9.2, both years of potential work experience 
and commitment to the work force are greater 
among Asian native-born women than among white 
native-born women. Among the foreign born, years 
of potential work experience are lower for all Asian 
groups than for white immigrants. These differences 
mainly reflect the relatively young ages of Asian 
immigrants and, to a lesser degree, their high levels 
of schooling. Comparing the percentage of foreign
born Asian and white women who worked full time 
in 1975, however, reveals a higher commitment to 
the work force in many of the Asian groups. Filipino 
immigrant women appear to be the most committed 
of all immigrant groups, with 76 percent reporting 
having worked full time in 1975. 
1 This is the percentage of women (with positive earnings, hours, 
and weeks worked in 1980) who were not in school in 1975 and 
who reported working full time in 1975. A person's age and total 
years of schooling were used to determine whether she was in 
school in 1975. 
2 For analyses of the earnings of Asian women using 1970 census 
data, see Barry R. Chiswick, An Analysis ofthe Economic Progress 
and Impact ofImmigrants (U.S. Department of Labor, June 1980), 

Multivariate Regression Results 
To determine how Asian women fare in tlie labor 

market, the annual and hourly earnings of Asian and 
white women need to be compared taking into 
account skill levels and other characteristics, such as 
geographic location, that affect earnings.2 Tables 
9.3 and 9.4 show the results of mul~variate regres
sion analyses in which the effects of Asian descent 
on earnings were estimated adjusting for relevant 
variables. In table 9.3, the earnings effect of Asian 
descent is measured in comparison with native-born 
white women. The benchmark group in table 9.4 is 
white immigrant women. 

The multivariate analyses in both tables provide 
no evidence that Asian women earn less, either on 
an annual or hourly basis, than white women with 
similar skills and characteristics. The estimated 
effects of Asian descent among the native born 
(table 9.3) are positive and statistically insignificant. 
The results suggest that being Asian does not affect, 
in a statistically significant fashion, the earnings of 
American-born women. Among the foreign born 
(table 9.4), Filipino, Korean, and Vietnamese de
scent is associated with an earnings advantage, 
whereas Chinese, Japanese, and Indian descent is 
found to have no statistically significant effect on 
earnings. 

Taking occupation and industry of employment 
into account does not alter these basic conclusions. 
Asian women, according to the multivariate results 
presented in tables 8.3 and 8.4, earn on par with 
white women both across occupations and industries 
and within occupations and industries. 

Earnings and Assimilation 
The absence of any earnings disadvantage for 

Asian immigrant women is particularly interesting 
given the finding that Asian immigrant men earn less 
than white immigrant men with similar levels of 
skills and characteristics. As shown in chapter 8, the 
lower earnings of Asian immigrant men appear to 
reflect an earnings deficit associated with their initial 
years in America-a deficit that is overcome with 
time in the United States. 

pp. 182-221 and appendix E; James E. Long, ''The Effect of 
Americanization on Earnings: Some Evidence for Women,'' 
ioumal ofPolitical Economy, vol. 88, no. 3 (June 1980), pp. 620-
29; and Morrison G. Wong and Charles Hirschman, "Labor 
Force Participation and Socioeconomic Attainment of Asian
American Women," Sociological Perspectives, vol. 26, no. 4 
(October 1983), pp. 423-46. 
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TABLE 9.3 
Percentage Effect of Asian Descent on Annual and Hourly 
Earnings of Native-Born Married Women, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Native-Born, Non-Hispanic White, Married Women) 

Regression Results 
(T-statistics in parentheses) 

Group 
Chinese 
Filipino 
Japanese 

Control variables 
Education 
English ability 
Work experience variables 

Potential work experience 
Children ever born 
Spacing of children 
Age at first marriage 
Whether worked in 1975 

Region 
Location 
Disability 
Industry 
Occupation 

Across occupations 
and industries 

Annual 
earnings 

1 

.225 (0.48) 

.178 (0.26) 

.258 (1.14) 

X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
x 
X 
X 

Notes: The results are derived from a regression estimation that Includes listed 
"controls" as Independent variables. The estimated coefflcients for all of the 
explanatory variables are given In appendix G, table G.1. The dependent variable In the 
earnings regressions Is the natural logarithm of earnings. The results lndlca1e the 
approximate proportionate amount by which the earnings of a particular Asian group 
differ from the earnings of natlvlrbom, l'IOIHiispanlc white married women, controlling 
for various factors that affect earnings. The data set used for this analysis Is the 5 

Hourly 
earnings 

2 

.095 

.054 

.063 

(0.32) 
(0.12) 
(0.45) 

X 
X 

X 
X 

_.)( 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Controlling for 
occupation and Industry 
Annual 

earnings 
3 

Hourly 
earnings 

4 

.196 

.235 

.293 

(0.44) 
(0.35) 
(1.34) 

.079 

.084 

.088 

(0.28) 
(0.20) 
(0.63) 

X X 
X X 

X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 

percent "A" Publlc Use Sample of the 188D Census of Population. It Is rastrlcted to 
married natlvlrbom women, 18 to 85 years of age, who worked at least one week In 
1979 and had nonzero earnings, and who Identified themselves as Ctinese, ~. 
Japanese, or non-Hispanic white. Students and women In the mlltary are excluded. A 
random sample of 1 In 1DOD was used for l'IOIHiispanlc whites, given the large number 
In this group. To restore the data to actual population portions, each non-Hispanic white 
observation wasgiven a weight of 5D. 
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TABLE 9.4 
Percentage Effect of Asian Descent on Annual and Hourly
Earnings of Foreign-Born Married Women, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Foreign-Born, Non-Hispanic White, Married Women) 

Regression Results 
(T-statistics in parentheses) 

Across occupations Controlling for 
and Industries occupation and Industry 

Annual 
earnings 

1 
Group 

Chinese .060 (1.53) -
Filipino .177 (4.22)* 
Japanese .009 (0.07) 
Indian .075 (1.49) 
Korean .269 (4.99)* 
Vietnamese .309 (4.10)* 

Control variables 
Year of immigration X 
Education X 
English ability X 
Work experience variables 

Potential work experience X 
Children ever born X 
Spacing of children X 
Age at first marriage X 
Whether worked in 1975 X 

Region X 
Location X 
Disability X 
Industry 
Occupation 

Notes: The results are derived tram a regression 8Sllmallon !hat Includes llstDd 
"controls" as kIdepe11dent variables. The estimated coefficients for all of 1h11 
explanamry variables are given In appendix G, table G.2. The dependent variable In the 
earnings regressions Is the natural logarilhm of earnings. The rasulls lndicalD the 
appioxinate proportionate lllll0ll1t by which the earnings of manled women In a 
particular Asian group dffar tram the earnings of foralgn-bom. manled non-Hillpanlc 
whlt8 manled women. controlllng for various factors !hat affec:I earnings. The data set 

.. 
Hourly Annual Hourly 

earnings earnings earnings 
2 3 4 

.019 (0.72) .050 (1.30) - .003 (0.11) 

.046 {1.59) .144 (3.49)* .041 {1.43) 

.008 (0.10) .075 (0.67) .074 (0.97) 

.024 (0.70) .075 (1.53) .034 {1.02) 

.083 (2.24)* .294 (5.57)* .131 (;3.59)*, 

.137 (2.65)* .259 (3.52)* .157 (3.09)* 

X X , X 
X X X 
X X x· 

X X X 
X X X 
X X X 
X X X. 
X X X 
X X x, 
X X X 
X X X 

X X. 
X X 

used for 1hJs analysis Is the 5 percent n A" P\mllc lJse San1)le of the 11180 Census of 
Populallcn. It Is l8Strlct8d to fonlign-bom manled women, 18 to 65 yeans of age, who 
worked at least one week In 19711 and had nonmo earnings. and who identllled 
lh8mselves a Chlrae, ~. Japanese, lndlan, -Koreln. Vletn!lmese, or non
Hlsparicwhllll. Students and women In the rrili!IJy1118 excluded. 
"Significantat .05 level. 
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TABLE 9.5 
Percentage Effect of Years Since Migration
Foreign-Born Married Women, 1980 

on Hourly Earnings of 

(Benchmark Group is Foreign-Born Married Women, of Each Group, 
Who Immigrated Before 1950) 

Estimated Effect on Hourly Earnings 
CT-statistics in parentheses) 

Year of Non-Hispanic 
Immigration Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 
1975-1980 -.363 (4.86)* -.183 (2.08)* -.352 (0.91) -.067 (0.20) -.282 (0.40) -.301 (0.71) -.492 (2.61)* 
1970-1974 -.237 (3.26) * .029 (0.34) -.109 (0.29) .061 (0.19) -.144 (0.21) -.482 (1.07) -.269 (1.59) 
1965-1969 -.163 (2.25) * .128 (1.46) -.163 (0.42) .182 (0.55) -.005 (0.01) -.228 (0.48) -.265 (1.72) 
1960-1964 -.122 (1.57) .019 (0.19) -.285 (0.73) .223 (0.65) -.084 (0.12) .610 (1.12) -.286 (1.81) 
1950-1959 -.086 (1.09) .128 (1.26) -.184 (0.47) .437 (1.16) .221 (0.31) .246 (0.33) -.143 (1.01) 

Notes: The estimated coefficients are from separate group-speclllc regressions In which education, English "Significant at .05 Level. 
ability, work experience variables, region, location, and dlseblllty were Included as explanatory variables. Full 
regresslon results are available upon request 
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TABLE 9.6 
Percentage Effect of Asian Descent on Hourly Earnings of 
Native-born and Foreign-Born Married Women Who Worked 
Full Time in 1975 
(Benchmark Group is Foreign-Born, Non-Hispanic White Women Who Worked 
Full-Time in 1975) 

Regression Results 
CT-statistics in parentheses) 

Native bom Foreign bom 
(Benchmark group is native-born, (Benchmark group is foreign-born, 
non-Hispanic white women who non-Hispanic white women who 

worked full time in 1975) worked full time in 1975) 

Annual Hourly Annual Hourly 
earnings earnings earnings earnings 

Group 
Chinese .209 (0.45) .088 (0.27) .060 (1.56) .017 (0.56) 
Filipino .031 (0.05) .052 (0.11) .141 (3.58)* .097 (3.09)* 
Japanese .218 (0.97) .068 (0.42) .040 (0.33) .080 (0.83) 
Indian .037 (0.70) .065 (1.53) 
Korean .116 (2.16)* .081 (1.88) 
Vietnamese .161 (1.94) .054 (0.81) 

Control variables 
Year of immigration X 
Education X X 
English ability X X 
Work experience variables 

Potential work experience X X 
Children ever born X X 
Spacing of children X X 
Age at first marriage X X 
Whether worked in 1975 X X 

Region X X 
Location X X 
Disabiltiy X X 

"Significant at .OS level. 
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A glimpse of the assimilation experience of immi
grant women is provided by the statistics of table 
9.5. Each column in this table shows the estimated 
effect on hourly earnings of year of immigration 
from regressions that were separately estimated for 
each group. (Table 9.5 is analogous to table 8.4 for 
immigrant men.) 

The benchmark group in each regression of table 
9.5 is comprised of the foreign-born women in each 
group who came to the United States before 1950 
and, as of 1980, had been here for at least 30 years. 
The coefficients in the first line of table 9.5 show, for 
each group, the estimated effect on hourly earnings 
of having been in the United States 5 years or less 
versus 30 years or more. 

In each group, the hourly earnings of recent 
immigrants tend to be lower· than the earnings of 
longer term immigrants with similar skills and 
characteristics. This tendency, however, is no great
er for Asian immigrant women than it is for white 
immigrant women. Thus, in contrast to the findings 
for foreign-born men, the assimilation experience of 
Asian immigrant women appears not to be marked 
by a greater initial earnings deficit than is experi
enced by their white counterparts. 

Adjusting for Work Experience 
In estimating the earnings effect of Asian descent, 

careful attention was paid to adjusting for differ
ences in the amount of work experience Asian and 
white women had accumulated. More specifically, 
variables were included in the earnings estimations 
to capture differences between actual years of work 
experience and potential years of work experience 
(as measured by age minus years of schooling minus 
6). For instance, the number of children ever born 
was used as a control variable, since this tends to be 
inversely related to years of work experience. Other 

variables, such as age at marriage and the spacing of 
children, were included as well. The inclusion of 
these variables in the earnings estimations may, 
however, only imperfectly adjust for intergroup 
differences in actual work experience. 

To lessen the likelihood that the results presented 
in tables 9.3 and 9.4 reflect unmeasured differences 
in work experience among Asian and white women, 
the analysis was repeated, limiting the sample to 
women who are strongly committed to the labor 
force. As defined here, these are women who report 
having worked full time in 1975. The estimated 
effects of Asian descent on the hourly earnings of 
this subset are shown in table 9.6. 

Restricting the estimation to women who worked 
full time in 1975 reduces the size of the estimated 
coefficients on Asian descent. However, the estimat
ed effects remain positive and generally statistically 
insignificant. for both native-born and foreign-born 
Asian groups. The results bolster the conclusion 
that, adjusting for skills and characteristics, Asian 
women earn on a par with white women. 

Summary 
r The annual and hourly earnings of Asian women 

generally surpass those of white women. This 
earnings advantage undoubtedly reflects the high 
educational levels of Asian women as well as their 
strong attachment to the work force. Determining 
whether the earnings of Asian women are affected 
by racial discrimination, however, requires adjusting 
for educational attainment, work experience, and 
other earnings-related skills and characteristics. 
When skill levels such as educational attainment and 
characteristics such as geographic location are taken 
into account, no evidence of a negative effect on 
earnings ofAsian descent is found. 
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---- -----------------------------

PART ill 

Changes Over Time and Conclusions 

The chapters in part III examine the relative 
economic status of Asians over time and in today's 
labor market. Comparing the relative economic 
status of Asian men in 1960 with their relative 
economic status in 1980, chapter 10 addresses the 
issue of whether the earnings of Asian men were 

adversely affected by labor market discrimination in 
1960, and whether the relative position of Asian men 
has improved in recent years. Chapter 11 reviews 
the results of the report and discusses their relevance 
to the issue of current labor market discrimination. 
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Chapter 10 

Changes in the Relative Economic Status of 
Asian Americans 

This chapter assesses evidence of gains in the 
economic status ofAsians relative to whites. Adjust
ing for skills and characteristics, the relative earn
ings of Asians in 1960 are compared with their 
relative earnings in 1980. Special attention is given 
to the role of changing patterns of discrimination in 
affecting Asian economic progress. 

Methodological Issues 
The 1960-1980 comparison is limited to the native

born, since unobservable changes in the characteris
tics of immigrants over time make it difficult to 
judge whether changes in their relative economic 
status stem from compositional changes or changes 
in the economic -elimate, including the extent of 
discrimination. Similarly, the analysis is limited to 
men; women's roles have been so radically trans
formed in the last few decades that untangling these 
changes from changes in economic discrimination 
would be difficult. 

Differences between the 1960 and 1980 census 
data require limiting the groups studied. Although a 
5 percent Public Use Sample of the 1980 census is 
available, only a 1 percent sample of the 1960 census 
is available for detailed analysis. The small size of 
the 1960 sample makes the study of native-born 
Koreans, Asian Indians, and Vietnamese impractical. 
In addition, these groups were not identified as 

It is possible to identify second-generation Korean and Asian 
Indian native-born Americans in 1960 by identifying all native
born Americans that have a parent born in Korea or India. 
However, the 1980 census does not record parents' place of birth. 

separate races in the 1960 census, as was done in the 
1980 census.1 Consequently, the 1960-1980 compari
son is limited to native-born Japanese, Chinese, and 
Filipinos. 

The effects on earnings of Japanese, Chinese, and 
Filipino descent are presented throughout the chap
ter. However, the 1960 sample sizes for the Chinese 
and Filipino populations are small. Since results on 
individual groups become less reliable with smaller 
sample sizes, the results of estimations that pool the 
Japanese, Chinese, and Filipinos and treat them as 
one Asian group are also presented. 

The goal of th~ analyses presented in chapter 7 
was to measure recent earnings differences between 
native-born Asian and white men that might be 
attributable to discrimination against Asians. In 
keeping with this objective, information in the 1980 
census was fully utilized to control for variables that 
affect earnings but are not themselves a function of 
labor market discrimination. For instance, English
language proficiency and where individuals live 
were entered as precisely as possible into each 
estimation. Any unexplained differences in earnings 
after controlling for these and other relevant vari
ables might be interpreted as evidence of labor 
market discrimination. Careful attention was also 
paid to excluding Hispanics-a group potentially 
affected by labor market discrimination-from the 

The use of the 1980 census ancestry variable does not allow one 
to distinguish second-generation Americans from latter genera
tions ofAmericans. 

1 
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TABLE 10.1 
Ratio of Asian Annual and Hourly Earnings to Non-Hispanic
Whites, Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64 

Change In Asian relative 
earnings as a percent 

1960 1980 of 1960 relative earnings 

Annual Hourly Annual Hourly Annual Hourly 
earnings earnings earnings earnings earnings earnings 

Chinese 1.14 1.06 1.08 1.17 --0.05 0.10 
Filipinos 0.65 0.70 0.85 0.91 0.31 0.30 
Japanese 0.99 0.92 1.07 1.09 0.08 0.18 

Eslmates b8s8d on the 1960 Census of Population, 1 percent Public Use Sample and 
the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent "A" Public Use Sample. Notes: Asian 
average eamk1gs are shown as a percentage of non-Hispanic white average eamlngs. 

benchmark group of whites so as not to underesti
mate the extent of potential labor market discrimina
tion experienced by Asian men. 

The 1960 census data are more limited and do not 
permit as careful an analysis as was done with the 
1980 data. Fewer earnings-related variables are 
available. There is, for instance, no information on 
English-language proficiency in the 1960 census. 
The variables that are available for 1960 often 
convey less information than the analogous 1980 
census variables. For instance, the information on 
where individuals live is less precise. 2 d 

To ensure that measured changes in the relative 
economic status of Asians between 1960 and 1980 do 
not reflect changes in census methodology, only 
variables available in both censuses were used in the 
intertemporal analysis. The 1980 data were also 
recoded to reflect the more limited 1960 informa
tion. The reader should bear in mind, therefore, that 
the 1980 earnings results presented in this chapter 
differ from the results for native-born men presented 
in chapter 7. The results in chapter 7 represent more 
accurate measures of unexplained earnings differen-

Information on the hours and weeks worked by individuals is 
also available only within brackets in the 1960 census data, 
whereas the exact reported hours and weeks worked are recorded 
in the 1980 data. For further information on the noncomparabili
ties between the 1960 and 1980 data, and how these differences 
were resolved, see appendix G. 
a Comparing the 1980 results of table 10.1 with previous 1980 
results (e.g., table 7.1), the reader will notice certain differences. 
These differences arise from two methodological factors. One, 

For both years, the sample Includes men, 25-64 years old, excluding the mllllary and 
students, who worked at least one week In the yearand had nonzero earnings. 

tials between native-born Asian alid white men; they 
provide better estimates of the extent to which the 
earnings of Asian men may be currently affected by 
discrimination. The primary purpose of this chapter 
is to assess whether change has occurred in the 
relative economic status of Asian men. 

Relative Earnings: 1960 and 1980 
Table 10.1 presents the ratio of Asian annual and 

hourly earnings to that of whites. In 1960 Japanese 
and Filipino men earned less than white men. In 
terms of annual and hourly earnings, Filipinos 
earned about 70 percent as much as whites. Al
though the annual earnings of the Japanese ap
proached those of whites, their hourly earnings were 
92 percent of white hourly earnings. In contrast, 
Chinese men earned more than white men: on an 
annual basis they earned 14 percent more, and on an 
hourly basis they earned 6 percent more. 

Between 1960 and 1980, there is evidence of 
significant progress in the earnings of Asian men 
relative to white men.3 Chinese men continued to 

th~ benchmark group in the 1960-1980 comparison does not 
exclude Hispanics as successfully as the previous 1980 analyses. 
The less restrictive approach adopted here to conform with 1960 
data limitations causes a slight increase in the relative 1980 annual 
earnings of Asian groups by lowering white earnings. Second, 
hours and weeks worked were bracketed in 1980 to match the 
1960 data. The bracketed data in 1960 and 1980 were then 
assigned the same values. (If actual 1980 hours and weeks were 

2 
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TABLE 10.2 
Ratio of Asian Skills to Non-Hispanic 
White, Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64 

Education Experience 
1960 1980 1960 1980 

Chinese 1.10 1.18 0.87 0.82 
Filipinos 0.95 0.97 0.78 0.87 
Japanese 1.09 1.08 0.82 1.09 

Estimates based on the 1960 Census of Populallon, 1 percent Public Use Sample and 
the 1980Census of Population, 5percent"A" Public Use Sample. 
Notes: The entries were derived by dividing Aslan average sklll levels by non-Hispanic 
white average sklll levels. For both years, the sample includes men, 25-64 years old, 
excluding the mllltary and students, who worked at least one week In the year and had 
nonzero earnings. 

earn more than white men, increasing their relative 
advantage in hourly earnings by 10 percent.4 

Japanese and Filipinos also made significant gains. 
By 1980 the earnings of native-born Japanese men 
exceeded those of.whites; Japanese hourly earnings 
relative to those of whites grew 18 percent, and their 
relative annual earnings increased 8 percent. Filipi
nos experienced even more impressive earnings 
growth. Although in 1960 Filipinos earned 65 
percent as much per year as whites, by 1980 their 
annual earnings were 85 percent of the annual 
earnings of whites-a 30 percent increase in their 
relative position. Their hourly earnings, vis-a-vis 
whites, also increased 30 percent. 

Relative Skill Levels: 1960 and 1980 
Of course, between 1960 and 1980, the Asian and 

white populations changed: persons 45 years old and 
older in 1960 are not members of the 25-64-year-old 
population studied with the 1980 data; persons born 
between the years 1935 and 1955, and therefore not 
in the 1960 population of25 to 65 year olds, became 
a part of the 1980 population. Accompanying these 

used, then the measured changes in hourly earnings from 1960 to 
1980 might reflect changes from the imputed 1960 hours and 
weeks worked-within brackets-to the actual 1980 hours and 
weeks worked.) Since the imputed values for Japanese and 
Chinese men in 1980 are somewhat higher than the actual 1980 
values, the hourly earnings of these groups are spuriously 
lowered. 
• Although the annual earnings ofChinese fell 6 percent relative 
to whites, the annual hours worked by Chinese fell 3 percent 

generational changes were changes in the skills and 
characteristics of the i960 and 1980 populations. 

Table 10.2 presents the relative skill levels of 
Asian men compared to white men in 1960 and 1980. 
In 1960 Japanese and Chinese native-born Ameri
cans had 9 percent and 10 percent more years of 
schooling, respectively, than whites, whereas Filipi
nos had, on average, 5 percent less schooling than 
whites. Between 1960 and 1980, Japanese and 
Filipino Americans kept pace with the rise in 
educational levels among whites, their relative levels 
changing only a little, while the schooling level of 
Chinese Americans increased relative to whites. 

Changes also occurred in the relative work 
experience levels of Asian men. As a result of the 
post-World War II baby boom, the average age of 
the white work force declined from 1960 to 1980. 
Corresponding to this change was a decline in 
average years of work experience for white men. To 
the extent that the baby boom was less pronounced 
among Asian groups, their average levels of work 
experience (as measured by age minus years of 
schooling minus 6) would have increased relative to 
the white average. 

Indeed, the average years of work experience of 
the Japanese and Filipino work force relative ·to 
whites were dramatically higher in 1980 than in 
1960. Japanese men, 25 to 65 years old, had only 82 
percent as much work experience as whites in 1960, 
but by 1980 they had 9 percent more years of work 
experience than whites. Filipino men had a smaller 
but still substantial increase: relative to whites; their 
experience rose from 78 to 87 percent.5 

The statistics of table 10.2 suggest that, commen
surate with the relative increase in Asian earnings, 
there were changes in the relative skill levels of 
Asian groups. Although Japanese and Filipino men 
experienced little or no increase in their relative 
educational levels, they did gain in terms of,average 
years of work experience. In the Chinese population, 
average years of work experience declined relative 
to whites. On the other hand, the Chinese showed an 
8 percent increase in their relative level ofschooling. 

relative to whites. Economic progress for Chinese is still likely, 
since Chinese earned increasingly .more per hour and had 
increased leisure time as well. 
• The relative gain in work experience for Japanese and Filipino 
men is mainly due to the large decrease in average years ofwork 
experience in the white population. The Japanese are the only 
group that experienced an absolute increase in average work 
experience between 1960 and 1980. 
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The changing skill levels ofAsians relative to whites 
might explain why the relative earnings of Asian 
men rose between 1960 and 1980. 

Relative Earnings in 1960 and 1980: 
Adjusting for Skills and Characteristics 

To assess whether changing patterns of discrimi
nation affected the economic progress of Asians, the 
improved relative skill levels of Asians need to be 
taken into account, as well as changes in other 
factors that relate to earnings, such as region of 
residence, marital status, and the propensity to settle 
in cities. Multivariate regression analysis was used to 
measure the extent to which being Asian was 
associated with lower earnings in 1960 and in 1980, 
adjusting in each year for skills, region, urban 
location, and marital status. 

Table 10.3 presents the percentage effect of Asian 
descent on annual and hourly earnings in 1960 and 
1980, adjusting for relevant variables that are simi
larly defined in both of the census data sets. The 
results reveal a clear decrease over time in the 
estimated effects of Asian descent on annual and 
hourly earnings. . 

For all Asian groups, .there are large declines in 
the estimated negative effects of Asian descent on 
hourly earnings. The magnitude of the estimated 
coefficients decreased from 1960 to 1980 by at least 
55 percent for each Asian group. The level of 
statistical significance accompanying the estimated 
effects declined as well. 6 

Although the 1960 estimated effects of Chinese 
and Filipino descent on hourly earnings do not 
achieve statistical significance, the lack of statistical 
significance may be caused by the small sample sizes 
for those groups in 1960.7 For the largest native
born group in 1960, the Japanese, the estimated 
effect ofAsian descent is statistically significant. 

Taking all Asians as a group suggests that, in 1960, 
Asian men earned approximately 17 percent less 
than white men with similar skills and characteris
tics-a result that is statistically significant. In 1980 
the corresponding wage gap was 3.8 percent-a 
decrease of 78 percent from the 1960 result. Not 
only had the wage effect of being Asian ( other 
things equal) become small in absolute terms by 
1980, but also it is not statistically different from an 

• A low level of statistical significance may result from a small 
sample size. 
7 The absence of a statistically significant difference for small 

effect of zero. Despite the large sample sizes for 
these groups in 1980, the effect of Asian descent on 
hourly earnings is statistically insignificant in 1980 
for each Asian group and for all Asian groups 
combined. 

The estimated negative effect of Filipino and 
Japanese descent on annual earnings also declined 
sharply between 1960 and 1980. The estimated effect 
of Filipino descent in 1980 was only 69 percent of 
the estimated 1960 coefficient. The change is partic
ularly impressive for the Japanese; the large negative 
effect on annual earnings of Japanese descent found 
in 1960 was completely eliminated by 1980. The 
Chinese showed no change in their relative earnings 
position from 1960 to 1980. (In 1960 Chinese descent 
was found to lower annual earnings only 5.6 per
cent.) However, combining the annual and hourly 
earnings results suggests that the Chinese compen
sated for their lower hourly earnings in 1960 by 
working longer hours. 

Taken together, the results in table 10.3 suggest 
that earnings discrimination did affect the earnings 
of Asian men in 1960 and that labor market discrimi
nation against Asians apparently declined between 
1960 and 1980, aiding the economic progress of 
Asian American men. 

Earnings Differences Within Occupations 
and Industries 

The lower earnings for Asian Americans in 1960 
might have occurred either because their earnings in 
any occupation were lower or because Asians were 
not found in higher paying positions. Both could be 
forms of discrimination. On the one hand, Asian 
Americans could be paid less than whites for doing 
the same work. On the other hand, even if Asian 
Americans earn as much as whites in any occupa
tion, but are prevented, because of their race, from 
entering higher paying occupations, then this, too, 
would constitute labor market discrimination. To 
learn about the mechanisms underlying the 1960 
earnings gap, the percentage effect of Asian descent 
on annual and rhourly earnings was estimated with 
occupation and industry added to the list of control 
variables. The results are presented in table 10.4. 

Adjusting for occupation and industry dramatical
ly reduces the estimated· effect of Asian descent on 

samples does not imply the absence of a difference between the 
populations. 
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TABLE 10.3 
Percentage Effect of Asian Descent on Annual and Hourly
Earnings of Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64: 1960 and 1980 

Regression Results 
(T-statistics in parentheses) 

Group 
Chinese 
Filipino 
Japanese 

All Asians 

Control variables 
Education 
Experience 
Region 
Location 
Marital status 

Annual earnings 

1960 1980 

-0.056 (0.37) -0.059 (0.62) 
-0.352 (1.29) -0.109 (0.90) 
-0.143 (1.53) 0.005 (0.09) 

-0.134 (1.58) -0.025 (0.51) 

X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 

Change In 
estimated effects 
of Asian descent 

-5% 
69% 

103% 

81% 

Estimates based on the 1960 Census of Population, 1 percent Public Use Sample and the 1980 Census of 
Population, 5 percent" A" Public Use Sample. 
Notes: The results for each year come from two separate sets of regressions. In one, the three Asian groups 
were entered as separate explanatory variables. In the other, a combined Asian variable was used. For both 

Hourly earnings 

1960 1980 

-0.118 (0.81) -0.035 (0.41) 
-0.241 (0.92) -0.064 (0.58) 
-0.190 (2.08)* -0.084 (0.62) 

-0.175 (2.16)* -0.038 (0.85) 

X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 
X X 

Change In 
estimated effects 
of Asian descent 

70% 
73% 
56% 

78% 

years, the sample Includes men, 2!Hl4 years old, excluding the mllltllly and students, who worked at least one 
week In the year and had nonzero earningS. The dependent variable In the earnings regression Is the natural 
logarithm of earningS. Full regression results available upon request 
"Slgnlflcant at .OS level. 



TABLE 10.4 
Percentage Effect of Asian Descent ·on Annual and Hourly Earnings of 
Native-Born Men Ages 25-64, Controlling for Occupation and 
Industry: 1960 and 1980 

Regression Results 
(T-statistics in parentheses) 

Annual earnings Hourly earnings 
1960 1980 1960 1980 

Group 
Chinese - .005 (0.03) - .049 (0.53) - .024 (0.18) - .021 (0.25) 
Filipino - .191 (0.74) - .063 (0.53) - .076 (0.31) - .027 (0.25) 
Japanese .012 (0.13) .035 (0.60) .006 (0.07) .002 (0.04) 

' All Asians - .002 (0.03) - .001 (0.02) - .005 (0.07) - .007 (0.16) 

Control variables 
Education X X X X 
Experience X X X X 
Region X X X X 
Location X X X X 
Marital status X X X X 
Occupation X X X X 
Industry X X X X 

Estimates based on the 1960 Census of Population, 1 percent Public Use Sample and combined Asian variable was used. For both years, the sample Includes men, 25-M 
the 1980 Census of Population, 5 percent"A" Public Use Sample. years old, excluding the ml1Jtary and students, who worked at least one week In the 
Notes: The results for each year come from two separate sets of regressions. In one, year and had nonzero earnings. 
the three Asian groups were entered as separate explanatory variables. In the other, a "Significant at .OS level. 

earnings in 1960. In fact, when Asians rui8. whites are overall differential of 35 percent (table 10.3). The 
found in roughly similar jobs, and are otherwise other half is explained by the fact that Filipinos were 
similar, they make the same hourly wage, a far cry likely to be in lower paying jobs than whites with 
from the approximately 17 percent differential found similar education and other characteristics. 
when occupation and industry are not taken into The annual earnings of Asians as a group are 
account (table 10.3). In addition, the strong statisti predicted to have been only two-tenths of a percent 
cally significant results of table 10.3 for the year less than the annual earnings of whites in 1960, 
1960 are eliminated in table 10.4. The evidence that controlling for skills, characteristics, and occupation 
Asians received lower pay for roughly equal work and industry. The corresponding estimated effect in 
in 1960 is very weak. For the Japanese, in fact, a 1980-a negative one-tenth of a percent-is almost 
statistically significant 19 percent wage differential identical. 
(table 10.3) is completely erased when occupation Taken together, the annual and hourly earnings 
and industry are taken into account (table 10.4). results suggest that almost all of the negative effect 

Adjusting for occupation and industry also dimin of Asian descent on earnings in 1960 was a result of 
ishes the unexplained differences between Asians Asians being disproportionately employed in lower 
and whites in annual earnings. Only Asians of paying occupations and industries (given their skills 
Filipino descent appear to have earned less than and characteristics). There is little evidence that 
whites when doing similar work in 1960; differences Asians earned less than whites within the same 
within job categories explain about half of the occupation and industry. Thus, labor market dis-
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TABLE 10.5 
Adjusted Earnings Evaluated at Asian-Specific Values of 
Skills and Characteristics, Native-Born Men, 
Ages 25-64: 1960 and 1980 

Annual earnings 
Asian 
Non-Hispanic white 
Asian relative to 

non-Hispanic white 

Chinese 
1960 1980 

$5,228 $16,457 
6,019 16,804 

0.87 0.98 

Flliplno 
1960 1980 

$3,386 $13,127 
5,520 13,909 

0.61 0.94 

Hourly earnings 
Asian 
Non-Hispanic white 
Asian relative to 

non-Hispanic white 

$2.40 
3.00 

0.80 

$8.60 
8.70 

0.99 

$1.90 
2.70 

0.70 

$7.20 
7.50 

0.96 

Japanese 
1960 1980 

$5,055 $17,000 
6,565 16,037 

0.77 1.06 

$2.40 $8.60 
3.10 8.60 

0.77 1.00 

Notes: Predicted earnings based on group-speciffc regressions evaluated at Asian- In the earnings regressions Is the natural logarithm of earrings. The Asian earnings 
specific mean levels of all explanatory variables. The dependent variable shown hem 818 geometric means. 

TABLE 10.6 
Hourly Earnings of Asian Men by Years of Schooling
Relative to Non-Hispanic Whites, 
Ages 25-64: 1960 and 1980 

Native-Born Men, 

8 years of schooling 12 years of schooling 16 years of schooling 
1960 1980 1960 1980 1960 1980 

Chinese 0.80 0.90 0.85 0.94 0.91 0.99 
Filipino 0.83 1.07 0.79 0.96 0.75 0.86 
Japanese 0.75 1.05 o.n 1.04 0.78 1.04 

Notes: Predicted hourly earnings based on group-speciffc regressions evaluated at 
various years of schoollng, 20 years of experience, and Asian group-specific (and year
specfflc) mean levels of all other explanatory variables. 
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crimination against Asians in 1960 likely operated by 
limiting their entry into higher paying occupations 
and industries. To the extent that earnings differ
ences in 1960 resulted from such discrimination, the 
reduction in earnings differences between Asians 
and whites that occurred from 1960 to 1980 (con
trolling for changes in skills and characteristics) 
likely stemmed from an opening of employment 
opportunities to Asian men. 8 

Predicted Earnings: 1960 and 1980 
The change in the relative economic status of 

Asian men was examined by estimating separate 
earnings regressions for each group in 1960 and in 
1980. The estimated coefficients from these regres
sions were then used to estimate the earnings of 
Asian men with the average skills and characteristics 
of their group in 1960 and in 1980. The coefficients 
from the white earnings regressions were used to 
estimate the earnings that white men would receive 
if endowed with the average skills and characteris
tics of each Asian group. As such, this analysis seeks 
to determine whether the economic status of the 
average Asian man changed from 1960 to 1980, 
relative to whites with comparable skills and charac
teristics. The comparison, shown in table 10.5, 
reveals impressive gains for all three Asian groups. 

• These conclusions rest on the finding that the 1960 earnings 
differential was largely eliminated once occupation and industry 
were taken into account. Alternatively, the 196.0 earnings gap, 
before controlling for occupation and industry, could have been 
caused by a greater tendency in 1960 for Asian Americans to be 
employed in agricultural occupations in which income tends to be 
underreported. (In 1960 over 12 percent of the Japanese were 
agricultural workers.) However, when the effects of Asian 
descent are estimated for the nonfarm population, the estimated 

Earnings Differences by Level of 
Education: 1960 and 1980 

The progress of Asian men according to their 
level of education was also examined. Table 10.6 
shows for various schooling levels the predicted 
earnings of Asian men in 1960 and in 1980, as a 
percentage of the earnings of white men with 
comparable skills and characteristics.9 It is clear 
from this comparison that improvement in the 
relative economic status of Asian men has occurred 
at all levels ofschooling. 

Summary 
In the two decades between 1960 and 1980, the 

earnings of Asian Americans grew rapidly in com
parison to whites. Although the skills and character
istics of the 1980 population differed from the 1960 
population, the analyses of this chapter found that
controlling for skills and characteristics-the earn
ings gap between Asian and white men decreased 
dramatically between 1960 and 1980. This finding 
suggests that the economic progress of Asian men 
was aided by a decline in anti-Asian labor market 
discrimination. The results further indicate that the 
improvement in the relative earnings of Asian men 
(as compared with white men of similar skills and 
characteristics) came about through an enhancement 
in the employment opportunities ofAsian men. 

Asian effects on annual earnings become slightly more negative. 
For hourly earnings, the estimated effect of Japanese descent 
lessens somewhat: the coefficient for the nonfarm population is -
0.16 instead of -0.19. The other Asian-descent coefficients are 
unaffected. 
• The predicted hourly earnings shown in table 10.6 are based on 
group-specific regressions evaluated at various years ofschooling, 
20 years of experience, and Asian group-specific (and year
specific) mean levels ofall other explanatory variables. 
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Chapter 11 

Conclusion 

This report documents the economic status of 
American citizens and residents of Asian descent 
who are members of the six largest Asian groups in 
America. In descending order of population size 
these groups are: the Chinese, Filipinos, Japanese, 
Asian Indians, Koreans, and Vietnamese. Reflecting 
the important and continuing role of immigration in 
Asian American history, the statistical analyses of 
this report separately detail the economic status of 
both native-born and foreign-born members of these 
groups. This chapter reviews general findings from 
the report, discusses their relevance to the issue of 
labor market discrimination, and makes recommen
dations for future research and data collection. 

General Findings 

The Native Born 
The migration of Asians to America can be 

separated into two major waves: an early wave that 
was halted in the 1920s by legislation restricting 
Asian immigration and a later wave that started in 
force after restrictive immigration laws were fully 
lifted in 1965. Because of the near cessation of Asian 
immigration for 30 years, many of today's native
born Asians are the descendants of immigrants who 
came to America in the 1920s and before. 

The early Asian immigrants were mostly unskilled 
laborers who settled in the western United States, 
particularly California and Hawaii. Their descen
dants-today's native born-remain highly concen
trated in the West. In sharp contrast to their 
predecessors, however, many native-born Chinese, 

Japanese, and Korean men are employed in white
collar occupations; men in these groups are more 
likely to graduate from college and pursue profes
sional careers than non-Hispanic whites. On aver
age, Chinese, Japanese, and Korean Americans earn 
more than native non-Hispanic whites, and they are 
less likely to experience unemployment. 

Native-born Filipinos and Indians fare less well. 
They earn less than native non-Hispanic whites, they 
work significantly fewer hours, and they experience 
greater unemployment. 

The Foreign Born 

Today's foreign born typically immigrated after 
1965. Like the early Asian immigrants and their 
descendants, many have settled in the West. The 
new immigrants are, however, much more likely to 
live in other parts of the country, particularly the 
Northeast. 

In contrast to the early 20th century immigrants, 
the post-1965 immigrants are highly skilled; a large 
proportion reports professional occupational back
grounds, and their average educational levels exceed 
those of both native-born and foreign-born non
Hispanic whites. The percentage of college gradu
ates among foreign-born Asian men far exceeds that 
for non-Hispanic whites. 

Although the overall schooling level of Asian 
immigrants is extremely high, their educational 
levels have declined in recent years. The percentage 
of Asian immigrants reporting professional occupa
tional backgrounds has also fallen as well. 
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As the educational levels of Asian immigrants 
have fallen, the educational levels of non-Hispanic 
white immigrants have risen. Indeed, among the 
most recent immigrants, the proportion of college 
graduates among Chinese, Filipino, and Korean 
immigrants roughly equals the proportion of college 
graduates among the most recent non-Hispanic 
white immigrants. Japanese and Indian immigrants 
continue to be much more highly educated than 
non-Hispanic white immigrants. 

Refugees from Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam 
constitute another source of recent Asian immigra
tion. The largest group of Indochinese refugees 
comes from Vietnam. Overall, Vietnamese immi
grants are much less likely to have professional 
backgrounds and are substantially less educated than 
the other Asian immigrants examined in this report. 
This is particularly true of the most recent Vietnam
ese entrants. 

When immigrants were divided by year of immi
gration, immigrant men in all Asian groups, with the 
exception of the Japanese, were found to earn less 
initially than non-Hispanic white immigrants. With 
time in the United States, however, their earnings 
rise rapidly-more rapidly than those of non-His
panic whites-and appear eventually to surpass the 
earnings of non-Hispanic white immigrant men who 
have been here for comparable periods oftime. 

The Importance of the Family 
The average family incomes ofsome A,sian groups 

rank among the highest of all racial and ethnic 
groups in the United States. The average incomes of 
native-born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean families 
exceed by more than 40 percent the average for 
native-born white families. Perhaps more extraordi
nary, however, are the relatively high family in
comes of the foreign-born Asian groups. The aver
age family incomes of most foreign-born Asian 
groups approach or exceed the average family 
income of white families in which the head of 
household is American born. This is true despite the 
large number of recent immigrant families among 
the Asian groups. Exceptions to this generally 
positive picture are native-born Filipinos and Indi
ans, whose average family incomes are 80 and 70 
percent, respectively, of the non-Hispanic white 
average, and Vietnamese immigrant families, whose 
average income is only 60 percent the benchmark 
average. 

Family breakups are often cited as a major cause 
of low family income. Thus, low family dissolution 
rates might be expected to underlie the relatively 
high average incomes of Asian families. However, 
divorce and separation rates of native-born Asians 
differ little from those of non-Hispanic whites. Even 
though family dissolution rates are lower for for
eign-born Asians than non-Hispanic whites, most 
Asian groups still are observed to have relatively 
high incomes when only married-couple families are 
compared. 

What does appear to be a crucial factor underly
ing Asian family income is the propensity of family 
members other than the male head of household to 
work. As ~ result, family members other than the 
husband generally contribute a larger fraction of 
family income in Asian families than in white 
families. (Among foreign-born Filipino families, 
fully 42 percent of family labor income is generated 
by family members other than the husband.) 

The added work effort among Asian families 
stems primarily from wives. Asian women, and 
particularly foreign-born Asian women, are more 
likely to work than non-Hispanic white women. The 
greater propensity to work among foreign-born 
Asian women appears to be caused by a weaker 
effect of children on the decision to work than is 
true in foreign-born non-Hispanic white families. 
This difference may stem in part from the presence 
of other relatives who may facilitate work effort by 
the wife. 

Taking the number of persons who share family 
income into account has little or no effect on the 
relative economic status of native-born families. 
Whether measured by total family income or income 
per capita, the relative economic status of native
born Asian families is essentially the same, since 
Asian and non-Hispanic white families are of ap
proximately the same size. Foreign-born Asian 
families, however, tend to be comparatively large. 
Consequently, the relative economic status of for
eign-born Asian families is significantly reduced 
when measured on a per capita instead of total 
income basis. 

A comparison of poverty rates reveals a lower 
percentage of native-born Chinese, Japanese, and 
Korean families falling below the poverty threshold 
than of non-Hispanic white families. The poverty 
rates of native-born Filipino and Indian families 
were found to be higher than the comparison 
group's rate. When the year of immigration is taken 
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into account, the percentage of foreign-born families 
in poverty was often found to be lower than the 
corresponding percentage of non-Hispanic white 
families. The Vietnamese are a clear exception; their 
poverty rates are substantially higher than the 
poverty rates of non-Hispanic white families who 
have been in the United States for similar periods of 
time. 

A Statistical Approach to the 
Measurement of Labor Market 
Discrimination 

This report presents an analysis of the extent to 
which discrimination has adversely affected Asian 
economic status. The methodological approach is 
largely statistical as opposed to qualitative. A quali
tative approach is characterized by case studies of 
personal experiences. Testimony about individual 
experiences in applying for jobs and promotions 
would fall under a qualitative approach. One disad
vantage of a qualitative approach is that individuals 
may perceive certain results, such as failure to get a 
job or a promotion, as evidence of discrimination 
when in fact their cause has other origins. Converse
ly, individuals who lack an appropriate means to 
compare their personal experiences in the labor 
market with persons not of their race, sex, or 
ethnicity may be unaware of discriminatory prac
tices that affect their employment and earnings. 
Another disadvantage of a qualitative approach is 
that the individual cases presented are not necessari
ly representative, making it inappropriate to general
ize based on a few examples. 

Statistical analysis overcomes individual motiva
tions and perceptions that may bias an investigation 
of discrimination. It also provides a vehicle whereby 
the experiences of one group can be compared with 
those of another group, and it permits the analysis of 
large national samples that are representative of the 
groups. 

Statistical analysis is limited, however, by the 
ability of the analyst to control completely and 
accurately for all of the characteristics that affect 
performance in the labor market. Since a person's 
race or ethnicity may statistically stand in for factors 
that are either unmeasured or unmeasurable, a 
statistical analysis cannot yield conclusive evidence 
about the existence or nonexistence of labor market 
discrimination. 

Nevertheless, statistical evidence of large wage 
differences (controlling for intergroup differences in 

measured worker characteristics), combined with 
qualitative evidence of discrimination, would sug
gest that discrimination was likely to be affecting 
labor mark;et outcomes, unless evidence existed on 
unmeasurea differences in skill or work effort. Since 
the costs of discrimination may be borne in ways 
other than depressed earnings, the absence of wage 
differences does not necessarily imply the absence of 
labor market discrimination. Instead, it may indicate 
that members of these groups have found ways to 
circumvent or diminish discrimination's adverse 
effect on earnings. 

Thus, a statistical overview of the labor market 
performance of Asians relative to whites provides an 
important component of any evaluation of the likely 
extent to which members of Asian groups are 
adversely affected by discrimination. However, data 
limitations exist, so that the measurement problems 
alluded to above should always be taken into 
account when assessing the presence of discrimina
tion. 

The Evidence on Labor Market 
Discrimination Against Asians 
~ To establish a statistical basis for examining the 
issue of discrimination, this study used census data to 
assess how well Asians do in the labor market 
compared with non-Hispanic whites. Of course, 
intergroup differences in earnings may occur for 
many reasons other than discrimination. Thus, the 
approach adopted in this study was to examine the 
relative earnings of specific Asian groups adjusting 
for characteristics that affect earnings but are not 
themselves believed to be affected by current labor 
market discrimination. A finding that Asians earn 
substantially less than non-Hispanic whites with 
similar characteristics could indicate current labor 
market discrimination against Asians, unless there 
was evidence of skill differentials or other earnings
related characteristics that could not be measured by 
the available variables. 

Since different considerations influence the earn
ings and employment of native-born and foreign
born persons, native-born Asians were compared 
wjth native-born non-Hispanic whites and foreign
born Asians with foreign-born non-Hispanic whites. 
The basic questions addressed were: 

• Do native-born Asians do as well as native
born non-Hispanic whites with similar characteris
tics? 
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• Do Asian immigrants do as well as similar non
Hispanic white immigrants? 

In answering these questions, the relative earnings of 
both men and women were examined. 

Asian women, both native born and foreign born, 
were found to earn as much as non-Hispanic white 
women with similar skills and characteristics. Thus, 
there is no evidence from this study that Asian 
women are at a disadvantage in the labor market 
because of their race. It should be cautioned, 
however, that these results cannot be extended to a 
world in which women follow the same career paths 
as men. 

The results for native-born men reveal consider
able variation in the relative earnings of Asian 
groups. Adjusting • for differences in education, 
experience, region of residence, urban location, and 
other earnings-related variables, Japanese and Kore
an men earn, during a year, as much as or more than 
non-Hispanic white men. Chinese men earn slightly 
less. Filipinos earn 9 percent less than non-Hispanic 
whites, while native-born Indians earn 30 percent 
less. With respect to their hourly earnings, Chinese, 
Filipino, Japanese, and Korean men earn as much as 
or more than non-Hispanic white men, whereas 
native-born Indian men earn about 20 percent less. 
Contributing to the substantially lower earnings of 
native-born Filipino and Indian men is the fact that 
men in these groups experience higher unemploy
ment than non-Hispanic whites and work fewer 
hours per year. These employment and earnings 
disparities may be caused by labor market discrimi
nation directed against native-born Indian and Filipi
no men. 

All of the nationwide earnings results used to 
assess the effects of labor market discrimination 
carefully adjust for region of residence and urban 
location. An important outcome of these analyses is 
earnings comparisons between Asians and non-His
panic whites, both evaluated at average Asian 
characteristics, including region of residence. These 
analyses address the question ofwhether the average 
Asian fares as well as non-Hispanic whites when 
both have the same characteristics. 

Adjusted earnings for individual regions reveal, 
for some Asian groups, considerable diversity across 
regions in the relative earnings of Asian men. For 
instance, American-born Chinese men, three-quar
ters of whom live in the West, earn as much as non
Hispanic white men in California, and more than 
whites in Hawaii. Yet, the statistics show that 

American-born Chinese men earn 17 percent less 
than non-Hispanic whites in the East. American
born Filipinos, who are also concentrated in the 
West, earn substantially less than non-Hispanic 
whites in California, yet earn as much as non
Hispanic whites in the East and the North Central 
region of the United States. The diversity of results 
points to the possibility that in certain areas particu
lar groups may face discrimination that is not 
apparent from their experiences on average. 

For all groups that were studied, American-born 
Asian men are less likely to be in management 
positions than their non-Hispanic white counter
parts. Furthermore, adjusting for occupation and 
industry, highly educated American-born Asian men 
in all groups were found to earn less than similarly 
qualified non-Hispanic white men. These findings 
raise the possibility that men in all Asian groups face 
labor market discrimination at the top. 

When the earnings of foreign-born Asian and non
Hispanic white men were compared-controlling 
for education, experience, year of immigration, and 
other relevant variables-three patterns emerged. 
First, except for the Japanese, Asian immigrant men 
initially earn less than non-Hispanic white immi
grants with comparable skills and characteristics. 
Second, with length of U.S. residence, the earnings 
of Asian immigrants grow more rapidly than the 
earnings of non-Hispanic white immigrants. Third, 
the earnings of Asian immigrant men who have been 
in the United States 11 years or more often approach 
or surpass the earnings of non-Hispanic white 
immigrants with similar skills and characteristics; 
this pattern suggests that Asian immigrants not only 
catch up with, but also often surpass non-Hispanic 
white immigrants. 

The fact that Japanese immigrant men, unlike 
immigrant men from other Asian groups, initially 
earn as much as non-Hispanic white immigrant men 
points to the possibility that the motivation for 
coming to the United States may affect subsequent 
earnings patterns. Immigrants who intend to stay 
permanently in the United States would be expected 
to undertake more investments, such as starting a 
business or taking a job with on-the-job training. 
Such investments typically result in lower earnings 
at first but pay off with length of residence. Since, 
with the exception of the Japanese, Asian immi
grants tend to be more permanent than non-Hispanic 
white immigrants, this is one possible explanation for 
the observed earnings patterns. 
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Discrimination may also contribute to the initial 
lower earnings of immigrants in most Asian groups. 
The effects of such discrimination may diminish 
over time as Asian immigrants find ways to circum
vent it, such as adopting "American" ways; this 
could explain the growth in Asian immigrants' 
earnings. Although immigrant men and women have 
different labor market experiences, the possibility of 
discrimination against Asian immigrant men is en
hanced by the fact that Asian immigrant women do 
not earn less than their non-Hispanic white counter
parts. On the other hand, Asian immigrant men who 
have been in the United States at least 11 years tend 
to earn as much as or more than comparable non
Hispanic white immigrants. This suggests that to the 
extent that labor market discrimination does affect 
the earnings of Asian immigrants, its adverse effect 
is overcome with time in the United States. 

The reader should bear in mind that these conclu
sions are based on earnings comparisons that adjust 
for measured skills and characteristics. Given the 
small size of Asian groups, the census is the only 
available data source that permits a detailed analysis 
of individual Asian groups; as this report makes 
abundantly clear, Asians cannot be treated as one 
group, since there are important differences among 
the various groups. However, census data provide 
only a subset-albeit an important one-of all 
potentially relevant skills and characteristics. More 
complete information on the skills and characteris- • 
tics of Asian and non-Hispanic whites might affect 
the results and possibly lead to an alternative set of 
conclusions.1 

Changes in the Relative Economic Status 
of Asians: 1960 and 1980 

The results from the 1980 analysis present a 
complex picture of Asian economic status. Some 
groups earn, on average, as much per annum as 
would be expected given their skills and characteris
tics, and some groups earn substantially less. In 
general, the relative position of American-born 
Asian men in 1980 is improved when hourly earn
ings are compared instead of annual earnings. The 
1980 analysis also reveals that the relative earnings 
of American-born Asian men varies with level of 
education: highly educated Asian men may face 
1 See appendix I for a discussion of unmeasured factors and how 
these may affect the earnings discrimination results ofthis study. 
2 Friedman, "Business and Culture," a review of Ethnic 
Enterprise in America by Ivan Light, Commentary, December 
1973, pp. 93-94. 

discrimination in obtaining top positions within 
occupations and industries, whereas the relative 
position of American-born Asian men with average 
and lower levels of education is more favorable. 

A strikingly different story emerges from the 1960 
data. In 1960 native-born Asian men in all groups 
that were studied earned substantially less than non
Hispanic· white men of comparable skills and charac
teristics. Large earnings differentials were found for 
both annual and hourly earnings. Furthermore, 
American-born Asian men earned substantially less 
than non-Hispanic white men at all educational 
levels. The analysis also suggests that the lower 
earnings of Asian men in 1960 were in part a result 
of Asians being disproportionately employed in 
lower paying occupations and industries (given their 
skills and characteristics). Thus, labor market dis
crimination against Asians in 1960 likely operated by 
limiting their entry into higher paying occupations 
and industries. 

Adjusting for changing skills and characteristics, 
the earnings gap between Asian and non-Hispanic 
white men decreased dramatically between 1960 and 
1980. This finding suggests that the economic 
progress ofAsian men was aided by a decline in anti
Asian labor market discrimination. The results fur
ther indicate that the improvement in the relative 
earnings of Asian men (as compared with non
Hispanic white men of similar skills and characteris
tics) was aided by an enhancement in the employ
ment opportunities of Asian men. 

Recommendations for Future Research 
and Data Collection 

The primary focus of this report is how individu
als of various Asian groups fare in the labor market. 
As such, the report does not address what Murray 
Friedman has termed "the special nature of the 
group experience."2 Yet, research by Ivan Light 
and Robert Jiobu, among others, suggests that the 
economic· attainment of individuals is inextricably 
linked to the structure of their communities. 

For instance, ethnically based communities 
throughout the world have formed rotating credit 
systems.3 A rotating credit system is "an association 
formed upon a core of participants who agree to 
make regular contributions to a fund which is given, 

3 Shirley Ardener, ''The Comparative Study of Rotating Credit 
Associations," Journal of the Royal Anthropological Institute, vol. 
94, pt. 2 (1964). 
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in whole or in part, to each contributor in rotation."' 
In his book, Ethnic Enterprise in A_merica, Light 

describes the role that rotating cr~dit systems have 
played in promoting business enterprise in certain 
American minority groups such as the Chinese, 
Japanese, and West Indians.5 

Jiobu suggests that a key to ethnic success lies in 
"ethnic hegemonization," which he defines as "a 
situation wherein a given group saturates an eco
nomic arena and obtains some control (power) over 
the arena."8 This then allows the group a more 
stable and protected position in the economic system 
than would otherwise be the case.7 Jiobu points out 
that to hegemonize an economic arena, "the minori
ty • must have some kind of leverage, either an 
independent power base, special knowledge and 
skills, or a willingness to engage in businesses that 
the majority will not, or cannot, engage in."8 As'an 
example, Jiobu points to the early Japanese immi
grants who developed a niche in agricultural pro
duction by planting specialized crops that were 
labor intensive, relying on family labor, applying 
scientific farming techniques, and using marginal 
lands that would respond to their farming methods. 9 

They further secured this niche by developing their 
own produce wholesaling. Jiobu argues that the 
social networks within the Japanese community 
facilitated this step: "Whether the wholesale pro
duce business was unique in its requirements for 
informal trust is difficult to know. The point here, 
though, is that trust was required and that ethnicity 
reinforced it."10 

Clearly, a more complete understanding of the 
economic status that the various Asian groups have 
achieved today would come from an examination of 
their mobility strategies, including an analysis of 
factors such as investment in education and other 
forms of human capital, entrepreneurial activities, 
and community structures. This constitutes an im
portant area for future research. 

Another area that merits further research is the 
relationship between educational levels and Asian 
earnings. This report finds evidence that the relative 
earnings of American-born Asian men decline with 
level of schooling. On average, American-born 

' Ibid., p. 201. 
• Ivan H. Light, Ethnic Enterprise in America (Berkeley: 
University ofCalifornia Press, 1972). 

Robert M. Jiobu, Ethnicity and Assimilation (Albany: State 
University of New York Press, 1988). This concept builds upon 
and extends the concept of internal labor markets. See Peter B. 
Doeringer and Michael J. Piore, Internal Labor Markets and 
Manpower Adjustment (Lexington, Mass: D.C. Heath, 1971). 

Japanese, Chinese, and Korean men earn about as 
much as or more than non-Hispanic white men with 
similar skills and characteristics. Yet, adjusting for 
occupation and industry, native-born Asian men 
with high levels of schooling earn less than compa
rable non-Hispanic white men. Extensive formal 
schooling enables native-born Asian men to enter 
high-paying occupations and industries, but within 
these occupations and industries, the results suggest 
that Asian men are underrepresented in higher 
paying positions. Discrimination against Asians is 
one possible explanation for these results. This 
hypothesis could be directly assessed by incorporat
ing into the analysis information on the type and 
quality of education that Ameri~-born Asian and 
non-Hispanic white men recei~e. 

Earnings results for specific regions reveal consid
erable diversity in the relative earnings performance 
of some Asian groups. Although there was no 
evidence of an across-the-board anti-Asian effect in 
any one region, the diversity of results suggests that 
particular groups may face difficulties in certain 
areas. The extent to which discrimination contrib
utes to this is an area for further research. 

It should also be noted that labor market discrimi
nation may not actually affect wages adversely but 
rather cause segregation. Thus, certain firms and 
industries may be more receptive to Asian employ
ment than others, leading to concentrations of 
Asians that would not occur in the absence of labor 
market discrimination. This, too, is an area for future 
research. 

The census data used in this study are not well 
suited for evaluating the existence or extent of 
employment discrimination in particular situations 
such as high corporate positions. Nevertheless, the 
preliminary results on the representation of Asian 
men in management positions strongly suggest that 
this is an area that needs further research. Before 
such research can be done, however, better data 
need to be collected. For instance, data could be 
collected on the job experiences of graduates from 
top-ranking business schools. 

The conclusions on the presence of or extent of 
anti-Asian labor market discrimination are made on 
7 Jiobu, Ethnicity and Assimilation. p. 223. 
• Ibid., p. 225. 
• Ibid., p. 226. 
IO Ibid., p. 228. 
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the basis of measured skills and characteristics. More 
complete information on skill levels could alter these 
conclusions and either increase or decrease the 
measured effect of discrimination. For instance, if 
there were unmeasured skills that are higher for 
native-born Asians than non-Hispanic whites, then it 
would be possible that the earnings of Asian groups 
who earn on a par with non-Hispanic whites are, in 
fact, dampened by labor market discrimination. In 
other research, it has been found that some groups 
with higher than average levels of education have 
high earnings even after controlling for measurable 
characteristics, possibly because unmeasured charac
teristics such as quality of education are higher than 
average.11 This suggests that quality of education is 
higher than average in groups with higher than 
11 See U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, The Economic Status of 
Americans ofSouthern and Eastern European Ancestry (1986), and 
Barry R. Chiswick, ''The Earnings and Human Capital of 
American Jews," The Journal of Human Resources, vol. 18 
(Summer 1983), pp. 312-36. 

average levels of education. Yet, despite their very 
high educational levels, native-born Japanese and 
Korean men earn about the same as non-Hispanic 
white men of the same educational level and Chinese 
men (who have the highest level of education among 
the native born), slightly less. The extent to which 
anti-Asian discrimination contributes to this out
come is another area for future study.12 

Finally, data quality and analytical considerations 
strongly argue for restoring to the 1990 census a 
question on the birthplace of the parents of the 
individual respondents. Such information is indis
pensable for identifying generations and for deter
mining the length of time the family has been in the 
United States. 

12 On the other hand, more complete information on skill levels 
might narrow the earnings differential found between non-His
panic white men and native-born Asian Indians and Filipinos. 
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Statement of Vice Chairman Murray 
Friedman and Commissioners Esther G. 
Bu~:Jdey, Robert A. Destro, and Sherwin 
T.S. Chan 

Some have argued that a careful examination of 
labor market discrimination against Asians is not 
warranted because "Asians do so well." Given their 
high average incomes, how could there be a prob
lem? Yet discrimination persists. Whether the victim 
is a laborer with an eighth-grade education who is 
denied a job at a construction site or a Harvard
educated MBA who is never considered for an 
executive position, discrimination is deplorable and 
unacceptable. By preventing individuals from pursu
ing their dreams and realizing the fruits of their 
labor, discrimination hints us all. 

Measuring the degree of labor market discrimina
tion against Asian Americans requires going beyond 
simple group differences in economic status. Indeed, 
three key concepts must form the basis of a study of 
labor market discrimination: the individual, the 
background of the individual as he or she enters the 
labor market and pursues a career, and the context in 
which the individual works. This report is carefully 
constructed upon these three concepts. 

The report first shows us that the high family 
incomes of several Asian ethnic groups are due to 
greater contributions to family income by members 
other than the husband: their incomes are high 
because more family members work, particularly the 
wife. Having demonstrated this, the focus of the 
report turns to the individual. 

To examine how individuals fare in the labor 
market, the study carefully adjusts for background 
characteristics including years of schooling, years of 

work experience, where individuals live, and, for the 
foreign born, year of immigration. Taking such 
factors into account, the study compares persons of 
Asian de~cent with non-Hispanic whites. This com
parison is done in a variety of contexts. We learn 
about the relative economic status of specific Asian 
ethnic groups over time and by educational level, 
region of residence, occupation, and, in the case of 
immigrants, year of immigration. Indeed, the scope 
and depth of the study, in this respect, exceeds all 
previous analyses of Asian economic status. 
Through such a comprehensive approach, new and 
valuable information is revealed that helps us to 
assess where we are and where we need to go as we 
strive for equal opportunity for all Americans. 

Contrary to what a few critics have said, this 
report contains no ideological bias. They argue that 
by reporting the high incomes of Asian families .and 
by qualifying the findings of evidence of discrimina
tion, the report distorts the true status of Asian 
Americans. Indeed, were family income statistics the 
sole basis of the report, the status of Asian Ameri
cans would be seriously misrepresented. But consid
ered in the context of the full analysis, it is clear that 
family income is only a small part of the story. With 
respect to the report's conclusion regarding discrim
ination, any person familiar with the limitations of 
census data for studying discrimination knows that 
caution is imperative. We concur with Professor 
Stephan Thernstrom of Harvard University that this 
report "is admirably careful, balanced, and thor-
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ough-a fundamental contribution to our under
standing of these important groups." 

The report's dispassionate tone and balanced 
approach will disappoint persons seeking a consis
tent set of results to support a particular political 
agenda. Its findings reveal a complex picture of 
progress as well as problems. We learn, for instance, 
that although some Asian groups earn on average as 
much as would be expected, given their educational 
levels, region of residence, and other relevant 
characteristics, others earn substantially less. As 
Reed Ueda of_ Tufts University points out: "This 
study is valuable and educational. It should make 
policymakers aware of the level of poverty in 
particular Asian subgroups, as well as the degree and 
sources oftheir economic mobility." 

In addition to presenting nationwide earnings 
results that carefully adjust for region of residence 
and urban location, the report also presents earnings 
{adjusted for educational level and other perso~ 
characteristics) for individual regions. The regional 
results, such as the earnings experience of the 
Chinese in the East, reveal a diversity of findings 
that alert us to the possibility that particular groups 
may face discrimination that is not apparent from 
their experiences on average, or from their experi
ences in some areas of the country such as Califor
nia. 

The study makes a crucial distinction between 
foreign- and native-born persons. In examining the 
foreign born, the report finds that Asian immigrant 
men generally earn substantially less at first than 
their non-Hispanic white counterparts. On the other 
hand, immigrant men who have been in the United 
States at least 11 years tend to earn as much as 
comparable non-Hispanic white immigrants. These 
findings alert us to the possibility that discrimination 
initially lowers the earnings ofAsian immigrants, but 
they also indicate that Asian immigrants find ways 
to overcome or circumvent this obstacle with time 
in the United States. 

Finally, the report presents, for the first time, an 
analysis of the likelihood that American-born Asian 
men become managers, taking into account educa
tion and other background variables. It also exam
ines the relative earnings of Asian men with high 
levels of schooling, adjusting for occupation and 
industry. The results of these two analyses suggest 
that Asian men face a "glass ceiling": their relatively 
high ,evels of education enable them to enter high 
paying-occupations and industries, but within these 

occupations and industries, Asian men may face 
obstacles to their career advancement. 

These are important findings, and we are ·gratified 
that 17 scholars of labor market discrimination and 
Asian economic status find the research leading to 
these results to be thorough and methodologically 
sound. Of the numerous scholars who were request
ed to read the report, we received only one critical 
review. As Professor Barry Chiswick of the Univer
sity of Illinois states, "I know of no study or sets of 
studies of Asian Americans that come close to the 
overall quality of this study." 

We expect the findings of this report, some of 
which we have detailed above, to serve policymak
ers in their efforts to secure equal opportunity for 
Asians in the labor market. For instance, greater 
attention should be focused on possible discrimina
tion against Asians at the top, regional variations in 
their relative economic status, problems Asian immi
:gi::~ts :..may face, and the difficulties experienced by 
specific Asian ethnic groups. 

Although the report helps pinpoint where and to 
what extent problems persist, it also provides clear 
evidence that progress has been made. Before the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964, the picture of relative 
~onomic status for Asian Americans was bleak. 
American-born Asian men earned substantially less 
in 1960 than non-Hispanic whites with comparable 
characteristics. This was true for all Asian groups 
and at all levels of education. 

Taking a much longer perspective, the report 
shows that the American born in several of the 
Asian groups now earning as much or more than 
non-Hispanic whites are the descendants of early 
20th century immigrants who came to this country 
as laborers. How these groups overcame their initial 
handicaps and the discrimination they faced is a key 
question for continued research. 

The report has received high marks from many 
noted scholars and provides new and insightful 
information. It represents a major contribution to an 
ongoing research agenda. In this regard, we would 
like to draw the reader's attention to the report's 
recommendations for further research. We expect 
the Commission to continue to monitor closely the 
civil rights status of Asian Americans in the future, 
and we heartily encourage the efforts of scholars 
who are working in these areas; it is only through 
the objective collection and analysis of information 
that we can see where we are and where we must 
go. 

':.. 
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Statement of Commissioners Mary Frances 
Berry, Francis S. Guess, and Blandina 
Cardenas Ramirez 

Because so little data exists for use in policymak
ing and, litigation concerning the social and econom
ic status of Asian Americans, any report on the 
subject assumes great importance. Therefore, the 
statistics and interpretations in this report should be 
as accurate as possible and should be placed in their 
proper context and historical background. A failure 
to do so provides support for reinforcing the model 
minority sterotype of Asian Americans without 
paying careful attention to the lack of opportunity to 
reach their full potential and the discrimination some 
Asian Americans continue to experience. We should 

applaud the progress that has been made but as a 
Civil Rights Commission we should not gloss over 
the continuing problems. Calling this report "An 
Exploratory Investigation" does not excuse a lack .of 
accuracy or minjmjze the potential for harm. As an 
example of the comments Commissioners received 
from scholars about this report we include the 
following materials prepared by Professor Amado 
Cabezas, a scholar in the field of Asian American 
studies at the University of California at Berkeley. 
He details why anyone who uses this report must 
proceed with great caution. 
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REVIEW OF "THE ECONOMIC STATUS OF AMERICANS OF ASIAN 
DESCENT" 

I thank the United States Commission on Civil Rights for its invitation 
to review its report "The Economic Status of Americans of Asian Descent." 
The issue addressed by the report is particularly timely because of popular 
allegations of the economic success of Asian Americans and of Asians as a 
"model minority." At the same time, there . is an atmosphere of renewed 
hostility and resentment towards Asian Americans who are sometimes seen 
as foreigners taking jobs away from other Americans. The economic success 
of Asian Americans, however, is still mostly unsuqstantiated and can only 
divert attention from structural issues important to Asian Americans and 
other racial minorities. Such issues include race and gender discrimination 
and labor market segmentation which ultimately limit the economic well
being of Asian Americans despite their heavy investments in human capital 
such as education and work experience. 

Our concerns about the draft of the report,include the following: 

(1) The study would have benefitted from a more thorough review of the 
existing research literature on the economic status of Asian Americans. Apart 
from referring to studies by Chiswick, the study should reconcile its findings 
with those from other studies such as by Cheng and Bonacich; Wong and 
Hirschman; Nee and Sanders; R Jiobu; Cabezas, Shinagawa, and Kawaguchi; 
Kim and Huhr; and Deborah Woo: 

Cabezas, Amado, Larry Shinagawa, and Gary Kawaguchi. "New 
Inquiries into the Socioeconomic Status of Filipino Americans in 
California in 1980." Amerasia Tournal 13(1986-87):1-21. 

Cabezas, Amado and Gary Kawaguchi. 1988. "Empirical Evidence for 
Continuing Asian American Income Inequality: the Human 
Capital Model and Labor Market Segmentation." In Art Hansen, 
Shirley Hune, John Liu, and Gary Okihiro (eds.). Reflections on 
Shattered Windows: Promises and Prospects for Asian American 
Studies. Pullman, Washington: Washington State Univ. Press. 

Cabezas, Amado. 1980. "Employment Issues," in Civil Rights Issues of 
Asian and Pacific Americans: Myths and Realities. A consultation 
sponsored by the U.S. Commission ort Civil Rights, Washington, 
D.C., US GPO: 624-856/1772. 

__ and Pauline L. Fong. 1980. "Economic and Employment Status 
of Asian Pacific Women," in Proceedings of the Conference on the 
Educational and Occupational Needs of Asian Pacific Women 
(Washington, D.C.: National Institute of Education). 

__ and H.T. Yee. 1977. Discriminatory Employment of Asian 
Americans: Private Industry in the San Francisco-Oakland SMSA. 
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Final report to the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity 
Commission, Washington, D.C. (San Francisco: ASIAN, Inc.). 

Cheng, Lucie and Edna Bonacich. 1984. Labor Immigration Under 
Capitalism: Asian Workers in the United States Before World 
War II. Berkeley and Los Angeles: Univ. of California Press. 

Fujii, E.T. and J. Mak. "On the Relative Economic Progress of U.S.-Born 
Filipino Men." Economic Development and Cultural Change 33 
(April 1985):557-573. 

Hirschman, Charles and Morrison Wong. 1984. "Socioeconomic Gains 
of Asian Americans, Blacks, and Hispanics: 1960-1976," American 
Journal of Sociology 90(3): 585-607. 

Hirschman, Charles and Morrison Wong. "Trends in Socioeconomic 
Achievement among Immigrant and Native-Born Asian
Americans, 1960-1976." Sociological Quarterly 22 (Autumn, 1981) 
495-513. 

Hurh, Won Moo and Kwang Chung Kim. "The 'Success' Image of 
Asian Americans: Its Validity, Practical and Theoretical 
Impliaations." Paper presented at the 81st Annual Meeting of the 
American Sociological Association, New York City, 2 September 
1986. 

Jiobu, Robert M. "Etlµrlc Hegemony and the Japanese of California." 
American Sociological Review 53 (June 1988): 353-367. 

1976. "Earnings Differentials Between Whites and Ethnic 
Minorities: The Cases of Asian Americans, Blacks, and Chicanos," 
Sociology and Social Research Vol. 61, No. 1: 24-38. 

_ _, 1988. Ethnicity and Assimilation. (Albany: State University of 
New York Press). 

Kim, Kwang Chung and Won Moo Hurh. "Ethnic Resource Utilization 
of Korean Immigrant Entrepreneurs in the Chicago Minority 
Area." International Migration Review 19 (Spring 1985):82-111. 

Nee, Victor and Jimy Sanders. "The Road to Parity: Determinants of 
the Socioeconomic Achievement of Asian Americans." Ethnic 
and Racial Studies 8(January 1985):75-93. 

Nee, Victor and Herbert Wong. "Strength of Family Bonds in Asian 
American Socioeconomic Achievement." Sociological 
Perspectives. 28(1985):281-306. 

Wong, Morrison G. "The Cost of Being Chinese, Japanese, and Filipino 
in the United States 1960, 1970, 1976." Pacific Sociological Review 
25 (January 1982):59-78. 

Woo, Deborah. "The Socioeconomic Status of Asian American 
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Women in the Labor Force: An Alternative View." Sociological 
Perspectives 28 (July 1985):307-338. 

Wu, Sen-Yuan and Jin-Yi Chen. "Unequal Earnings Among Whites 
and Asian Americans in California." Paper presented at the 81st 
Annual Meeting of the American Sociological Association, New 
York City, 2 September 1986. 

Since the study uses 1980 census data, seven of the above citations are 
especially relevant since 1980 census data are also used in: Cabezas et al., 1986-
87; Cabezas and Kawaguchi, 1988; Huhr and Kim, 1986; Ethnicity and 
Assimilation by Jiobu, 1988; Nee and Sanders, 1985; Woo, 1985; and Wu and 
Chen, 1986. It is notable that the studies pay close attention to the importance 
of regional analysis, thus avoiding the egregious error of using nationwide 
data without adequate regional controls, as noted by most scholars nearly two 
decades ago in analyses of 1970 census data for Asian Americans. 

The study also could have dealt with findings from two previous 
studies on Asian Americans conducted by the Commission itself: 

Havens Tipps and Linda Zimbler, Social Indicators of Equality for 
Minorities and Women (Washington D.C., August 1978). 

Civil Rights Issues of Asian and Pacific Americans: Myths and 
Realities, May 8-9, 1979, Washington, D.C., A Consultation 
Sponsored by the United States Commission on Civil Rights. 

(2) A more complete review of the literature may have encouraged the 
authors to explore a wider range of theoretical frameworks for assessing 
economic inequality. Instead the study focussed on only one model: 
assimilation. Assimilation, while in the past the dominant race relations 
paradigm, first proposed by Robert Park et aL, now competes with other 
paradigms such as neo-institutional theory, bargaining theory, and structural 
models such as dual labor markets, labor market segmentation, and industrial 
sectorization. Assimilation best explained the European immigrant 
experience but is generally regarded as less adequate for explaining the 
experience of racial minorities in the United States. The following excerpts 
from the report show the assimilation focus of the study: 

"This report examines the economic status of immigrants and 
the native-born separately and, in so doing, uncovers important 
dimensions of Asian economic status that were hidden in 
previous studies. The report also tracks the extent to which 
Asian immigrants are assimilating into the American 
economy." (Summary, page 3.) 

"In contrast to the findings for foreign-born men, the 
assimilation experience of Asian immigrant women is not 
marked by a greater initial earnings "deficit" that is experienced 
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by their white counterparts." (Summary, page 17.) 

"The level of U.S. labor market skills among immigrants 
provides a likely explanation both for the apparent growth in 
immigrant earnings (with time in the U.S.) within groups, and 
for differences in immigrant earnings among groups. According 
to this hypothesis, Asian immigrants tend to do worse that their 
white counterparts because they are likely to be, at least initially, 
more deficient in skills specific to the U.S. labor market. Such 
'assimilation skills' could range from highly specialized ones, 
s1:1,ch as knowledge of American laws and government resources, 
to the very basic, such as the steps one has to take to find 
employment in the American labor market. Unfortunately, little 
information exists concerning the level of knowledge among 
immigrants of such mechanics of assimilation." (Chapter 8, page 
9.) 

"The second column of Table 8.9 shows the results of the same 
analysis but limited to Japanese immigrants who had become 
U.S. citizens by the year 1980. In excluding immigrants who have 
retained their Japanese citizenship we eliminate most people 
who intend to return to Japan and thereby focus on those who 
have, or are, in the process of assimilating into the U.S. labor 
market." (Chapter 8, page 26.) 

The study pursues the assimilation thesis by its exclusive use of the 
neoclassical human capital model to explain differences in economic status 
using variables such as annual earnings, hourly earnings, and probability of 
wife working. In places the report seems to suggest that discrimination 
against Asians is largely a thing of the past. And when possible evidence for 
discrimination is found, the study tends to cite results as "an issue for further 
research." For example: 

"... Chinese, Japanese, and Korean men, who on average earn 
about as much or more than white men, tend to do about as well 
as or better than whites at various levels of education. For most 
groups, however, the relative annual and hourly earnings of 
Asian men decline as the level of schooling increases: why this 
occurs is an issue for further research." (Chapter 7, page 22.) 

Moreover, as discussed in point (5) below, the findings quoted above as well 
as others cited later, are likely confounded by inadequate regional controls. 

(3) The report states in the introduction an attempt to link the apparent 
improvement in economic well-being of Asian Americans to the passage of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
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"This report grapples with two issues pertaining to the 
relationships between discrimination, civil rights legislation, 
and the economic status of Asian Americans." (Chapter 1. page 
12.) ... "Another key question, addressed in this report, is 
whether the relative economic status of Asian Americans 
improved over time and, in particular, after the passage of the 
Civil Rights Act of 1964. As many factors influence the economic 
mobility of a group, measurement of the effect of civil rights 
legislation on the economic status of Asian groups is a thorny 
and difficult problem to address. This report takes a first brush at 
this issue by comparing the economic status of Asian Americans 
relative to that of non-Hispanic whites in 1960, before the 1964 
civil rights legislation, with the relative economic status of 
Asian Americans in 1980, 15 years after passage of the landmark 
legislation." (Chapter -1, page 13.) 

The stated objective is laudatory but difficult to pursue for reasons such as: 

(a) Changes in economic status of a population over the last 
three decades is not likely to be traceable to any one factor such as 
the 1964 Civil Rights Act; for example, structural changes in the 
economy and shifts in the job market are important; 

(b) The Asian American population, in particular, had 
undergone important changes in demographic and 
socioeconomic status between 1960 and 1980, due largely to the 
1965 amendments to the Immigration Act, and the subsequent 
substantial immigration of educated, professional, and skilled 
Asian workers to the U.S.; this makes it difficult to compare the 
1980 Asian population with that in 1960; and 

(c) Testing for the effects of the 1964 legislation would be a major 
project beyond the scope of the study. 

(4) The study does not address gender discrimination. To understand the 
economic status of Asian American women, both race and gender 
discrimination must be addressed. Instead the study compares Asian 
American women only with white women, never with men. This amounts 
to comparing victims with victims, leading to the conclusion: 

"With respect to both native-born and foreign-born women, we 
find no evidence of earnings disparities between Asian and non
Hispanic white women. Adjusting for their higher educational 
levels and generally greater attachment to the workforce, Asian 
women in all groups earn as much as non-Hispanic white 
women." (Chapter 11, page 10.) 
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'-'Finally, we find no evidence that the earnings of Asian 
women--native-born or foreign-born--are lowered by labor 
market discrimination." (Chapter 11, page 11.) 

(5) The study admirably pursues a study of Asian Americans at a nationwide 
level. However, using a nationwide sample without adequately controlling 
for regional differences can confound analyses such as those of income. The 
Asian American population is clearly concentrated in certain regions of the 
country, as shown in Tables 4.2 and 4.4 of the report itself. From Table 4.2, 
51% of the Chinese American men, 69% of the Filipino American men, 83% 
of the Japanese American men, 18% of the Asian Indian men, 47% of the 
Korean American men, and 49% of the Vietnamese men reside in the West, 
as compared with only 19% of non-Hispanic white men, based on the latest 
1980 census data. Also Asian Americans are more concentrated in urban areas 
relative to whites: 90 to 97% of Asian American men reside in urban areas vs. 
80% of white men (Table 4.4). Moreover, included in the sample is Hawaii, 
where race relations differs from that in the mainland. With Hawaii 
accounting for 34% of the Japanese American nationwide sample and .17% of 
the Filipino American sample, the results can only be confounded by region. 
Thus we question the validity of earnings comparisons between Asians and 
whites shown in the following tables: 

Tables 3.1, 3.2, 3.4, 3.5, 3.6, 3.7, 3.10, 3.11 for household and family 
income; 
Tables 7.1 and 7.3 for earnings of native-born men; 
Tables 8.2 and 8.8 for earnings of foreign-born men; and 
Table 9.1 for earnings of native-born and foreign-born women 

Without adequate area controls, the tables misrepresent the income status of 
Asian Americans. For example, Table 3.1 compares native-born families and 
shows that Chinese American families have 50% more income than white 
families, Japanese American families have 44% more, and Korean American 
families 46% more. Among native-born married-couple families, Table 3.4 
claims that Chinese American families have 67% more income than white 
families, Japanese American families 47% more, and Korean American 
families 87% more. This leads to the following questionable summary (very 
likely confounded by region): 

"The average family incomes 6f some Asian groups rank among 
the highest of all racial/ ethnic groups in the U.S. The average 
family incomes of native-born Chinese, Japanese, and Korean 
families exceed by more than 40 percent the average for native
born white families. Perhaps more extraordinary, however, are 
the relatively high family incomes of the foreign-born Asian 
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groups." (Chapter 3, pages 29-30.) 

If the earnings differences are properly controlled for by area, much of the 
alleged earnings advantage of Asian families would in fact be much less; also 
the advantage is traceable to larger numbers of earners (U.S. Department of 
Commerce News, "More of Asian and Pacific Islander Families Have at Least 
Two Workers Than Do Other U.S. Families, Census Bureau Says," Release 
No. CB88-59, April 8, 1988). 

The report does in fact recognize the importance of regional differences: 

"Far from being evenly dispersed across the nation, these 
statistics demonstrate that Asian groups are concentrated in 
certain areas of the United States. Whites, by contrast, are more 
evenly dispersed across the nation with large concentrations in 
the North Central and Southern regions of the nation.... 
Asians are also more urban than whites." (Chapter 4, page 7.) 

At issue, however, is the method used in the study to control for region. 
When the study controls for region, it does so mostly by including region as a 
dummy variable in regression analyses of income. Since the study does not 
test for the importance of interactions between region and other variables, the 
approach cannot adequately test for differences due to region. Examples of 
analyses where regional controls are pursued using dummy variables 
include: Tables 8.3, 9.3, 9.4, 9.6, 10.3, 10.4, D.1, D.2, D.3, E.1, F.1, F.2, G.1, and G.2. 
Because of the dummy variable approach we question the validity of the 
results shown in the tables. While the use of dummy variables is 
commonplace in similar research, its use is problematic unless interactions 
with other variables are investigated and tested for significance. The more 
prudent approach is to conduct the analysis separately for each area where 
Asians are concentrated. Only then can any "nationwide" patterns ·be 
described. 

(6) Important tables are left out of the report. For example, no table is shown 
for the comparison of actual earnings between native-born Asian and white 
men. Instead, Table 7.4 is shown (which properly controls for region) but 
which compares "predicted earnings"; also note that the table heading is 
misleading, the label being "Earnings of Asian men by Region ... " Similarly, 
Table 7.2 shows comparisons of "adjusted earnings" with no data shown for 
actual earnings. Of course, the results from the tables still would be unreliable 
because of the use of th~ nation-wide sample confounding regional effects. On 
the other hand, comparisons of actual earnings for foreign-born men are 
shown in Table 8.2. One wonders why the author decided to sometimes 
present "predicted" earnings over actual earnings, instead of just showing 
both. It is, of course, important to present actual earnings. Still another 
example of curious data presentation is the inclusion in the report of the 
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regression results for the annual earnings of foreign-born men (Table F.2), but 
.not for native-born men for whom "the separate annual earnings regressions 
are available upon request." (notes of Table 7.2). 

(7) Much of the favorable income status of Asian American men is derived 
from comparisons of "adjusted" or "predicted" earnings, neither of which are 
clearly explained in the report. Are the earnings adjusted for (a) Asian skills 
with white male regression returns, or (b) white male skills with Asian 
returns? Also, "adjusted" earnings ratios are taken from "adjusted Asian 
male earnings" divided by "adjusted" white male earnings. For example, see 
note for Table 7.3: 

"The results show Asian predicted earnings as a perc~nt of non
Hispanic white predicted earnings (evaluated at Asian-specific 
values of the explanatory variables). The predicted earnings are 
based on group-specific regressions evaluated at various years of 
schooling, 20 years of experience, and Asian group-specific mean 
levels of all other explanatory variables." 

What is the meaning of an earnings ratio with both numerator and 
denominator adjusted? Also, what is meant by: 

". . . Using the coefficients from the group-specific regressions, 
earnings were predicted for each Asian group. The predicted 
earnings were evaluated at each Asian group's mean level of all 
explanatory variables. Earnings for non-Hispanic whites were 
also predicted using the coefficients from the estimated non
Hispanic white earnings regression. However, the non-Hispanic 
white predicted earnings were evaluated at each Asian group's 
mean levels of the explanatory variables." (Chapter 7, page 6, 
footnote 2.) 

(8) Some important comparisons (such as those of earnings) should include 
tests of statistical significance of the differences shown. For example, what is 
the level of significance of the differences in: Table 3.1 for family income; 
Table 3.4 for married-couple only family income; and Table 3.5 for 
contribution to family income of family members? A simple test such as a 
·chi-squared test would be appropriate. 

In two important instances, the choice of statistical procedure used was 
inappropriate. First, regular linear regression instead of logit regression was 
used to estimate the probability of an Asian wife working, the results shown 
in Table 3.8 with the label "The Effect of Asian D~scent on the Probability of 
Working ... ;" the results are, in fact, for a regression analysis of the 
proportion of Asian wives working. Similarly, a regression analysis of the 
proportion of Asian American male managers is conducted when logit 
regression should be conducted to estimate the probability of an Asian male 
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becoming a manager, as indicated by the heading of Table 7.7, "Probability of 
Being a 'Manager;" the table should have been titled "Percentage of Asian 
Male Managers," since the results, in fact, are from a regular regression. The 
note for the table states that "the results from the legit model estimation are 
similar to the results from the weighted least squares estimation." While it is 
true that legit estimation is a more recent development compared with 
regular regression, its results are easily interpreted (contrary to a comment by 
the authors): the legit procedure estimates the probability of occurrence of the 
event being studied. • 

(9) In various regression analyses, the effects of important variables such as 
race and region are accounted for in questionable ways. Sometimes the 
analyses use race as a dummy variable-such as in Table 9.3 for the earnings of 
native-born women, and in Table 9.4 for the earnings of foreign-born women. 
With race operationalized as a dummy variable, differential effects by race of 
variables such as education and experience cannot be assessed. From a 
technical standpoint, possible important "interactions" between race and the 
other variables in the regression cannot be evaluated. And most significantly, 
differential rates of return by race of the human capital investments cannot be 
analyzed. Other studies find differential returns more so than differential 
investments to be responsible for the earnings gaps between most Asian 
Americans and whites (Cabezas et al. 1986-87; Cabezas and Kawaguchi 1988; 
Nee and Sanders 1985). 

At other times, such as in the analysis of the earnings of foreign-born 
men, the appropriate (race) group-specific regressions are conducted, the 
results shown in Table F.2 of the appendix. How was one approach chosen 
over the other (dummy variable vs. group-specific)? Group-specific regression 
analyses by region must be conducted unless the results show no need to do 
so (which cannot be determined a priori). 

In attempts to control for the effect on earnings of region of residence, 
most of the time the study uses dummy variables for region, such as shown 
in Table F.2 for the earnings of foreign-born men, and Tables G.1 and G.2, 
respectively, for the earnings of native-born and foreign-born married 
women; this makes it impossible to compare the importance of independent 
variables between regions. Moreover, for the results shown in Tables G.1 and 
G.2, as well as Tables D.1 and D.2, respectively, for the labor supply of native
born and foreign-born married Asian women, both race and region are 
treated as dummy variables, thoroughly confounding the analysis. 

In attempts to explain the effect of occupational status and industry of 
employment on the earnings of women (Tables 9.3 and 9.4), the study uses 
occupation and industry as independent variables when they logically are 
dependent variables such as annual earnings. While other studies have also 
used this approach, it is questionable because occupational status is usually 
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highly correlated with earnings. Also the operationalization of occupation 
and industry status in the regression analysis is not discussed. 

(10) The report states that its "cohort" analysis of Asian immigrant men 
shows that: 

". . . the earnings of Asian immigrants grow rapidly in the 
"(Jnited States--more rapidly than the earnings of white 
immigrants-and, with time, often surpass the earnings of white 
immigrants." (Chapter 8, page 23.) 

However, the analysis leading to the conclusion is questionable since no 
longitudinal data was used. The "cohorts" were derived from cross-sectional 
data taken from two different samples: 1970 and 1980 Census data. Moreover, 
the use of the nationwide sample again confounds the analysis. 

(11) Tables in the report tend to lack standard information such as sample 
size and level of significance, making difficult an assessment of the reliability 
of results presented. For example, the following tables show no sample size 
information: Tables 3.1, 3.4, 8.6, and 9.1. Some tables, while showing the 
results of t-tests, do not include asterisks which by convention indicate the 
level of significance corresponding to each t-test. Examples are Tables D.1, D.2, 
D.3, E.1, F.1, F.2, G.1, and G.2 in the appendix. And in some tables, important 
information is missing, with "Xs" typed in for the missing information. 
Examples are Tables 3.8, 7.7, 8.3, 9.3, 9.4, 9.6, 10.3, and 10.4. These are matters 
which can readily be remedied in the report. 

The report points out a coding error in the footnote of page 20 of 
Chapter 3 for the variable "children under 6." It is not clear whether the error 
was corrected in other analyses where the same variable was used, such as in: 
Table 3.8 for the probability of married Asian women working, Table 3.9 for 
the effect on foreign-born married women working of the presence of 
children under 6, and Tables D.1 and D.2, respectively, for the factors affecting 
the labor supply of native-born and foreign-born women. Are these tables 
correct? 

(12) Finally, we question assertions such as the following: 

The report states that per capita income is lower for Asian immigrant 
families than for white immigrant families (as shown in Table 3.11), but that 
this is less of a problem for Asians because of differential economies of scale 
between Asians and whites. What is the basis of this assertion? 

The report also suggests that relatives in Asian immigrant families 
provide opportunity for Asian mothers to work, whereas relatives in white 
immigrant families do not because they themselves need care. (Chapter 3, 
page 24.) This assertion is unsubstantiated. The study points to the presence of 
relatives who care for young children in Asian immigrant families as the 
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reason for the higher labor force participation rate of Asian wives. We suggest 
the importance of other factors such as economic necessity. 

In Chapter 5 for skills differentials, the study reports fewer years of 
work experience for native-born Chinese, Filipino, and Vietnamese men. The 
study offers the explanation of higher unemployment for the groups but 
should also test for the real possibility of the groups being demographically 
younger (Cabezas et al, Amerasia Journal. 1986-87). Because of the long 
history of legislated exclusion, only after the passage of the 1965 Immigration 
Act has there been substantial family formation leading to a sizable second 
generation of native-born Chinese and Filipino Americans. 

The study seems to suggest that unless there is evidence of 
discrimination again.st all Asian American populations, no finding of 
discrimination against any Asian population can be made: 

"According to the earnings ratios in Table 7.4, the relative 
earnings of each Asian group (adjusting for skills and 
characteristics) vary according to region of residence. However, 
no consistent pattern emerges from these statistics. For instance, 
Filipino men and Japanese men earn more than white men in 
the East, whereas they earn relatively less in California. On the 
other hand, Chinese and Korean men earn less than whites in 
the East, whereas they earn almost as ni.tich as or more than 
whites in California. Taken together, the results do not suggest 
an anti-Asian earnings effect that is consistently correlated with 
region of residence across all groups." (Chapter 7, page 11.) 

The study explains the lower representation of Asian men in the 
managerial ranks as possibly due to Asians not wanting to be managers, or 
preferring to report themselves as merely belonging to a field of specialization 
when they in fact are managers in that field. This is a curious assertion. 

"The results suggest that the probability of becoming a manager 
for native-born Chinese, Filipino, and Japanese men is 7 to 11 
percentage points lower than it is for white men. Whether this 
outcome is the result of discrimination, choice, or simply a 
greater propensity to report field of specialization on the Census 
instead of manager, remain issues for future research." (Chapter 
7, page21.) 

However, the study is laudable in proposing for future study the issue of 
discrimination and restricted upward mobility of Asian Americans into the 
managerial ranks. 

The study limits its analysis of Asian American women to only those 
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married. Restricting the study this way limits its utility. 

The study claims that as early as 1960, Chinese American men were 
already earning more than white men. To our knowledge, no other study has 
reported this finding which goes against the historical evidence. 

"In 1960, Japanese and Filipino men earned less than white men. 
. . . In contrast, Chinese men earned more than white men: on 
an annual basis they earned 14 percent more, and on an hourly 
basis they earned 6 percent more." (Chapter 10. page 5.) 

, 

The finding is mostly an artifice arising from the lack of regional controls. 

The study claims that immigrant Asian men are more motivated to 
work than immigrant white men, explaining why Asians earn more. 
(Chapter 8, pages 17-19.) The claim, together with the argument of the "costs 
of migration" for Asians being higher, is culturally biased and unfounded. 

Summary: The study addresses a very important issue today, the economic 
status of Asian Americans, who are often alleged to be a "model minority," a 
"success story." The study claims, in general, that Asian Americans earn more 
than whites, based on 1980 census data, and sometimes, based even on 1960 
census data. We question most findings of the study because of: 

(1) the lack of a more comprehensive review of relevant studies; 

(2) a focus on the assimilation paradigm to the exclusion of others, 
and an inclination to dismiss possible evidence of discrimination; 

(3) an attempt to understand improvement in economic status 
between 1960 and 1980 o~ the basis of a single factor: the passage of 
the Civil Rights Act of 1964, to the exclusion of other possible 
factors, an approach particularly inappropriate for a largely 
immigrant population such as Asian Americans; 

(4) not addressing gender discrimination, comparing Asian women 
only with white women; also only married women were studied. 

(5) inadequately controlling for area or regional effects, when Asian 
Americans are known to be highly concentrated in only certain 
areas of the country, thus distorting most earnings comparisons; 

(6) lack of clarity in presentations of "adjusted" earnings vs. actual 
earnings, at times leaving out actual earnings comparisons; 

(7) absence of tests of statistical significance for some important 
differences claimed, such as those for household and family 
income; 

(8) the use of dummy variables to control for race and region effects, 
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when possible important interaction effects have not been 
explored. (This approach may standard, not unique to this study, 
but nonetheless is methodologically problematic.) 

(9) a claim that the earnings of Asian immigrants rise more rapidly 
than:that of white immigrants, based on a "cohort" analysis which, 
however, is based on cross-sectional and not longitudinal data. 

i]. 
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Appendix A 

Notes on Historical Data in Chapter 2 

Records from the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service (INS) provide a yearly record of the number 
of immigrants by country and the occupations of 
immigrants in their countries of origin. The number 
of immigrants reporting no occupation is also re
corded. 

These records were complied from 1870 through 
1980 so that the occupational backgrounds of immi
grants from each country could be traced over time. 
These data give a good indication of the average 
skill levels of entering immigrants, and provide a 
baseline from which the current achievements of 
native-born and foreign-born Asians may be gauged. 

The INS occupational background records make 
no distinction between men and women, or between 
persons of working age and children and the retired. 
However, in using these statistics, it is important to 
distinguish the labor force from persons outside the 
labor force. Otherwise, a decrease in the percentage 
of immigrants reporting laborer occupations, for 
instance, could simply reflect an increase in the 
numbers of women and children in the immigrant 
group, rather than an increase in the occupational 
backgrounds ofthe immigrant work force. 

The number of persons in the labor force for each 
year was estimated as: 

LF = (total number of immigrants) - (number 
reporting no occupation). 

The percentage of the entering immigrant labor 
force reporting a particular occupation was estimat
ed for each year as: 

(number ofpersons reporting occupation z)/LF 

These numbers, averaged over 5-year periods, are 
presented in tables 2.3, 2.4, and 2.5 of chapter 2. The 
category "laborer" includes the INS category labor
er as well as the category farm laborer. The 
category "professional" includes the INS composite 
category professional as well as the category mer
chant and manager. 

Statistics on Filipino Immigrants Before 1935 
Before 1935 Filipinos were not considered immi

grants. Statistics on the total number of Filipino 
entrants for the years 1921-1932 were derived from 
the following INS reports and locations: 1911-
1920-table 110 of the Report of the Commissioner 
General of Immigration, p. 260; 1921-1930-table 
111, note 1, of the 1929 and 1930 Reports and from 
tables 110 and 111 of the 1931 Report; 1931-1940-
tables 110 and 111 of the 1931 Report and table 64, 
note 1, of the 1932Report 

Information on the percentage of Filipinos who 
were laborers was derived from data presented in 
Honorante Mariano, The Filipino Immigrants in the 
United States, doctoral dissertation, University of 
Oregon, 1933 (reprinted in 1972 by R and E 
Research Associates, publishers and distributors of 
ethnic studies). To estimate the percentage of the 
Filipino immigrant labor force that was laborers, it 
was assumed that females and males under 16 years 
of age had no occupation. Several figures suggest 
that the male to female ratio was 15:1 (see Mariano 
dissertation, above, and U.S. Census, 1930, vol. III, 
pts. I and II) and that about 3 percent of males were 
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under 16 years of age (Mariano dissertatj.on, above, NOOCC = 1/15 (total immigrants) + 3/100 
pp. 21, 22, derived from State of California records (4/15(total immigrants)) 
on Filipino entrants). and LF = total immigrants - NOOCC. 

The number of immigrants with no occupation 
was estimated for each year as: 
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Appendix B 

Data Development for Chapters 4 through 9 

The analyses of chapters 4 through 9 rely primari
ly on the 5 percent "A" sample of the 1980 Census 
of Population. For a description of and documenta
tion for this file, see Technical Documentation, 
Puf,lic-Use Microdata Samples, Census ofPopulation 
and Housing: 1980, Bureau of the Census, 1983. This 
appendix describes how various population subsets 
that were analyzed in chapters 4 through 9, using the 
1980 census data, were defmed. 

The race code (census question P12) was used to 
identify all Asian groups: Japanese, Chinese, Filipi
nos, Koreans, Asian Indians, and Vietnamese. Non
Hispanic whites were identified as race = white 
(Pl2 = 1) and not of Spanish origin (P14 = 0). 

In all racial categories, persons were identified as 
foreign born if their place of birth was a foreign 

country (census question P22) and they were not 
born abroad of American parents (census questions 
P25 and P26). 

Statistics on work patterns and earnings were 
estimated for persons who were not in the military 
and were not students and who had worked at least 
1 week and had nonzero earnings in 1979. This 
group will be referred to in this appendix as the 
labor force. 

Table B.1 presents the sample size for persons in 
the labor force for each population subset analyzed 
in chapters 4 through 9. A random sample of 1-in-
1000 was used for non-Hispanic whites, given the 
large number in this group. 
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TABLE B.1 
Sample Sizes for Persons In the Labor Force for Each Population Subset 

Non-Hispanic 
Chinese Flllplno Japanese lndlan Korean Vietnamese white 

Native-born men 1,971 1,245 5,975 184 165 19 17,494 

Foreign-born men 6,309 4,916 1,717 4,441 2,535 1,322 1,317 

Native-born married women 369 167 2,292 8,109 

Foreign-born married women 2,270 2,709 199 1,273 1,086 525 284 

Notes: The labor force. as d8fln8d here, excludes students and the military and consls1s of persons who worked 
at least one week and had non-zero earnings In 1979. Married women are In rnarrled-oouple families In which 
both head and spouse are of the same race and nativity . 

.... 
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Appendix C 

Notes on the Family Analysis in Chapter 3 

A family, in the 1980 census and in this study, is 
defined as two or more persons, including the 
householder, who are related by birth, marriage, or 
adoption, and who live together as one household. A 
family must contain a head and at least one other 
family member (spouse, child, brother, sister, parent, 
etc.). Individuals living alone are not considered 
families by the census definition and were not 
included in any of the analyses of chapter 3. The unit 
of observation in all chapters following chapter 3 is 
the individual; the economic status of individuals of 
Asian descent-including both family members and 
single individuals-is described in these chapters. 

Only families in which the head of household is 
between 18 and 65 years of age were considered in 
chapter 3. In analyses limited to married-couple 
families (families in which the household head is 
married and the spouse present), both the head of 
household and the spouse are between the ages of 18 
and 65. All married-couple families in this study 
have both head and spouse of the same race and 
nativity. If no spouse was present in the family, the 
race and foreign-born status of the family are simply 
that ofthe family's head. 

Family Income 
To examine family income (tables 3.1 and 3.3), the 

census variable Hl12, family income in 1979, was 
used for all families. The family income variable in 
the 1980 census is truncated. Losses greater than 
$9,990 are recorded only as "greater than $9,990," 
and similarly, family incomes of more than $75,000 

are coded as "income of $75,000 or more." Since the 
number of families with losses of more than $9,990 
was small, it was assumed that all these families lost 
$9,990 only. However, the number of families with 
incomes exceeding $75,000 was substantial. The 
Pareto method was used to estimate the mean family 
income of families in the upper income group. The 
method is described in Bureau of the Census, 
Technical Documentation, 1980 Census, appendix J, 
p. 164. Using the Pareto method the following 
income values were estimated for four population 
subsets: (1) Asian native bom-$231,727; (2) Asian 
foreign bom-$115,877; (3) non-Hispanic white na
tive bom-$167,531; and (4) non-Hispanic white 
foreign bom-$121,486. The estimated mean values 
were then assigned to families of each of the four 
groups who reported more than $75,000 of income. 

Poverty Rates 
The census variable used to measure the poverty 

level (table 3.2) is the 1980 census variable P139. 
Variable P139 is the poverty status in 1979 and is 
defined as the ratio of family income in 1979 to a 
"poverty threshold." This "poverty threshold" var
ies by family size, number of children and age of the 
head of the household. The threshold is based on the 
Department of Agriculture's 1961 Economy Food 
Plan and the assumption that one-third of a family's 
income goes to food. The poverty level is thus three 
times the current cost of the economy food plan. 
People below this income level are "poor"; those 
above it are "not poor." Table C.l shows the 
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TABLE C.1 
Poverty Level Thresholds In 1979 by Size of Family and 
Number of Related Children Under 18 years Old 

Weighted Related children under 18 years 
average 8 or 

Size of family unit thresholds None 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 more 
1 person (unrelated 
individual) $ 3,686 
under 65 years 3,774 $ 3,774 
65 years and over 3,479 3,479 

2 persons 4,723 
householder under 
65 years 4,876 4,858 $ 5,000 

householder 65 
years and over 4,389 4,385 4,981 

3 persons 5,787 5,674 5,839 $ 5,844 

4 persons 7,412 7,482 7,605 7,356 $ 7,382 

5 persons 8,776 9,023 9,154 8,87A 8,657 $ 8,525 

6 persons 9,915 10,378 10,419 10,205 9,999 9,693 $ 9,512 

7 persons 11,237 11,941 12,016 11,759 11,580 11,246 10,857 $10,429 

8 persons 12,484 13,356 13,473 13,231 13,018 12,717 12,334 11,936 $11,835 

9 or more persons 14,812 16,066 16,144 15,929 15,749 15,453 15,046 14,677 14,586 $14,024 

Source: Bureau of the Census, TechnicalDocuf116fltatlon, app. K, p. 35. 

.... 
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poverty level thresholds in 1979 by size of family 
and number of related children. For further informa
tion, refer to Bureau of the Census, Technical 
Documentation, Census of Population and Housing, 
1980, appendix K, pp. 33-36. 

Who Contn"butes to Family Income? 
To examine the relative contribution of family 

members to family income (table 3.6), a measure of 
earned family income was needed. The family 
income variable, Hl 12, could not be used for several 
reasons. First, the upper truncation of this variable 
made its use unreliable: if there were several high 
income earners in a family, the truncation of Hl12 
makes it likely that the sum of the contribution to 
family income across all family members would be 
greater than one. Secondly, the family income 
variable included income other than earned income, 
such as interest, dividends, and rental income. 

Instead of using the Hl 12 family income variable, 
the individual earnings of each family member were 
summed to create a new measure of family labor 
income. The individual earnings are the sum ofwage 
and salary income (census variable PlOl), and farm 
and nonfarm self-employment income (census vari
ables Plll and P106). Although each of these 
individual earnings variables is truncated, the family 
earnings that resulted from the summation across all 
individuals has a much higher truncation level than 
is true of the family income variable. This measure 

of earned income eliminates cases in which individu
al contributions to family income would be greater 
than family income itself, due to truncation of the 
family income variable, and allows measurement of 
the contrlbution

1 
of family m~mbers to total family 

earnings. 
To compute the average contribution by family 

member to family income, the following methodolo
gy was used. The percentage contribution of the 
wife, for instance, is defined as the wife's earnings 
divided by the absolute value of family labor 
income, or, 

percent contribution of the wife = earnings of 
wife/ [abs (family income)] 

where abs is the absolute value operator and family 
income = earnings of the husband + earnings of the 
wife + earnings of children + earnings of other 
relatives. The contribution of children and other 
relatives to family income is similarly defined. 

The earnings of any individual, and therefore 
family income, can be less than zero. The possibility 
then exists that an individual can have a negative 
contribution to family income or a contribution 
greater than all family income or family losses. The 
measure here of the contribution of family members 
to family income is truncated so that if an individual 
earns more than the total family income, that 
contribution is set to one. Similarly, if the losses of 
an individual are greater than family income, the 
losses of the individual are set to negative one. 
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Appendix D 

The Labor Supply of Married Women 

The purpose of this appendix is to give a more Tables D.1 and D.2 give the full regression results 
detailed representation of the regression results oftable 3.8 of chapter 3, 
presented in chapter 3 concerning the labor supply Table D.3 shows the estimated coefficients from 
ofmarried women. separate regressions that were run by racial groups 

for foreign-born married women. 
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TABLE D.1 
Regression Analysis of the Effect of Asian Descent and Other Factors on the 
Labor Supply of Native-Born Married Women, Ages 18-64, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Native-Born, Non-Hispanic White Women) 

Parameter 
Variables estimates T-statlstlcs 
Intercept 0.3729 8.15 
Education 0.0398 13.62 
Experience 0.0120 5.19 
Experience squared --0.0002 7.67 
Education x experience --0.0005 4.48 
English language proficiency 

Very well --0.0002 0.01 
Well --0.0804 1.56 
Not well 0.0309 0.28 
Not at all 0.3618 0.91 

Disability --0.2383 16.48 
Location 

SMSA ace 0.0193 1.64 
CC SMSANI 0.0372 2.86 
MIXSMSA 0.0402 2.85 
OUTSMSA 0.0130 1.02 

Region 
North Central 0.0303 2.99 
South 0.0277 2.80 
Other West 0.0112 0.82 
California 0.0517 3.63 
Hawaii 0.0325 0;43 

Asian descent 
Japanese 0.1704 2.05 
Chinese 0.0732 0.43 
Filipino 0.0705 0.28 
Korean 0.1902 0.23 
Indian --0.1429 0.24 

Children ever born --0.0374 15.39 
First Married --0.0041 4.27 
Children under 6 at home --0.1750 15.35 
Husband's earnings --0.000004 15.25 
Assets --0.000006 5.86 
Whether husband ever unemployed 0.0151 1.40 
Husband self-employed --0.0777 7.90 

Number of observations 18,223 
R-squared 0.1090 

Adjusted R-squared 0.1075 
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TABLE D.2 
Regression Analysis of the Effect of Asian Descent and Other Factors on the Labor 
Supply of Foreign-Born Married Women, Ages 18-64, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Foreign-Born, Non-Hispanic White Women) 

Variables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Location 

SMSA OCC 
CC SMSANI 
MIXSMSA 
OUTSMSA 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Asian descent 
Japanese 
Chinese 
Filipino 
Korean 
Indian 
Vietnamese 

Year of immigration 
1975-1980 
1970--1974 
1965-1970 
1960--1964 
1950--1959 

Children ever born 
First married 
Children under 6 at home 
Husband's earnings 
Assets 
Whether husband ever unemployed 
Husband self-employed 

Number of observations 14,267 
R-squared 0.1284 

Adjusted R-squared 0.1262 

Parameter 
estimates T-statlstics 

0.2306 4.59 
0.0379 13.40 
0.0308 11.37 

--0.0004 11.75 
--0.0010 10.44 

--0.0158 1.33 
--0.0015 0.12 
--0.0002 0.01 

0.0939 3.46 
--0.3004 12.83 

0.0035 0.38 
0;0029 0.22 

--0:0215 1.06 
--0.0658 3.12 

--0.0210 1.75 
--0.0401 2.99 

0.0053 0.28 
--0.0364 3.31 
--0.0626 1.91 

--0.2218 7.55 
0.0955 6.35 
0.2460 14.39 
0.0738 3.63 
0.0217 1.19 
0.1058 4.05 

--0.1759 9.37 
--0.0054 0.30 
--0.0021 0.12 

0.0106 0.58 
--0.1269 8.01 
--0.0222 7.90 
--0.0023 2.35 
--0.1331 10.36 

--0.000004 14.83 
--0.000007 7.30 

0.0264 2.29 
--0.0911 8.15 
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TABLE D.3 . 
Separate Labor Supply Regressions by Raclal Group for Foreign-Born Married Women 

JAPANESE CHINESE 
Variables Parameter estimate T-statlstlcs Parameter estimate T-atatlstlcs 
Intercept 1.3041 4.43 .4891 4.14 
Education -.0226 1.44 .0245 4.55 
Experience - .0387 2.35 .0226 4.01 
Experience squared .00044 2.26 - .00027 3.55 
Education x·experience .00096 1.26 - .00074 3.99 
English-language proficiency 

Very well - .2169 1.41 .0514 .84 
Well - .2259 1.48 -0.0211 .35 
Not well - .2743 1.80 - .0476 .n 
Not at all - .3402 2.10 - .1153 1.74 

Disability .0938 1.02 - .2972 6.15 
Location 

SMSA OCC - .0197 .62 - .0604 3.52 
CC SMSANI .0045 .08 - .0488 1.62 
MIXSMSA - .0249 .21 - .0361 .65 
OUTSMSA - .1206 1.18 - .1086 2.28 

Region 
North Central - .0071 .13 - .0406 1.36 
South .0363 .67 .0157 .57 
Other West .0176 .23 .0874 2.15 
California .0481 1.31 .0630 3.22 
Hawaii .2306 3.49 .0783 1.63 

Year of immigration 
1975-1980 - .1058 .99 - .1385 3.48 
1970-1974 .1321 1.22 .0250 .64 
1965-1969 .1489 1.31 .0347 .89 
1960-1964 .3324 2.91 .0365 .87 
1950-1959 .2888 2.46 .0136 .32 

Children ever born - .0538 3.47 - .0276 4.72 
First married - .0019 .48 - .0041 2.10 
Children under 6 at home - .1763 5.24 - .1044 5.08 
Husband's earnings - .0000038 4.43 - .0000036 6.27 
Assets 1.589E-07 .03 - .0000080 3.75 
Whether husband ever 

unemployed .0362 .66 .0685 3.09 
Husband self-employed .0509 1.20 - .0518 2.64 

Number of observations 821 Number of observations 3,855 
R-squared .2671 R-squared .0930 

Adjusted R-squared .2394 Adjusted R-squared .0859 



TABLE D.3 (continued) 
Separate Labor Supply Regressions by Racial Group for Foreign-Born Married Women 

Variables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English-language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Location 

SMSA OCC 
CC SMSANI 
MIXSMSA 
OUTSMSA 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Year of immigration 
1975-1980 
1970-1974 
1965-1969 
1960-1964 
1950-1959 

Children ever born 
First married 
Children under 6 at home 
Husband's earnings 
Assets 
Whether husband ever 

unemployed 
Husband self-employed 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

FILIPINO KOREAN 
Parameter estimate T-statlstlcs Parameter estimate T-statlstlcs 

.3824 3.80 - .3088 1.18 

.0244 5.14 .0155 1.60 

.0256 5.07 .0450 4.49 
- ;0005 6.73 .0007 5.04 
- .0005 2.52 .0006 1.49 

.1426 2.99 .2586 2.33 

.1248 2.59 .1952 1.78 

.1035 1.78 .1449 1.31 

.0630 .46 .0436 :31 
- .3431 7.89 - .0709 1.30 

- .0035 .27 - .0498 2.02 
- .0278 1.24 - .0251 .60 
- .1195 2.70 - .0702 .92 
- .0302 1.03 - .0553 .72 

.0279 .97 .0798 2.06 
- .0647 2.23 .0853 2.18 
- .0112 .28 .1325 2.57 

.0225 1.04 .0960 3.07 
- .0325 1.13 .0964 1.34 

- .0375 .94 .5142 2.86 
.0484 1.24 .5741 3.20 
.0625 1.58 .5365 2.95 
.0135 .30 .5221 2.79 
.0331 .72 .5310 2.65 

- .0145 3.34 - .0478 4.65 
- .0045 2.83 - .0076 2.43 

.0207 1.23 - .0770 2.56 
- .0000040 7.24 - .0000058 7.89 
- .0000017 .37 - .0000047 .88 

.0489 2.85 .0191 .70 
- .1045 3.59 - .0898 3.57 

3;524 Number of observations 1,922 
,1285 R-squared .1089 
.1210 Adjusted R-squared .0947 
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TABLE 0.3 (continued) 
Separate Labor Supply Regressions by Raclal Group for Foreign-Born Married Women 

INDIAN VIETNAMESE 
Varlables Parameter esUmate T-statlstlcs Parameter esUmate T-statlstlcs 
Intercept - .0478 .24 1.3218 3.59 
Education .0410 6.13 .0021 .21 
Experience .0475 5.52 .0024 .25 
Experience squared - .00062 4.53 .00001 .10 
Education x experience - .0014 4.19 .0003 .86 
English-language proficiency 

Very well .0128 .35 - .0758 .58 
Well - .0750 1.98 - .0969 .76 
Not well - .1728 3.58 - .3606 2.83 
Not at all - .2429 2.62 - .5629 4.25 
Disability - .0644 .72 - .0195 .28 

Location 
SMSA OCC .0122 .52 .0549 1.86 
CC SMSANI - .0755 2.29 - .0161 .37 
MIXSMSA - .0656 1.47 - .0520 .691 
OUTSMSA - .0874 1.76 - .0675 1.09 

Region 
North Central .0030 .11 .0865 1.39 
South - .0187 .70 .0886 1.64 
Other West - .0312 .55 .0939 1.42 
California .0094 .34 - .0168 .32 
Hawaii .1258 .27 - .0452 .35 

Year of immigration 
1975-1980 - .1186 .71 - .5603 1.82 
1970-1974 - .0785 .47 - .4052 1.26 
1965-1969 - .1311 .77 - .8755 2.67 
1960-1964 .0066 .04 - .4049 1.02 
1950-1959 - .0242 .12 - .6079 1.13 

Children ever born - .0413 4.26 - .0253 3.42 
First married .0053 1.87 - .0069 1.99 
Children under 6 at home - .0650 2.80 - .0642 1.80 
Husband's earnings - .0000039 6.16 .00001 6.53 
Assets 3.525E-07 .10 4.4020E-07 .02 
Whether husband ever 

unemployed .0802 2.72 .0019 .06 
Husband self-employed - .1023 3.41 - .0097 .16 

Number of observations 2,445 Number of observations 1,132 
R-squared .1067 R-squared .2805 

Adjusted R-squared .0957 Adjusted R-squared .2609 



TABLE D.3 (continued)
Separate Labor Supply Regressions by Racial Group for Foreign-Born Married Women 

Variables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English-language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Location 

SMSA OCC 
CC 'SMSANI 
MIXSMSA 
OUTSMSA 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Year of immigration 
1975-1980 
1970-1974 
1965-1969 
1960-1964 
1950-1959 

Children ever born 
First married 
Children under 6 at home 
Husband's earnings 
Assets 
Whether husband ever 

unemployed 
Husband self-employed 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

NON-HISPANIC WHITE 
Parameter estimate 

-
-

-

-

-
-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-

-
-
-
-
-
-

-

562 
;1242 
.0749 

.1641 

.0454 

.0305 

.0004 

.0011 

.0377 

.0166 

.0471 

.3684 

.3250 

.0223 

.0205 
.00006 
.0504 

.0235 

.0406 

.0071 

.0734 

.5477 

.2276 

.0082 

.0073 

.0016 

.1393 

.0191 

.0019 

.1885 
.000004 
.000008 

.0169 

.0915 

T•statistics 
.61 

2.97 
2.19 
2.31 
2.13 

.69 

.27 

.59 
2.28 
2.73 

.44 

.30 
.001 
.46 

.40 

.57 

.08 
1.22 
1.12 

2.40 
.09 
.09 
.02 

1.96 
1.32 
.39 

2.38 
2.68 
1.74 

.27 
1.59 



Appendix E 

Earnings Estimations for Native-Born Men 

This appendix provides a more detailed represen Table E.2 shows the annual earnings regressions. 
tation of the regression results presented in chapter Table E.3 shows maximum likelihood estimates of 
7. a logit model of probability ofbeing a manager. 

Table E.1 shows the estimated coefficients from 
separate hourly earnings regressions that were run 
by racial group for native-born men. 
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TABLE E.1 
Separate Hourly Earnings Regressions by Racial Group for Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 

Explanatory varlables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English-language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Not married spouse present 
Location 

Smsaocc 
Ccsmsani 
Mxsmsa 
Outsmsa 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

JAPANESE 
Parameter estimates 

0.5590 
0.0893 
0.0642 

-0.0008 
-0.0012 

-0.0450 
-0.0870 
-0.1527 
-0.1913 
-0.0782 
-0.1993 

0.0515 
0.0075 

-0.0250 
-0.0895 

-0.1453 
0.2986 

-0.1664 
-0.1655 
-0.1210 

5,975 
.1204 
.1176 

T-staUstlcs 
(3.54) 

(11.39) 
(9.18) 

(10.62) 
(4.06) 

(1.94) 
(2.59) 
(2.59) 
(0.83) 
(1.77) 
(9.49) 

(2.71) 
(0.17) 
(0.29) 
(3.13) 

(1.82) 
(3.25) 
(2.27) 
(2.42) 
(1.75) 

CHINESE 
Parameter estimates 

0.1438 
0.0998 

-0.0529 
-0.0005 
-0.0010 

-0.0486 
-0.0631 
-0.1900 
0.0450 

-0.0664 
-0.1496 

0.1060 
-0.0094 
-0.1252 
-0.0928 

0.1253 
0.0692 
0.0308 
0.1437 
0.1627 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

T-staUstlcs 
(0.62) 
(8.20) 
(4.24) 
(3.48) 
(2.12) 

(1.32) 
(0.99) 
(1.73) 
(0.07) 
(0.73) 
(4.01) 

(3.01) 
(0.13) 
(0.85) 
(1.04) 

(1.54) 
(0.93) 
(0.42) 
(2.88) 
(2.83) 

1,971 
.1500 
.1417 



-.i,. 00 TABLE E.1 (continued) 
Separate Hourly Earnings Regressions by Raclal Group for Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 

Explanatory variables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English-language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Not married spouse present 
Location 

Smsaocc 
Ccsmsani 
Mxsmsa 
Outsmsa 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

FILIPINOS 
Parameter estimates 

1.2013 
0.0444 
0.0337 

-0.0004 
-0.0005 

-0.0617 
-0.2730 
-0.0569 
0.0537 
0.1185 

-0.1669 

0.1193 
0.0886 
0.0146 

-0.1426 

0.0477 
-0.1850 
-0.0774 
-0.0667 
-0.0894 

1,245 
.0793 
.0650 

T •statistics 
(4.10) 
(2.66) 
(2.21) 
(1.85) 
(0.86) 

(1.04) 
(3.06) 
(0.36) 
(0.11) 
(1.25) 
(3.74) 

(2.54) 
(1.14) 
(0.10) 
(2.25) 

(0.36) 
(1.46) 
(0.67) 
(0;67) 
(0.88) 

KOREANS 
Parameter estimates 

-0.0248 
0.1190 
0.0943 

-0.0009 
-0.0032 

-0.2518 
-0.1376 
-0.4106 

-0.3333. 
-0.2215 

-0.0598 
-0.0511 
-0.0939 
-0.2560 

0.0659 
-0.0596 
0.4221 
0.2034 
0.1599 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

T •statistics 
(0.03) 
(2.55) 
(2.22) 
(1.75) 
(1.78) 

(0.78) 
(0.32) 
(0.97) 

(1.35) 
(1.63) 

(0.45) 
(0.17) 
(0.25) 
(1.28) 

(0.18) 
(0.16) 
(1.04) 
(0.61) 
(0.49) 

165 
.1648 
.0625 



TABLE E.1 (continued) 
Separate Hourly Earnings Regressions by Raclal Group for Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 

£xplanatory variables 
, Intercept 

Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English-language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Not married spouse present 
Location 

Smsaocc 
Ccsmsani 
Mxsmsa 
Outsmsa 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

INDIANS 
Parameter estimates 

0.5804 
0.0702 
0.0557 

-0.0005 
-0.0016 

0.0022 
-0.2346 
-0.1547 

-0.1505 
-0.0884 

0.3082 
0.0200 

-0.4739 
-0.3925 

-0.2502 
0.0915 

-0.3588 
-0.1194 

184 
.1714 
.0870 

T•statistics 
(0.65) 
(1.45) 
(1.11) 
(0.86) 
(0.83) 

(0.01) 
(0.90) 
(0.25) 

(0.67) 
(0.56) 

(1.79) 
(0.09) 
(1.88) 
(1.76) 

(1.22) 
(0.49) 
:(1.19) 
(0.54) 

NON-HISPANIC WHITES 
Parameter estimates 

0.6498 
0.0782 
0.0445 

-0.0006 
-0.0006 

-0.0088 
0.0229 

-0.1153 

-0.1577 
-0.2303 

0.0816 
-0.0163 
-0.1094 
-0.1459 

0.0190 
-0.0294 

0.0418 
0.0720 

-0.1089 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

T•statistics 
(8.95) 

(19.01) 
(11.83) 
(12.65) 
(3.61) 

(0.26) 
(0.31) 
(0.96) 

(7.55) 
(16.68) 

(4.93) 
(0.87) 
(5.24) 
(7.87) 

(1.28) 
(2.00) 
(2.00) 
(3.43) 
(0.80) 

17,494 
.1320 
.1311 



-~ TABLE E.2 
Separate Annual Earnings Regressions by Raclal Group for Native-Born Men, Aged 25-64, 1980 

JAPANESE 
Explanatory varlables Parameter esUmates 
Intercept 8.0574 
Education 0.0885 
Experience 0.0712 
Experience squared --0.0010 
Education x experience -0.0010 
English-language proficiency 

Very well --0.0346 
Well --0.0516 
Not well --0.1845 
Not at all --0.2210 

Disability --0.4217 
Not married spouse present --0.2947 
Location 

Smsaocc 0.0555 
Ccsmsani --0.0403 
Mxsmsa --0.0271 
Outsmsa --0.0942 

Region 
North Central 0.0087 
South --0.2260 
Other West --0.0310 
California --0.0636 
Hawaii --0.0518 

Number of observations 5,975 
R-squBllJd .1771 

Adjusted R-squBllJd .1744 

T-staUsUcs 
51.11 
11.30 
10.18 

-13.21 
-3.68 

-1.49 
-1.54 
-3.13 
--0.96 
-9.54 

-14.03 

2.93 
--0.90 
--0.31 
-3.30 

0.11 
-2.46 
--0.42 
--0.93 
--0.75 

CHINESE 
Parameter esUmates 

7.3976 
0.1115 .. .,,.~.... 
0.0808 

--0.0010 
-0.0018 

T-statlstlcs 
29.97 

8.57 
6.05 

-6.01 
-3.51 

--0.0355 
--0.1114 
--0.1627 

0.0289 
--0.2737 
--0.2326 

--0.90 
-1.64 
-1.39 

0.04 
-2.82 
-5.83 

0.1594 
0.0451 

-0.0301 
--0.~ 

4.23 
0.60 

-0.19 
--0.50 

0.1216 
0.1458 
0.0204 
0.1784 
0.2181 

1.40 
1.84 
0.26 
3.34 
3.54 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squBllJd 

1,971 
.1642 
.1561 
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TABLE E.2 (continued) 
Separate Annual Earnings Regressions by Raclal Group for Native-Born Men Aged 25-64, 1980 

FILIPINO KOREAN 
Explanatory varlables Parameter estimates T-statlstlcs Parameter estimates T-statlstlcs 
Intercept 1.2013 4.10 7.5540 7.88 
Education 0.0444 2.66 0.1019 1.99 
Experience 0.0337 2.21 0.1106 2.36 
Experience squared -0.0004 -1.85 -0.0014 -2.63 
Education x experience -0.0005 -0.86 -0.0025 -1.27 
English-language proficiency 

Very well -0.0617 -1.04 -0.2255 -0.63 
Well -0.2730 -3.06 -0.7781 -1.64 
Not well -0.0569 -0.35 -0.2866 -0.62 
Not at all 0.0537 0.11 

Disability 0.1185 1.25 -0.2108 -0.77 
Not married spouse present -0.1668 -3.73 -0.4446 -2.97 
Location 

Smsaocc 0.1193 2.54 -0.2484 -1.68 
Ccsmsani 0.0886 1.13 -0.5792 -1.76 
Mxsmsa 0.0146 0.10 -0.0495 -0.12 
Outsmsa -0.1426 -2.25 -0.4986 -2.27 

Region 
North Central 0.0477 0.36 0.6151 1.53 
South -0.1850 -1.46 0.4023 0.99 
Other West -0.0774 -0.67 0.4489 1.01 
California -0.0667 -0.67 0.4171 1.14 
Hawaii -0.0894 -0.88 0.3274 0.92 

Number of observations 1,245 Number of observations 165 
R-squared .0793 R-squared .2295 

Adjusted R-squared .0650 Adjusted R-squared .1351 

--VI 
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UI 
N TABLE E.2 (continued) 

Separate Annual Earnings Regressions by Racial Group for Native-Born Men Aged 25-64, 1980 

Explanatory variables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English-language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Not married spouse present 
Location 

Smsaocc 
Ccsmsani 
Mxsmsa 
Outsmsa 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

INDIAN 
Parameter estimates 

7.0727 
0.1262 
0.1078 

-0.0011 
-0.0033 

-0.1543 
-0.4177 
-1.6601 

-0.9500 
-0.3806 

0.3809 
0.1240 

-0.1847 
-0.1462 

-0.3295 
0.1186 

-0.3518 
0.0423 

184 
.2971 
.2256 

T-statlstlcs 
7.70 
2.54 
2.10 

-1.83 
-1.73 

-0.93 
-1.56 
-2.60 

-4.09 
-2.34 

2.16 
0.55 

-0.71 
-0.64 

-1.56 
0.62 

-1.14 
0.19 

NON-HISPANIC WHITE 
Parameter estimates 

7.7105 
0.1091 
0.0725 

-0.0010 
-0.0014 

-0.0012 
0.0316 

-0.0244 

-0.4696 
-0.3626 

0.1078 
-0.0006 
-0.0986 
-0.1338 

0.0494 
-0.0189 

0.0237 
0.0229 

-0.0222 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

T-statlstlcs 
99.30 
24.79 
17.99 

-19.71 
-8.35 

-0.03 
0.39 

-0.19 

-21.02 
-24.55 

6.09 
-0.03 
-4.42 
-6.75 

3.11 
-1.20 

1.06 
1.01 

-0.15 

17,494 
.1875 
.1867 



TABLE E.3 
Maximum Likelihood Estimates of Loglt Model of Probability of Being a Manager, 
Native-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Native-Born, Non-Hispanic White Men) 

Parameter 
estimatesVariables 

Intercept -6.7361 
Education 0.2672 
Experience 0.0953 
Experience squared -0.0012 
Education x experience -0.0015 
English-language proficiency 

Very well 0.0484 
Well -0.8761 
Not well -1.2533 
Not at all 0.2763 
Disability -0.2159 

Not married spouse present -0.4221 
Location 

SMSA ace 0.1707 
CC SMSANI 0.1393 
MIXSMSA 0.0271 
OUTSMSA -0.0483 

Region 
North Central 0.1237 
South 0.0717 
Other West 0.1145 
California 0.1835 
Hawaii 0.2335 

Asian descent 
Japanese -0.3597 
Chinese -0.3230 
Filipino -0.5614 

Industry 
Agriculture -1~3698 
Mining -0.8995 
Construction -0.2764 
Durables -0.0441 
Nondurables 0.2416 
Transportation -0.1400 
Commmunications 0.2872 
Utilities -0.1982 
Wholesale trade 0.7237 
Retail trade 0.7188 
Finance, insurance, real est 0.6148 
Business and repair svcs. 0.4530 
Personal services 1.3778 
Entertainment, recreation svcs. 0.9395 
Professional, related svcs. -0.8132 

Asymptotic 
t-statistics 

-167.68 
123.53 
49.59 

-53.41 
-18.58 

3.11 
-15.78 
-12.89 

0.25 
-20.00 
-59.79 

23.05 
16.36 
2.69 

-5.36 

17.89 
10.47 
12.03 
20.35 

5.25 

-7.53 
-4.50 
-4.80 

-51.69 
-28.77 
-20.43 

-3.95 
20.25 
-9.66 
14.96 
-9.35 
58.51 
63.60 
49.68 
33.45 
73.63 
43.05 

-67.07 
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Appendix F 

Earnings Estimations for Foreign-Born Men 

The purpose of this appendix is to give a more Table F.2 presents the estimated coefficients from 
detailed representation of the regression results separate regressions that were run by racial groups 
presented in chapter 8. for foreign-born men. 

Table F.1 gives the full regression results of table 
8.3 ofchapter 8. 
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TABLE F.1 
Regression Analysis of the Effect of Asian Descent and Other Factors on the Annual 
Earnings of Foreign-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 • 
(Benchmark Group is Foreign-Born, Non-Hispanic White Men} 

Not controlling for Controlling for 
English-language proficiency English-language proficiency 

Parameter Parameter 
Variables estimates T-statlstics estimates T-statlstlcs 
Intercept 7.7769 73.82 8.0196 76.08 
Education 0.0752 7.74 0.0490 5.03 
Education squared 0.0015 5.51 0.0021 7.94 
Experience 0.0804 18.80 0.0799 18.83 
Experience squared -0.0011 21.13 -0.0010 20.66 
Education x experience -0.0017 10.68 -0.0017 10.52 
English-language proficiency 

Very well -0.0501 3.77 
Well -0.1946 12.39 
Not well -0.3573 15.70 
Not at all -0.5788 12.49 

Disability -0.5344 20.44 -0.5041 19.38 
Not married spouse present -0.2321 17.18 -0.2360 16.56 
Location 

SMSA OCC 0.1654 13.50 0.1464 12.00 
CC SMSANI 0.1147 6.29 0.1099 6.07 
MIXSMSA 0.0668 2.62 0.0327 1 29 
OUTSMSA -0.0028 0.11 -0.0459 1.82 

Region 
North Central 0.1593 10.84 0.1588 10.87 
South -0.0735 4.30 -0.1042 6.11 
Other West 0.0518 2.26 0.0194 0.85 
California 0.0688 4.74 0.0499 3.45 
Hawaii 0.0227 0.46 0.0117 0.24 

Year of immigration 
1975-1980 -0.3601 17.79 -0.2330 10.68 
1970--1974 -0.1327 6.31 -0.0165 .76 
1965-1969 -0.0483 2.39 0.0333 1.62 
1960--1964 -0.0647 3.13 -0.0124 .60 
1950--1959 0.0413 2.46 0.0799 4.73 

Asian descent 
Japanese 0.1777 4.69 0.2527 6.67 
Chinese -0.2637 12.65 -0.1789 8.42 
Filipino -0.2082 8.52 -0.1996 8.10 
Korean -0.1898 5.97 -0.0964 3.01 
Indian -0.1133 4.49 -0,1298 5.13 
Vietnamese -0.1910 4.35 -0.1172 2.68 

Number of observations 22,563 Number of observations 22,563 
R-squared 0.2180 R-squared 0.2303 

Adjusted R-squared 0.2171 Ajusted R-squared 0.2293 
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VI -
°' TABLE F.2 

Annual Earnings of Foreign-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980, Separate Regressions by Racial Groups 

Varlables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English-language 
proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Not married spouse present 
Location 

SMSA ace 
CC SMSANI 
MIXSMSA 
OUTSMSA 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Year of immigration 
1975--1980 
1970-1974 
1965--1969 
1960-1964 
1950-1959 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

JAPANESE 
Parameter estimates 

8.1818 
0.0615 
0.0978 

-0.0015 
-0.0010 

0.1458 
0.0217 

-0.2483 
-0.0956 
-0.1696 
-0.2607 

0.2950 
0.0426 
0.0344 
0.0533 

-0.1812 
-0.1574 
-0.1785 
-0.2483 
-0.4755 

0.0347 
-0.0941 
0.0180 

-0.0247 
-0.0621 

1,717 
0.2555 
0.2449 

T-staUstlcs 
28.72 

4.27 
6.17 
7.07 
1.60 

2.18 
0.32 
3.29 
0.51 
1.33 
5.71 

7.46 
0.57 
0.23 
0.43 

2.79 
2.29 
2.14 
5.23 
5.88 

0.27 
0.73 
0.14 
0.19 
0.53 

CHINESE 
Parameter esUmates 

7.5318 
0.1124 
0.8689 

-0.0011 
-0.0026 

0.0755 
-0.1219 
-0.3482 
-0.4691 
-0.1398-
-0.1863 

0.2321 
0.1922 
0.2015 
0.2117 

0.1350 
0.0562 
0.0772 
0.1368 
0.3119 

-0.5093 
-0.2414 
-0.1471 
-0.0478 
-0.0616 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

T-statlstlcs 
54.64 
17.53 
12.66 
12.14 
12.00 

1.56 
2.52 
6.62 
7.18 
1.10 
6.68 

9.95 
4.69 
2.99 
3.09 

3.80 
1.64 
1.59 
5.84 
4.50 

12.25 
5.95 
3.63 
1.05 
1.40 

6,309 
0.3408 
0.3383 

Notes: These regr999lon estlmaUons Include English-Language Proflclency varlables. The results are somewhat Include Education Squared as an explanatory varlable; the specification presented here makes It easier to 
different than the results presented In the bottom hall ol table 8.4 because the regressions pr898nted here do not compare the retum to education across loreign-bom groups. 



TABLE F.2 (continued)
Annual Earnings of Foreign-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 Separate Regressions by Racial Groups 

FILIPINO KOREAN 
Variables Parameter estimates T•statistics Parameter estimates T•statistics 
Intercept 7.8122 48.35 7.7036 16.76 
Education 0.1160 15.07 0.1038 7.20 
Experience 0.0760 9.24 0.1089 7.23 
Experience squared -0.0010 9.27 -0.0014 7.04 
Education x experience -0.0022 7.85 -0.0031 5.33 
English-language 
proficiency 

Very well -0.0157 0.35 0.1583 1.53 
Well -0.1022 2.14 0.0530 0.51 
Not well -0.0416 0.60 -0.2236 2.06 
Not at all 0.0029 0.02 -0.2705 1.65 

Disability -0.3348 4.52 -0.1465 1.74 
Not married spouse present -0.1928 6.31 -0.2375 4.14 
Location 

SMSA ace 0.1047 4.43 0.2389 6.32 
CC SMSANI 0.0403 0.94 0.2389 3.67 
MIXSMSA 0.2570 3.16 .0.2627 2.19 
OUTSMSA 0.2344 4.86 0.2591 2.38 

Region 
North Central 0.1811 4.34 0.0696 1.29 
South -0.1051 2.23 -0.1314 2.38 
Other West -0.0011 0.02 -0.1383 1.91 
California -0.1122 3.30 0.0057 0.13 
Hawaii -0.0673 1.44 -0.1393 1.24 

Year of immigration 
1975--1980 -0.6675 12.10 -0.6528 1.74 
1970-1974 -0.3096 5.58 -0.3367 0.90 
1965--1969 0.1682 3.04 -0.2113 0.56 
1960-1964 -0.0660 0.99 -0.0974 0.26 
1950-1959 -0.0634 1.04 -0.1597 0.42 
Number of observations 4,916 Number of observations 2,535 

R-squared 0.2811 R-squared 0.2513 
Adjusted R-squared 0.2776 Adjusted R-squared 0.2441 

Notes: These regression estimations Include Engllsh-Language Proficiency variables. The results are somewhat Include Education Squared as an explanatory variable; the specification presented here makes It easier to 
lfdferent than the results presented In the bottom haH of table 8.4 because the regressions presented here do not compare the return to education across foreign-born groups. 
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00 TABLE F.2 (continued) 

Annual Earnings of Foreign-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 Separate Regressions by Raclal Groups 

Variables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English-language proficiency 

Very well 
Well ' 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Not married spouse present 
Location 

SMSA OCC 
CC SMSANI 
MIXSMSA 
OUTSMSA 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Year of immigration 
1975-1980 
1970-1974 
1965-1969 
1960-1964 
1950-1959 
Number of observations 

R-squared 
Adjusted R-squared 

INDIAN 
Parameter estimates 

6.6236 
0.1639 
0.1505 

-0.0019 
-0.0047 

-0.0282 
-0.1458 
-0.3220 
-0.6685 
-0.0921 

0.1269 

0.1487 
0.1507 
0.1495 
0.2866 

0.0605 
-0.0213 
-0.0067 
-0.0043 
0.1338 

-0.5458 
-0.2004 
-0.0350 
0.0288 
0.0391 

4,441 
0.3069 
0.3032 

T-statlstlcs 
28.43 
19.06 
14.10 
12.67 
12.74 

0.89 
3.60 
4.03 
3.39 
0.85 
3.69 

5.60 
3.81 
2.63 
4.59 

2.02 
0.68 
0.10 
0.12 
0.36 

3.55 
1.30 
0.22 
0.18 
0.24 

VIETNAMESE 
Parameter estimates 

7.6697 
0.0701 
0.0344 

-0.0004 
-0.0018 

0.2624 
0.0972 

-0.2690 
-0.5526 
-0.6665 
-0.1578 

0.0652 
0.0593 

-0.0123 
0.0423 

0.0025 
0.0641 
0.0850 

-0.0183 
-0.1667 

0.4331 
0.6010 
0.2578 
0.4596 
0.8694 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

T-statlstlcs 
10.67 
4.10 
1.84 
1.37 
2.65 

1.39 
0.53 
1.45 
2.45 
4.95 
2.65 

1.12 
0.76 
0.09 
0.42 

0.02 
0.68 
0.75 
0.18 
0.83 

0.68 
0.93 
0.39 
0.62 
0.98 

1,322 
.1499 
.1342 



TABLE F.2 (continued)
Annual Earnings of Foreign-Born Men, Ages 25-64, 1980 Separate Regressions by Racial Groups 

Variables 
Intercept 
Education • 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
English-language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Not married spouse present 
Location 

SMSA OCC 
CC SMSANI 
MIXSMSA 
OUTSMSA 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Year of Immigration 
1975-1980 
1970-1974 
1965-1969 
1960-1964 
1950-1959 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

NON-HISPANIC WHITE 
Parameter estimates 

7.3975 
0.1164 
0.0970 

--0.0012 
--0.0023 

--0.0654 
--0.2203 
--0.3309 
--0.5409 
--0.5418 
--0.2400 

0.1228 
0.0918 
0.0063 

--0.1169 

0.1582 
--0.1480 
0.0180 
o.on1 

--0.3400 

--0.1392 
0.0321 
0.0481 

--0.0180 
0.0983 

1,317 
..2058 
.1911 

T-atatlatlca 
24.57 
7.43 
6.23 
5.99 
4.21 

1.27 
3.46 
3.42 
2.59 
5.39 
4.09 

2.38 
1.25 
0.06 
1.15 

2.73 
2.08 
0.20 
1.25 
0.62 

1.54 
0.35 
0.58 
0.23 
1.55 

Notes: These regression estimations Include English Language Proficiency vartables. The results ara IIOlll8Whal Include Education Squared as en explanatory variable; the specfflcallon presented here makes It easier to 
different than the results presented In the bottom half of table 8.4 because the regressions presented here do not compare the return to education across foreign-born groups. -u, 
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Appendix G 

Earnings Estimations for Married Women 

This appendix gives a more detailed representa Tables G.l and G.2 give the full regression results 
tion of the regression results presented in chapter 9 of tables 9.3 and 9.4, respectively, of chapter 9. 
on the earnings ofmarried women. 
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TABLE G.1 
Regression Analysis of the ·Effect of Asian Descent and Other Factors on the 
Hourly Earnings of Native-Born Married Women, Ages 18-64, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Native-Born Non-Hispanic White Married Women) 

Variables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
Spacing of children 
English language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Location 

SMSA ace 
CC SMSANI 
MIXSMSA 
OUTSMSA 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Asian descent 
Japanese 
Chinese 
Filipino 

Number of children ever born 
Whether worked in 1975 
Age at first marriage 

Number of observations 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

10,940 
0.1215 
0.1195 

Parameter 
estimates 

--0.0265 
0.1055 
0.0313 

--0.0002 
--0.0012 
--0.0028 

--0.0255 
--0.0535 
--0.2057 

0.2909 
--0.0444 

--0.0293 
--0.0509 
--0.0688 
--0.1203 

0.0072 
--0.0054 

0.0019 
0.1207 
0.0079 

0.0634 
0.0948 
0.0543 

--0.0228 
0.2051 

-0.0011 

T-staUstlcs 
.33 

19.70 
7.39 
3.82 
5.58 
1.21 

.60 

.50 
1.02 
0.53 
1.33 

1.35 
2.16 
2.70 
5.21 

.39 

.30 

.08 
4.67 

.06 

0.45 
0.32 
0.12 
4.19 

15.91 
0.63 
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TABLE G.2 
Regression Analysis of the Effect of Asian Descent and Other Factors on the 
Hourly Earnings of Foreign-Born Married Women, Ages 18-64, 1980 
(Benchmark Group is Foreign-Born Non-Hispanic White Married Women) 

Variables 
Intercept 
Education 
Experience 
Experience squared 
Education x experience 
Spacing of children 
English language proficiency 

Very well 
Well 
Not well 
Not at all 

Disability 
Location 

SMSA ace 
CC SMSANI 
MIXSMSA 
OUTSMSA' 

Region 
North Central 
South 
Other West 
California 
Hawaii 

Asian descent 
Japanese 
Chinese 
Filipino 
Korean 
Indian 
Vietnamese 

Year of immigration 
1975-1980 
1970-1974 
1965-1969 
1960-1964 
1950-1959 

Number of children ever born 
Whether worked in 1975 
Age at first marriage 

Number of observa'tions 
R-squared 

Adjusted R-squared 

8,352 
0.1358 
0.1324 

Parameter 
estimates 

0.7493 
0.0575 
0.0200 

-0.0002 
-0.0014 
0.0084 

0.0903 
-0.0471 
-0.0564 
-0.0325 
-0.0321 

0.1040 
-0.0916 
-0.1005 
-0.0026 

0.0123 
0.0422 

-0.0376 
0.0631 

-0.1006 

0.0079 
-0.0194 
0.0459 
0.0830 
0.0240 
0.1369 

-0.4524 
-0.2574 
-0.2169 
-0.2408 
-0.1227 
-0.0116 
0.0888 
0.0111 

T-statlstlcs 
8.29 

11.07 
3.93 
2.43 
7.25 
3.18 

3.98 
1.94 
1.94 
0.67 
0.48 

6.06 
3.74 
2.68 
0.06 

0.53 
1.64 
1.07 
3.04 
1.76 

0.10 
0.72 
1.59 
2.24 
0.70 
2.65 

13.17 
8.00 
7.03 
7.39 
4.12 
1.94 
5.78 
6.11 
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Appendix H 

Making the 1960 and 1980 Census Data Comparable 

The purpose of chapter 10 is to measure whether 
change occurred from 1960 to 1980 in the relative 
economic status of Asian men. This was done by 
estimating, for 1960 and 1980, the effect of Asian 
descent on the annual and hourly earnings of native
born men. 

Since the 1960 and 1980 census data differ in 
several ways, efforts were made to make the 
analyses comparable across census years. Otherwise, 
differences in the relative earnings of Asian men in 
1960 and 1980 might reflect differences in the way 
groups were defined, how earnings-related variables 
were controlled, or how hourly earnings (annual 
earnings divided by annual hours worked) were 
computed. Differences between the 1960 and 1980 
census data that are pertinent to the analyses of 
chapter 9 are discussed below along with how these 
differences were resolved. 

Definition of Groups: 1960 and 1980 
Chinese, Filipinos, and Japanese were identified as 

separate races in both the 1960 and 1980 data. Thus, 
it is possible, in both years, to include second-, third
' and earlier generations in the native-born category 
for each of these groups. In the 1960 census data, 
there is no race variable for Koreans and Asian 
Indians. Native-born persons in these groups can 
only be defined, with the 1960 data, as persons with 
parents born in Korea and India. Unfortunately, 
parental origin was not asked in the 1980 census; 

Language spoken at home could also have identified Hispanics; 
however, this question was not asked ofthe native born in 1960. 

although separate race (as well as ancestry) variables 
are available in the 1980 data, there is no way to 
separate second-generation, native-born persons (the 
children of immigrants) from third- and earlier 
generations. The lack of any parallel definition 
across census years to identify native-born Asian 
Indians and Koreans precluded their analysis in 
chapter 9. 

Native-born non-Hispanic whites serve as the 
benchmark group in 1960 and in 1980. Although the 
1980 data facilitated a careful delineation of this 
group that excluded Hispanics, the 1960 data were 
more limited. Hispanics can be identified in the 1960 
data according to whether parents were born in a 
Hispanic country. However, parental origin is not 
available in the 1980 data. Hispanics can be identi
fied with the 1960 data by whether an individual 
reported a Spanish surname (variable P-8-available 
only if the person resided in one of five Southwest
ern States) and whether the person was of Puerto 
Rican stock (variable P-91).1 Spanish surname 
(variable P-15) and Puerto Rican origin (v~ble P-
14) are similarly defined in the 1980 census. To 
ensure that the benchmark groups were comparable 
in the 1960 and 1980 data analyses, native-born non
Hispanic whites were defined in both years as 
native-born whites who do not have a Spanish 
surname (given that they reside in one of five 
Southwestern States) and who are not of Puerto 
Rican origin. This definition does not exclude 

1 
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Hispanics from the benchmark group as successfully 
as the definition used in the analyses of native-born 
men of chapters 4 and 6. Therefore, the annual 
earnings of native-born non-Hispanic whites are 
somewhat lower in the 1980 results presented in 
chapter 9 than in the 1980 results presented in 
preceding chapters. 

Variable Definitions: 1960 and 1980 

Measures of English-language proficiency and a 
measure of work disabilities are available in the 1980 
census but are unavailable in the 1960 census. 
Neither of these variables was used in assessing 
changes in Asian progress for 1960 and 1980. 

Much more detail is available about the geograph
ic location of households within SMSAs in 1980 
than in 1960. In 1960 a distinction can be made only 
between households inside and outside an SMSA. 
To ensure comparability between the 1960 and 1980 
data, individuals are coded as nonmetropolitan in the 
1980 data if they reside outside an SMSA. Similarly, 
individuals are coded as nonmetropolitan in the 1960 
data if they reside outside an SMSA, or if the 
metropolitan status of a household is not identified 
but the household is found in a rural area, or if the 
metropolitan status of a household is not identified 
but the individual works outside an SMSA. 

It should be further noted that hours worked in the 1960 census 
data refer to the hours worked in the census survey week, 

Hours and Weeks Worked: 1960 and 1980 
Hours and weeks worked are continuous variables 

in the 1980 data, whereas in the 1960 data, liours and 
weeks worked are recorded within intervals.2 To 
make the 1960 and 1980 data comparable, the 1980 
data were bracketed to match the brackets of the 
1960 data and then, using the 1980 data on non
Hispanic whites, the average weeks and hours 
worked within each bracket were calculated. These 
values were then used to assign values to both 1960 
and 1980 brackets for all groups. The following 
were the mean values calculated from the 1980 
census data used to impute values within intervals. 

Weeks worked: 
1-13 weeks: 8.1; 14-26: 20.8; 27-39: 33.1; 40-47: 
42.4; 48-49: 48.3; 50-52: 51.8 

Hours worked per week: 
1-14 hours: 8.8; 15-29: 20.9; 30-34: 31.2; 35-39: 
36.5; 41-48: 45.2; 49-59: 51.9; 60+: 67.5 

The imputed hours worked within intervals are 
higher, on average, for Japanese and Chinese men 
than the actual hours that they reported in 1980. 
Using the imputed values, therefore, results in lower 
hourly earnings for these groups than were obtained 
with the more accurate data as reported in chapters 
4 and 6. The estimated 1980 differentials between 
non-Hispanic whites and these groups in hourly 
earnings are, accordingly, larger in the 1980 results 
presented in chapter 9 than in the results for native
born men presented in chapter 6. 

whereas the 1980 census data that were used are usual hours 
worked per week in 1979. 
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Appendix I. 

Unmeasured Factors and the Measurement of Labor 
Market Discrimination 

The conclusions about the presence of or extent of 
anti-Asian labor market discrimination discussed in 
chapter 11 are made on the basis of measured skills 
and characteristics. More complete information on 
skill levels could alter these conclusions. For in
stance, if native-born Asians had higher unmeasured 
skills than non-Hispanic whites, then it would be 
possible that the earnings of Asian groups who earn 
on a par with non-Hispanic whites are, in fact, 
dampened by labor market discrimination. In other 
research, it has been found that some groups with 

, higher than average levels of education have high 
earnings even after controlling for measurable char
acteristics, possibly because these groups receive 
higher quality education than average or because 
they receive more parental investment at home. Yet, 
despite their very high educational levels, native
born Japanese and Korean men earn about the same 
as non-Hispanic white men of the same educational 
level and Chinese men (who have the highest level 
of education among the native born), slightly less.1 

On the other hand, more complete information on 
skill levels might narrow the earnings differential 
found between non-Hispanic white men and native
born Asian Indians and Filipinos. 

See U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, The Economic Status of 
Americans ofSouthern and Eastern European Ancestry (1986), and 
Barry R. Chiswick, ''The Earnings and Human Capital of 

Unmeasured skills and characteristics may also be 
a factor in the results for foreign-born Asian men. 
The lower initial earnings of Asian immigrants may 
reflect lower levels of U.S.-specific skills, such as 
knowledge of the American labor market, that are 
not captured by the census data. For instance, 
migrating at older ages and with lower levels of 
schooling decreases the earnings mobility of Asian 
immigrants, whereas age has no detrimental effect 
and lower schooling levels have less of an effect on 
the earnings mobility of non-Hispanic whites. The 
difference may reflect a greater deficiency of U.S.
specific skills, or greater difficulty in obtaining them 
once here, for older and less educated Asian immi
grants. 

The fact that Asian immigrant men who migrated 
at young ages eventually earn more than non-His
panic white immigrant men may again reflect un
measured skills and characteristics: Asian immi
grants may be more highly selected in terms of 
earnings potential, and this may contribute to their 
eventual success relative to non-Hispanic white 
immigrants. 

American Jews," The Journal of Human Resources, vol. _18 
(S~er 1983), pp. 312-36. 

1 
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